
LAW OFFICES
BURKE, WILLIAMS & SORENSEN, LLP

ORANGE COUNTY OFFICE 611 WEST SIXTH STREET, SUITE 2500 VENTURA COUNTY OFFICE
18301 VON KARMAN AVENUE, SUITE 1050 LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 9OO17-3102 2310 EAST PONDEROSA DRIVE, SUITE 25

IRVINE, CALIFORNIA 92612-1009 Tel: (213} 236-0600 CAMARILLO, CALIFORNIA 93010-4747
Tel: (949) 663-3363 Fax: (213) 236-2700 Tel: (806) 987-3468
Fax: (949) 863-3360 h~p:(twwwbv,,~lavxcom Fax: (805) 482-9834

WRITER’S DIRECT DIAL: RIVERSIDE COUNTY OFFICE OUR FILE NO. :

213) 236-2821 3403 TENTH STREET, SUITE 300
RIVERSIDE. CALIFORNIA 92~)1-3629

z’youngebw~law. �orn Tel: (909) 788-0100
Fax: (909) 788-6786

January 25, 2000

VIA FACSIMILE & U. S. MAIL
(213) 576-6600

Mr Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer ~_
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320 W 4~h Street ~Oz ~
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LOS Angeles, CA 90013

°z~~’~
Dear Mr. Dickerson:

This is submitted on behalf of the Cities of Alhambra,
Compton, E1 Segundo, Lomita, Hawthorne, Torrance, Industry and
Santa Clarita. Those Cities appreciate what appears on initial
review of the January 18, 2000, Staff Report and Record of
Decision to be continued improvements and refinements. However,
please note the language "what appears on initial review .... "
This language was used to make the point that time has permitted
only a most preliminary review. There has been insufficient
time for Cities, to say nothing of those who will be affected by
the ~,.~, ..... ~= ~,~ k~nd of ~=~=~led analysis, much less to
prepare comments for the Board’s consideration and your staff’s
evaluation.

Of course there has been no opportunity to evaluate the
"Change Sheet" and the impact of "clarifications" in that
document which, to my knowledge, is not yet available for public
review. It is for these reasons, as a matter of procedural due
process, that I am constrained to now ask you and the Board to
delay this item until March, 2000, at the earliest. Recitals of
the notice provided for earlier versions of the SUSMP are
interesting, but they are no substitute for adequate notice of
the latest changes. We must make the point that the adequacy of

R0068966



Mr. Dennis Dickerson
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notice is not determined by averaging the notice given to all
prior versions of the SUSMP, it depends on how much notice was
provided as to the version which is to be adopted, with all
modifications, including those in the January 18, 2000, Staff

Report and Record of Decision and the yet-to-be promulgated
Change Sheet.

Please print this Facsimile and include it, in its entirety
(and not just as a summary), in the administrative record of

this matter as comments by the Cities of Alhambra, Compton, E1
Segundo, Lomita, Hawthorne, Torrance, Industry and Santa
Clarita, and each of them.

In addition, the Cities of Alhambra, Compton, E1 Segundo,
Lomita, Hawthorne, Torrance, Industry and Santa Clarita, and
each of them, reserve the right to address the Board at the
Meeting and Hearing on January 26, 2000, or any adjourned or
continued meeting and hearing.

Sincere

ST~    ~N R. ONSTOT
OF BURKE, WILLIAMS & SORENSEN, LLP

Cc: Affected City Attorneys
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January 14,2000 JAN 1 8 2000 ~

B Y: ....................
VIA FACSIMILE TO: (213) 576-6600

and (213) 576-6640

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality
Control Board-Los Angeles Region

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

Re: Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

The undersigned hereby requests the opportunity to speak on behalf of the cities of
Alhambra, Compton, El Segundo, Hawthorne, Industry, Lomita, Santa Clarita and Torrance at the
Public Heating on the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan at the Board’s meeting on
January 26, and any dates to which it may be continued.

Very truly yours,

RUFUS C. YOUNG, JR.
of BURKE, WILLIAMS & SORENSEN, LLP

RCY

cc: City Managers/Administrators, Public Works Directors, Planning Directors and City
Attorneys of the Cities of Alhambra, Compton, El Segundo, Hawthorne, Industry,
Lomita, Santa Clarita and Torrance
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January 11, 2000

VIA FACSIMILE TO: (213) 576-6600
and (213) 576-6640

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality
Control Board-Los Angeles Region
320 West 4t~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013-1105

Re: Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

For the record, please make the SUSMP comment letter submitted by this firm for the
Cities of Alhambra, Compton, E1 Segundo, Hawthorne, Industry, Lomita, Santa Clarita and
Torrance, dated January 5, 2000, in its entirety, part of the administrative record in this matter, as
comments filed by each of the foregoing cities. In addition, when you respond to comments,
please indicate that the comments in that letter were the comments of those cities, and each of
them, and not those of my law firm, which simply represents those cities.

Very truly yours,

RUFUS C. YOUNG, JR.
of BURKE, WILLIAMS & SORENSEN, LLP

RCY

Ref#: 39198 R0068969



Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
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cc: City Managers/Administrators, Public Works Directors, Planning Directors and City
Attorneys of the Cities of Alhambra, Compton, El Segundo, Hawthorne, Industry,
Lomita, Santa Clarita and Torrance

LA #39198 vl
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January 5, 2000

VIA FACSIMILE TO: (213) 576-6600
and (213) 576-6640

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Director
California Regional Water Quality Control Board-
Los Angeles Region

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

Re: Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan; Comments and Request for
Recirculation

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

This letter offers comments on the proposed Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation
Plan ("SUSMP") as revised and dated December 7, 1999. This letter is submitted on behalf of
the Cities of Alhambra, Compton, E1 Segundo, Hawthorne, Industry, Lomita, Santa Clarita and
Torrance. We congratulate you and your staff on the considerable improvements in the revised
SUSMP, but believe that a great deal more remains to be done. In view of the number and
complexity of our comments and those of others, and the costs of implementation of the SUSMP,
we urge you to defer adoption of the SUSMP until it can be recirculated for comment following
incorporatiun t.,f suggested revisions. With that said, the following comments are offered for
your consideration.

General Comments

1.    Action on the two new categories added in the December 7, 1999, revision of the
SUSMP, i.e., "Location adjacent to or discharging to an Environmentally Sensitive Area" and
"Parking Lot for 5,000 square feet or more or with 25 or more parking spaces and potentially
exposed to storm water runoff" should be deferred to permit considered and thoughtful analysis.
As I trust you understand, the revised SUSMP did not reach the hands of a number of staff
persons in a number of cities until the December holidays were upon us. Thus time has been
limited for the sort of analysis which a document of this importance merits.

L .~8910 vl
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Mr. Dennis Dickerson
January 5, 2000
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2.    General Comment: The SUSMP should not, as a matter of law, apply to storm water
runoff which flows directly from the roofs of structures into the storm water system, without
flowing across a source of pollutants, such as a parking lot, because no pollutants are implicated
in such runoff. It is for this reason that the US EPA has exempted such runoff. See, e.g., the
exemption of office buildings and associated parking lots separate from industrial activities from
the US EPA’s definition of Storm water discharge associated with industrial activity, found in
40 C.F.R. § 122.26(b)(14).

3. General Comment: The definitions should appear in alphabetical order.

4.    General Comment: Where a defined term is drawn from another source, the specific
source, such as a particular section of the CEQA Guidelines, should be cited. This would permit
those who will implement, and judges who may be called upon to construe, the SUSMP to
appreciate the context and the intended meaning.

5.    General Comment: The SUSMP should be consistent in the use of the term "storm water"
(two words), as used by US EPA, and not "stormwater."

Comments on Specific SUSMP Requirements

6. The new parking lot category should include a credit (against the threshold size of 5,000
square feet) for use of vegetation and planted parking lot islands. As the SUSMP is drafted,
there would be a negative incentive for installing a vegetated parking lot if the island (oasis?)
would cause the parking lot to exceed 5,000 square feet.

7. Requirement 1 uses the terms "rates" and "levels" interchangeably, but these are not
interchangeable terms. Moreover, "foreseeable" is one thing, "reasonable foreseeability" is yet
another. Please revise the requirement to state "Post-development peak storm water runoff
discharge rates shall not exceed the estimated pre-development rate for developments
where it is reasonably foreseeable that the increased peak storm water discharge rate will
result in increased downstream erosion.

8. In Requirement 2, "CONSERVE NATURAL AREAS" on page 5 of 17, in the first bullet,
"Every effort shall be made to concentrate or cluster development..." should be changed to
"When feasible, development should be concentrated or clustered..." Reason: the term "Every
effort..." is absolute and it could give rise to arguments that it means maximum effort, regardless
of cost or aesthetics, and permits no flexibility. An attempt to impose such an absolute
requirement might invite claims that such a restriction on land use constitutes a taking of private
property for public use. Recall that what is at issue here is the imposition of governmental
requirements, for public use, on private property, i.e., a "taking.".
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9. In Requirement 6, on page 7 of 17, in the interest of clarity, the first bullet should be revised
to read "Materials which would contribute pollutants to the storm water system shall be
placed .... "

10. In Requirement 8, beginning on page 7 of 17, no legal authority is cited in the SUSMP, nor
are we aware of any legal mechanism for a local government Permittee to enforce the
requirement that "This transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to
assume responsibility for maintenance of any treatment control BMPs to be included in the sales
or lease agreement for that property and will be the owner’s responsibility." Moreover, the just-
quoted sentence is ambiguous. To which transfer does the term "This transfer" refer? The "all
properties" transfer in the first part of the preceding sentence? Or does "This transfer" refer to
the transfer to the public entity? What if the sales or lease agreement does not include those
BMP maintenance terms? Please explain, and the SUSMP should make clear just what authority
the Board contemplates would serve as a legal basis for a Permittee City to take remedial action
against a private party. Against a public entity which is a state agency? What standing, in what
forum, would a Permittee City have?

11. In E.I, on page 12 of 17, in the interest of clarity, please revise the last part of the first
sentence to read "...that are deposited on parking lots by motor vehicles." Please also revise the
first bullet to read: "Minimize, to the extent consistent with other laws (e.g., those requiring
handicapped parking) the impervious coverage of parking lots, while allowing credit for the
installation of vegetation strips and parking lot islands planted with trees and other vegetation."

12. The definition of "Redevelopment" should be revised to expressly exempt de minimis
increases.1 For example, adding a fiat, vertical sign to the side of a building, which sign
increases the square footage by 24 square inches should not trigger the applicability of the
Redevelopment SUSMP. Consider revising the SUSMP to expressly state, as we believe that, as
a matter of law it must, that it would apply only in cases in which the redevelopment adds more
than a given de minimis percent of impervious surface.

Comments on Definitions

In many respects, the definitions are the heart of the SUSMP, as it is the
definitions which will establish just what must be done and the instances in which it must be
done. For that reason, the definitions must be as free from ambiguity as possible. With that in
mind, the following comments are offered.

I Please be aware that the Supreme Court of the United States stated in Wisconsin Department of Revenue v.

William t~’rigley, Jr., Co., 505 U.S. 214, 231, (1992)t "de minimis.., is part of the established background of legal
principles against which all enactments are adopted, and.., which all enactments are deemed to accept."
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13. The definition of "100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development" is less than clear,
because the current wording seems to say neither lot size nor building footprint is the fight way
to measure the 100,000 square feet. If "total impermeable area" is to be the measure, the
definition should say so directly. Consider revising the definition to state "100,000 Square
Foot Commercial Development" means any commercial development which makes at least
100,000 square feet of land, including land covered by structures, impermeable to
inffitration where storm water flows may come into contact with pollutants before flowing
into a storm drain, or without first flowing across a permeable land area (e.g. a lawn).

14. The inclusion of the undefined term "primarily engaged" in the definition of "Retail
Gasoline Outlet" is somewhat vague. Consider revising the definition to read "Retail Gasoline
Outlet" means any retail business which derives more than 50% of its average annual gross
receipts from the combined sales of gasoline, lubricating oils, tires, batteries, other
automobile parts, and automotive services.

15. As drafted, the definition of"Parking Lot" would include unpaved overflow parking areas,
which don’t create significant, if any, runoff. It would also include areas used even occasionally
for parking. It would also seem to include parking buildings with roofs, the runoff from which
is, or should be, generally exempt, as no pollutants are implicated. We suggest that the definition
be revised to state: "Parking Lot" means any area of land made impermeable to infiltration
the primary purpose of which is the temporary parking or storage of motor vehicles used
personally, in business, or in commerce.

16. The definition of "Best Management Practice (BMP)" imposes too heavy a burden of proof
of effectiveness of BMPs, the effectiveness of which is open to debate. As drafted, the definition
requires that BMPs, "...when implemented prevent, control, remove or reduce pollution."
Worthy objectives to be sure. Considering how hard it is to measure non-point source water
pollution and to determine the causes of the pollution, it is unfair, and probably a denial of due
process, to require cities to adopt BMPs which they must be prepared to prove, in defending a
suit under the Clean Water Act, were effective. It should be enough that a city has a reasonable
belief that its BMPs are as likely as any others to reduce this pollution. The definition of
"Source Control BMP" recognizes this point by requiring only that practices "aim to" prevent
stormwater pollution by reducing the "potential" for it. It is recommended that the definition of
"Best Management Practice (liMP)" be revised to state that it means the use of methods,
programs, processes, technologies, engineered systems, or siting criteria which are
reasonably believed and intended to prevent, control, remove, or reduce pollution.

17. The definition of "Directly Connected Impervious Area" should be revised, for the reasons
stated in comment 2, above. If the storm water runoff flows directly into the storm water system
without first coming into contact with sources of pollutants, such as petroleum drippings from
incontinent motor vehicles sometimes found on parking lots, the storm water flow should be
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exempt. Consider revising the definition to state "Directly Connected Impermeable Area"
means land covered by impermeable pavement, or other impermeable surfaces where storm
water flows may come into contact with pollutants before flowing into a storm drain, or
without first flowing across a permeable land area (e.g. a lawn).

18. The definition of "New Development" should be revised. Consider revising the definition
to read "New Development" means the process of subdividing land and then disturbing it
substantially, either by making it impermeable to infiltration, by building structures where
storm water flows may come into contact with pollutants before flowing into a storm drain,
without first flowing across a permeable land area (e.g. a lawn).

19. The definition of "Redevelopment" is flawed, as it would seem to apply to remodeling and
maintenance activities which have no impact on storm water runoff. Consider revising the
definition to state "Redevelopment" means an enlargement of the area of impermeable
horizontal surfaces, on an already developed site, such as by building new structures or
substantially enlarging existing ones, which is neither de minimis nor the result of routine
maintenance, where storm water does not drain directly into a storm drain but where the
storm water flow comes into contact with pollutants and then flows into a storm drain,
without first flowing across a permeable land area (e.g. a lawn).

The cities of Alhambra, Compton, E1 Segundo, Hawthorne, Industry, Lomita, Santa
Clarita and Torrance commend your considerable efforts. More remains, and we ask you to give
thoughtful consideration to the foregoing comments.

Very truly yours,

RUFUS C. YOUNG, JR.
of BURKE, WILLIAMS & SORENSEN, LLP

RCY

cc: City Managers/Administrators, Public Works Directors, Planning Directors and City
Attorneys of the Cities of Alhambra, Compton, E1 Segundo, Hawthorne, Industry,
Lomita, Santa Clarita and Torrance

R0068975



°
I~ECEIVED



¯

TIME SENT:                 "~=------------------~--- ~-          _ .    ~

FOR ASSISTANCE PLEASE CALL: (213) 2~6.0600
’--~’---=

OUR TELECOPIER NUMBER IS: (213) 236.2700
The information contained in this facsimile rness~e is intended only for the CONFIDENTIAL use of the
designated addressee named above. The informetion transmitted is subject to the attorney-client privilege
~d/or represents confidential attorney work product. If YOU are not the designated addressee named above
or the authorized agent responsible for delivering it to the designated addressee you received this document
through inadvertent error and an), further review, dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication
by you or anyone else is strictly prohibited. IF YOU RECEIVED THIS COMMUNICATION IN ERROR,
PLEASE NOTIFY US IMM’EDIATELY BY TELEPHONING THE SENDER NAMED ABOVE AT (213)
236-0600 AND RETURN THE ORIGINAL OF THIS COMMUNICATION TO US BY MAIL AT THE
ABOVE-ADDRESs. Thank you.

;~ef~: 4153
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November 29, 1999

VIA FACSIMILE TO: (213) 576-6600
and (213) 576-6640

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

320 West 4t’’ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013-1105

Re: Standard Urban Storm Water ~tigation Plans; Request for Delay in Issuance in
Light of Phase I Storm Wa~er Efficiency Reports Required by Retch1 Legislation

Dear Mr, Dickerson:

This letter requests that you delay issuance of the proposed Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plans ("SUSMPs") As you may already be aware, § 431 of PL 106-74, which the
President signed on October 20, requires the Administrator of the U.S. SPA to make two reports
to Congress. Within 120 days after PL I06-74’s enactment, EPA must report on its "Phase I"
storm water regulations to the SenaIe Co.mince 3n Environment and Public Vqorks and to the
House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure. EPA must also report to these
committees before pub]ishing its "Phase II’" s~orm wa’~er regulations. The agency must publish
both reports in the Federal Register for public comment

The report on the "Phase I" s;orm water regulations must explain in detail wha~
improvement, if an),, they have caused in national water quality This report must describe
specific measures which have or have noz been successful.

The "Phase II" storm water report must contain four elements. First, it mus: analyze the
likely effect of the regulations on urban, suburban, and rural local governments. In particular,
EPA must estimate the costs of compliance with six "minimum control measures" in these storm
water regulations; and of reducing the conZruction threshold from five acres to one Second,
EPA mus~ explain why it reduced tiffs thre.~hold, stating what qualitative information it used to
determine it. The agency must also explain, "it. ’gh~ of recent court decisions," why i~ was less
arbitraxy to choose one acre as its meas’,are, ins~ea~ of five. (This apparently is a reference to
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American TrucMng Ass’ns v. United States Environmental Protection Agency, 175 F.3d 1027
(DC. Cir., 1999)~ Third, EPA must demonstrate that storm water runoff is generally a problem
in cities with populations between 50,000 100.000. In particular, the Administrator must explain
why the population of a place, and not its J,,ater quality, determines whether it is regulated.
Fourth, the report must contain informalion to support EPA’s determination that it should
administer the "Phase Two" storm water regulations as part of the N’PDES.

Much of what the Congress is requiring of the Administrator quite clearly calls the
SUSMPs now under your consideration into question. On behalf of the cities of Alhambra,
Compton, El Segundo, Hawthorne, Industry, Lomita, Santa Clarita and Torrance, 1 ask you to
report to the Regional Board that the Congress has passed legislation requiring the Administrator
of the US. EPA to prepare "efficiency reports" on the Phase I storm water regulations and on
aspects of the Phase 11 storm water regulations which have provisions parallel to the SUSM’Ps
now under consideration. I further request that you delay, or seek the Board’s approval to delay,
issuance of the SUSM~s until the EPA Administrator’s report is published and can be evaluated
For your convenience, a copy of § 431 of Public Law t06-74 is enclosed.

Ve~’ t~l.tlv yours,

RL~U$ C, YOUNO, JR.
ofBLqLK.E, \VI2.LIAMS & SOKENSEN, LLP

RCY

cc: City Managers/Administrators, .P~]ic Works Directors, Planning Directors and City
Attorneys of the Cities of Alhambra, Compton, E1 Segundo, I-iawthome, Industry,
Lomita, Santa Clarita and Torrance

t In theAmer~can Trucking ease, the U.S. Court of Appeals for fl~e Dismct of Columbia C~rcmt held thai the EPA’s

issuance of cer~in regulations under the Clean Ab" Ac~ ~v,~s based on a~ interpretation whach constituted an
m~constitult0nal delegaraon of the legislative ~,.,d~ori.’3. of Congress The court also held that EPA’s select~on of
PM:~. rather than some other size of see; ,% ~he ti-::.z!:cld for ~..~.lation. was arbitrat3.’ and capricious)

3690"7
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Sec. 431. Promulgation of Stormwater Regulations.

(a) Stormwater Regulations.--The Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency
shall not promulgate the Phase II stormwater regulations until the Administrator submits
to the Committee on Environment and Public Works of the Senate and the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure of the House of Representatives a report containing--
(1) an in.depth impact analysis on the effect the final regulations will have on urban,
suburban, and rural local governments subject to the regulations, il~cluding an estima:e
of-- (A) the costs of complying with the six minimum control measures described in the
regulations~ and (B) the costs resu~*.ing from the lowering of the construction threshold
£rom 5 acres to 1 sere; (2) an explanation of the rationale of the Administrator [or
lowering the construction site ~h.reshold from .5 acres to 1 acre~ including-- (A) an
explanation, in light or" recent court decisions, of why a 1-acre measure is any less
arbitrarily determined than a 5.acre measure, and (B) all qualitative information used in
determining an acre threshold for a constru~ion site; (~3) documentation demonstrating
that stormwater runoff is generally a problem in communities with populations of 50,000
to 100,000 (includin~ an explanation of why the coverage of the regulation is based on a
census-determined population instead of a water quali~y threshold); and (,~) information
ihat supports the position of the Administrator thai the Phase II stormwater program
should be administered as part of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
under section 402 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 U S.C. 1342)

(b) Phase I Kegulations.--No later than 120 days after the enactment of tiffs Act~ the
Environmental Protection Agenc.v shall s~bmit to the Environment and Public Works
Committee of the Senate and the Commi:tee on Transportalion and Infrastructure of the
House of Representatives a repor~ containing a detailed explanation of the impact, if any,
that the Phase I program has had in improving water quali~y in the United States
(including [[Page 113 STA’r. 10971] a description of specific measures that have been
successful and those that have been unsuccessful).

(c) Federal Register.--The reports described in subsections (a) and (b) shall be published in
the Federal Register for public comment.
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T,ELEC O.P Y ~-~’~ ~ScSe ~AGE
Dennis Dic~erson N~v. 9, t999CRw~CB-Los Angeles Regicn                DATE:

IO: 00006-0875; 01047-0011

FROM: Rufus C Yeung, Jr., Zsc.
ACCOUNT~901il-0539; 30408-0051

" " 054;0-000i; 002" 9-0117
Standard Urban Storz, ?Tater 02012-0i81

<’ ¯ :-lZti[~ ion Plans
F~:

_~B~CT. at ,[213] 576-6600 and

?OTAL NUMBER OF PAGES dNCLUDING THIS PAGE): !~       (213) 576-6640 /

DATE:
TIME SENT:
OPE1L~TOR’S INITIALS:

FOR ASSISTANCE PLEASE CALL: (213) 136-0600

OUR TELECOFIER NUMBER IS: (213) 236-1700

T[-,e information contained in this facsimile message is intended only for the CO,~TIDENTIAL use of the
,4..~ignated addressee named above. The information transmitted is subject to the attorney-client pri,Alege
~.~dlor represents confidential attorney work product. If YOU are not the designated addressee named above
c r the authorized agent responsible for de!;,vering it �o the designated addressee you received thi~ documen~
through inadvertent error and any further revie-~, dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication
b~ you or a~yone else is strictly prohibited. IF YOU RECEIVED THIS COMMUNICATION IN ERROR,
PLEASE NOTIFY US IMMEDIATELY BY TELEPHONING THE SENDER NAMED ABOVE AT (213)
236-0600 AND RETURN THE ORIGINAL OF THIS COM~fU,N’ICATION TO US BY I~4,1L AT THE
ABOVE-ADDRESS. Thank you.
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LAW OFFICES
BURKE, ~’*’ILLI.x2¢IS & SOR.~IS~’, LLP

November 9, 1999

VIA, FACSLMELE "fOe (213) 576-6600
and (213) 5’76.6640

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Ofl]cer
California Regional Water Qualiw
Control Board-Los .~mgeles 1R, e~on

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

Re. Standard Urban Storm Water ~fdtigation Plans

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Please accept my apologies for the delay in submiuirg tl’.is set of informal comments on
tke proposed Draft Standard Urb~ Storm Water Mitigat!c.-. ?~z.’~s ("SUS~%"). These
commen’~s are st~bmirted on behalf of the Cities of Alhambra, Co~.~zer,_ E1 Segundo, Hawthorne,
Industr3.’, Lomita, Santa Clarion and Torrance

Here are some of the items in the SUSMPs wkich in rn.~ v:.e-~, ~_~se serious legal issues:

1. In the "BACKGROUSD" section of each SUSbfi~, ".n :he second paragraph, the
sole legal basis ~iven is the 1987 amen:lments to t~e C~ean Water Act. If a City
were to attempt~o defend its reliance on the Storm \’~’~-,e," Permit, (and it may, ifa
developer says "you can’t require me do to :hat. ") :!’.e City should have all
possible legal authority at its disposal. "I-he SUSNI?s re’-iance on only one source,
the ’87 CWA amendments, is not, in my view, a g,.--,c~ legal move It would put a
city in the position of betting the outcome of the ’.a-;,suit on one, but only one,
source of authority. The corrective action¯ I’e "~: :~.e federal and California
Constitutions, Porter-Cologne, the Comprehe:’,~;e Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act (CER.CLA), the Resource Conservation ~nd
Recovery Act (’KCP,.A), and the Health & SafeW
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2. In the "BACKGROUND" section of each SUSMP, in the third paragraph, the

third sentence is directive in nature: "This SUSNfl~ outlines th__e nec~sarf Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which mu~t be incorporated into design plans for
[name of SUSIVfP] projects." Please note that the sentence does not say "some of
which" or "Cities may sele~ the appropriate measures ~rom among..." Tkis
language, u~ess modified, it could be m-gued, leaves a Cit~ with no dis~;retion a_t
all: a City would have to require that all.measures in a SUSMP must be
incorporated into all design plans for that type of development. Yes, that may not
be what was intended. But it could be argued to be the plain mearfing of what is in
the SUSMPs, and that is how a judge might construe it. The fix Make i.t clear
~hat the SUSMS’s contain BS~s which, as appropriate, are among those which
City may require of z deve’.oper. Add a variance procedure, to deal with the
inevi:able situation when none of the BNfPs will work.

3. In Section 3 ("PKO~,’IDE STORM D1LM-N SYSTEM STENCILING AND
SIGNAGE") (a requiremen: in even SUS.MS’), in the second bullet point: no hint
is given that an~ahing less :i-,an placement of signs along ever3’ channel and ~
cre’ek, both upstream and dewnstream. [~om the mountains all, ,,the wa~ tO the
se_.qa, is what is required..-~’.., I making this up? No (Remember, in 2, above, the
language is directive~ "i..,;ihe necessa~ Best Management Practices (Bb.ff~s) which
must be incorporated    Just how a developer is to gain access to a stream batik
own-’--"~d by a tkird parry, tc p’.ace those signs, is also not explained. The "taldn~s
issues" (of private ,’-iveffron: oroperty for the public use of erecting the signs,
without just compensation) a~d Firs~ Amendment problems (forcing, somehow,
property owners of property adjacent to streams to be unwilling hosts of forced
speech, i.e., the anti-dump:,r.g signs) raise possibly insurmountable Constitutional
issues. The correction: .M£,~e i: c!ear that the sign requirement is among those
which may be appropria:e, ~-" tha: :" is lim2ted ~o those streams and storm drains
adjacent to the project in ..... ; "

4. The design requirements of :t-.e SUS.XfPs should be reviewed by Building Officials
and F~re Departments for ¢c:’.s:s~en~ with UBC, L-FC, etc..

5. As to "BMP ~£A..rNTEN.MNCE" requiremems, the requirement to have the

developer "sign a statement_declaring responsibility for all structural
maintenance unul the time the pro, perry is transferred" is a nice concept, but
erfforcement would be diNcult or impossible. If the "statement" is not a contract,
it could be argued that the City has no standing to enforce the "statement." As to
maintenance a,fl.er the transfer of propert?’, the notion that the City, through the use
of the "statement," could require the seller to impose conditions on a buyer, which

35923                                                      R0068982
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are not pan of any CUP, contract or ordi~nce could be viewed as an
unconstitutional restraint on alienation, and could subject the City to a "takings"
claim under the federal and state constitutions~ Enforcing this "condition" against
the buyer, or worse yet, the third or fourth buyer down the chain of title, without
benefit of a CLrP, CEQA mitigation requirement or ordinance, could be diff3cuk at
best. Suggestion: Recall that these SUSans are to apply only to discretionary
projects, triggering, one assumes, CEQA. If so, make these conditions CEQA
mitigation requirements. And make them part of" any CUP, if a CLrP is required.
In addition, and of great concern, is that the SUSMPs do not provide for any sort
of filnding mecharfism for the new roles thrust upon the Cities in the area of
enforcement of SUSMP maintenance enforcement.

In summary’, some problems may be encountered w~th the present methodology. Some of
the la_nguage is. I ikink, overbroad. (The wrong saddle on the right horse.) There are o~her ways
to accomplish the goals. I hope these irfida.I comments are helpful. I have also taken the liberty of
preparing a revised sample SUS.’%~ It is enclosed.

The Cities of .alhambra, Compmn, E1 Se~undo, Ha~,,’thorne, Industry, Lomita, Santa
Clarita and Torrance wish to make clear that the submission of these comments on their behalf
should not be construed as a waiver of further comments, or at to the right to raise any further

objections to ~he Draft SUS~ff’s

V~G, truly yours,

RLrFU$ C YOL..~G, JR.
ofBLrRKE, \\’TLLI.&MS & SORENSEN, LLP

RCY
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RESTAURANT

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITIO~

A restaurant is a facility that sells prepped foods ~nd drinks for consurnpfon:; The
term "restaurant" includes but is not limited to -i~ stationary lunch counters
and refreshment stimds-~et~g where prepared foods and drinks are sold for immediate
consumption. (All facilities withLn SIC code 5812 are included in the term
i’Resta ,m’, a~t."}

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water ,National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (’NPDES) permit
(Permit) i~D__~S No. CAS6]40Ol) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 ¢itie~ (Permittees) by
the Los ,angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (’Regional Board) on July 15, 1996,
~-equ4~ed r~ires the development and implementation of a program addressing stormwateestorm
~ pollution issues in development planning for private projects.

The requkement to implement a program addressing development planning is based
on,._.~.o_n_g_9~.e_r___tl-~3_’_g~,_.4he-p.~maa~.~ .ebjec-ti~,es-d .$e__c~.o_n__4_0_2flLpA of the Clean Water

Act, the Coastal Zone Act Reauthorizations Amendments of 1990 ("CZAK4"), the
California Water Cod~__th_e__C_..o.._m...P_r_e_h_..e...n-s.Jx-e----E~Yi4r-9-m-e-~-~Envir°nmental ~.e...s.~_o__n.s..e.,
Compensation and bibfli~_.Lj_a_b_ilit3~ Act {"CERCLA"), 42 U.S.C. §§ 9601, e.t seq., and the

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act,__4_2_U.S.C. ~ 6.__901~__.e_L.._s_e_ .~_.t.T_he 198;
amendments to the Clean Water Act--th~ established a framework for regulating
stor~,e,,,~tet’storm water discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction ’.
activities under the NPDES. The primary objectives of the Municipal Storm Water

.re~eraents ~e to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutant~ from stov-mwVeerstorm water conveyance
systems to the Maxi.mtma Ext~t Practicable.

This Standard Urban ~Storm water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as paz~ of
the program t__o addressing Development..Planni~g-for b_y_the private sector. The Permittees a_~
towilt use th~is SUSMP~ as ~ides for development inte--dev~top their o,an ~e~ty
~..u_rj~.d.i_~.tLo_n:wide SUSMP~. Zb_e__$.12.S.~_~-s_-aP.-oJY---.°nly--t9-.Discreti°na’7 projects (as defined by
CEQA), that fall into one of the seven categories2 (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100- Home
Subdivision, Single-Family Hillside 1Kesidence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development,
Automotive Repair Shop. Retail Gasoline Outlet, and 1Kestaurant)~ ~.e.t.t?oj.Le.e_s..__a.r_~...to_.r_e..q~ir_e.
project prot~onentswi~l-need to implement, to the extent practicabl¢.-the-apprepria~* appropriate
SUS.MP requirements into ~ project plans. This SUSIv[P outlines th= a.e~..:ar" Best

,~ ~. ~ R0068984



09.99 "13.’£ 1S:51 FAX 213 236 2?00 ~006

RESTAURANT
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Pa, g,e 2                                              ,,

.kianagemen! Practices (B.~Ps) which must be consider_._e.d fgL._p..o.}_s_i_b_I¢___~
incorporation, to the extent pr.acticable, into design plans for Restaurant projects. Should any
SUSMP provision conflict-b~iseove~ed with-{he-new-~de~Be~d an)’ pre.existing regulation
.o~-~ ~a.nc_~e such ~. t’or example, a B_uildinLCode re.q.u_iremeat, zhe pre-existing r~ulation-v,4JA
shall contr0_l~-preva~...

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pro
dc*,~,,"n’:,,~z~ tl’~’eshold detern’d.ned by the Permitee, the new an_.~d the exis’6.n~
improvements shall co~ply with this SUSM’P. When the cost of new h~provements is
less tha¢~ the ~ threshold determined by the Permil, ee, only the new
improvements need to comply with t1"ds SUSMP. The pre-determmed tl~’eshold shall
be consistent with the local ju~-’isdic6on’s policy for application of other building codes
to new improvements.

REQUIREMENTS

Pe~ sto~ wa~r ~off disch~ge rates sh~ not exceed estimated p~evelopment
levels for developmen~ where ~ ~creased pe~ storm water disc~ge rat~
foreseeable will cause~u1~ ~-~creased-pe~6~-f~ downs~e~ erosion.

~ app~cable,~ project pl~ must ~clude ~ose B~Ps w~ch ~e prac~cable to

t~~nt ~d w~ch ~e consts~t wi~c~ ~e Pe~e’s code~ ~ ord~ce~, to
decrease ~e po~n~ o~ slopes

¯ Convey ~o~ s~ly Horn ~e tops of slopes ~d stabilize ~s~bed slopes.

¯ Stab~epe~e~t c~el cross~s.

¯ Ve~eta~ slopes w~na~ve or drouBht ~le~t vegem~on.

¯ Wi~ approv~ of ~ a~en~es wi~ iudsdic~on, e.z.. ~e ~my Co~s o~ En~eers
~d ~e C~l~o~a Deponent o~ Fish ~ G~e,~ ~st~l ene¢~ ~sipa~rs,
such as tiprap, at ~e ou~e~ of new sto~ ~s, culvert, cond~, or ch~els
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that enter united charuaels in accordance with applicable specificatiom to mhxinl,ize
erosion.

,~..,.:,,~..~.,,!,..’ .,.~ ".~. "’. -. .- ¯ .’. ’ 1,2.’ .. ;..., :. .~...;,o ".. - -- -.~,~.....,;, . ., "- . : ~

Equipment/accessory washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals,
oil and grease, solvents, phosphates, and sxtspended solids ~ as~tetstorm
water conveyance system. To a.Oeviate this problem, include in the project plans an area
for the washing/stea~a clea,n~g of equipment and accessories. This area must meet the
following requ£rements, cortsister, t wi~ buildi~R codes:

¯ This area must be seLf-contah-~ed, equipped with a grease lzap,...-and properly
connected to a sardtary sewer or retention tank.

¯ Lf this wash area is to be located outdoors, it must be covered, paved, have
secondary conta.i.n.ment, and be connecied to the sanitary, sewer or retention ta~.
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Storm dram stencils are highly visible source controls that are b’pica.Lly placed directly
adjacent to storm drain inlets. "The stencil contains a brier statement that prohibits the
dumping of improper materials into the stoz--m~atez, storm water conveyance system.
Graphical icons, either il!ustra~i.rtg anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water
fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-dumping message.

A~ll new storm drain inlets and catch basins ¢(~nstructed a~ part of the _project no._..t
alrea_dY steneflledstenciIed,_must be stertcLled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRA~S TO OCEAN") and/or ~aphical icons to discourage
Llleg~l duanping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal
dumping must be posted ~long the portion of charmels and ~eeks, if a.ns~, which are
adiacent to the proiec_t, if it is pz, eactieabtep.racticable to obtain _l_eg..a.1..._a~.proval from
the property owner.

Le~bilih,- of stencils and sign~ must be ma.Lrt*,ained.

Improper storage of materials outdoors ~ could allow to-~ :~mpc’-’--~.~, ~il
~zc~ea~y--me4aP~-~u~ient.~--~l--~us.pended--~tids ]~cllutants to enter the
~r-~,w--.~rstorm water conveya.nce system W’here proposed project plans or activities
may-~esu]~-in include outdoor areas for storage or uses_-of-matez4als that may contribute
pollutants to the ~~a~,~storm water conveyance system, the follow~g sn-uctu.ral
B,x~s are required:

¯ A,reas where materials a.re to be stored must be: (1) placed Ln an enclosure such as,
but not limited to, a cabtnet shed, or sin-dlar structure that prevents contact wit.
runoff or spLllage to the storm water conveyance system; or {2) protected by
secondary containment smact’u~es such ~ berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently imper~ious to contain leaks
sptlls.
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¯ Where fea3~le, the storage area should have a roof or awrdrtg to minimize collection
of storm water within the secondary containment area.
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¯ 6.,. ~. PROPERLY DESiGN~TRASH STO!’~G,E,A~. EAS. ,..,...-~ ~,.:

Loose ~ash ~d debts c~ be e~il)’ ~por~d by ~e fo~ of water or wind into
ne~by sto~ dr~ ~e~, ch~els, ~d/or ~eeks. ~ ~h c~er ~e~~
~ubiect to ~s SU$~ must meet ~e follo~g req~em~:

pavement sh~ b~ve~d ~o~d ~uh cont~el ~~

¯ Tr~h conifer ~e~ must be screened or w~ed to p~vent ~tended o~-s£te
~port o~ ~ash.

7.. "I~O~b~OOPOF ONGOING BMPMAI~N~ ’ -. ’".
..~;:".,:LI" ~,. ’ - ": ..~[ ;’. .... ::    " " " " ’[ "

~proper ~~ce is one of ~e mo~t co--on re~o~ ~r wa~r qa~b" c~ols to
not ~cgon ~ desired or to f~ en~el7. It is ~po~t ~ c~ider who
respo~ible for m~n~ce of a pe~ent B~, ~d what e~pment ~ req~d to
per[o~ ~e m~n~ce properly. ~ p~t of project ~view, ff a project app~c~t has
~cluded (or ~I be requ~ed to ~clude) s~c~ B~s ~ project pl~, Pe~ee~
~ w~l req~e ~at ~e applic~t provide ve~ca~on o[ ~~ce prov~io~
~ou~h such me~s as may,,,be appropfia~, ~cludmx, but not ~ted to
dse~de~i~, le~ a~reements, coven.S, CEQA ~a~aaon requiremenB ~d/ot
Condi~on~ Use Pe~.

If s~mctur~ BX~s ~re located within ~ public area proposed for
~, they will be ~h¢ responsibility of the developer until they ~e ~ccepted for ~sfer by the
Coun~ or other appropriate public agency ~"- ¯ ........ ~ ~,m .......
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TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the SOurCe (1997) by BayBay Area ~e,~-~erStorm water
Area ~er~s~k~Storm water Management Agencies Association
Management Agencies Association 2101 Webster Street

Suite 500
Detailed discussion of permeable    Oakland, CA
pavements and alternative driveway5;10-286-1255
desi~r~ presented.

Design of 8�-~t-m.~._St_o_r__m..~’.a...t_e.r_ cen,e¢ fo, Watershed P,ol¢¢oon

Filtering Systems 0996) by ~ch~d8391 Main S~reet

A. Claytor and Thomas R Schuler Ellicott City, MD 21043
410-461-8323

Presents detailed engineering
guidance on ten different
s~o~m,,~t-e~storm water filtering
systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook forCemer for Wa,ershed Pro~ec~ion

Changing Development Rules in 8391 Main Street
Ellicott Ci~’, ME) 21043

Your Community (1998) ~o-~:~

Presents guidance for different
model development alternatives.
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Design Manual for Use of
Bioretention in ,Sto~mwateFStorm Watershed Protection Br~ch

9400 Pepperco~ Place, S~te 600
water Management (1993)

L~dov~, MD 20785

~esents ~d~ce for desi~g
bioreten~on fa¢~es.
Operation, Maintenance and 4 I0 ~ O~ ~ve
Management of ~Storm Crawfordv~e, FL 32327
water Management (1997)          850-926-5310

Provides a thorough look at
s.t<)rmwat~storm water practices
including, plarming and design
considerations, programn~atic and
regulato~ aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Los .Knseles coua~) D~pa.runen! of Public Work

Management Practices HandbooksCashiers Office

(1993) for Construction Activit-y, 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Municipal, and Alhambra, CA 91803

Industrial/Commercial 626-458-6959

Presents a description of a large
variety of structural and good
housekeeping BMPs.
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Arroyo Verdugo Cities
Burbank - Glendale - La Canada Flintridge

January 13, 2000

Mr. Dennis Dickerson                                              :--~
Executive Officer
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality

Control Board
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200                                          --=
Los Angeles, CA 90013

A Chairman of the Arroyo Verdugo Steering Committee, I wish to share my
written opposition to the proposed numeric storm water retention/treatment
requirements presented by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board,
Los Angeles Region. I understand the revised SUSMP addresses some of the
recently expressed concerns, but I believe the changes have made the SUSMP
more stringent encouraging the cost of development.

The Arroyo Verdugo Steedng Committee has met several times to discuss this
issue and has worked to state their opposition in the attached draft resolution.
The action to adopt the resolution was placed on our January agenda, but due to
lack of quorum the Committee was unable to make the vote official. The
Committee is looking to meet again prior to your January 26 Regional Board
meeting, and if the resolution is adopted, an Arroyo Verdugo Cities staff member
will present the document at your meeting.

Please accept my gratitude for taking the time to consider these comments. It is
my intent to help develop effective standards without compromising water quality.

Bill Wiggins
Chairman, Arroyo Verdugo Cities    <~o~,, ~
Vice-Mayor, City of Burbank

C: Arroyo Verdugo Steering Committee

R0068992
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RESOLUTION NO. 21

A RESOLUTION OF THE ARROYO VERDUGO CITIES
COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS ADVISING THE CALIFORNIA
REGIONAL    WATER    QUALITY    CONTROL    BOARD,    LOS
ANGELES REGION, OF ITS INTENTION TO PETITION THE
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD FOR RELIEF
FROM UNREASONABLE RUNOFF POLLUTION CONTROLS
FOR NEW DEVELOPMENTS

Whereas, the Arroyo Verdugo Cities Council of Governments (hereinafter "Arroyo
Verdugo COG"), is a sub-region of the Southern California Association of Governments,
consisting of Burbank, Glendale and La Canada Flintridge;

Whereas, on September 16, 1999, the Califomia Regional Water Quality Control
Board, Los Angeles Region (hereinafter "regional board") convened a public hearing to
discuss requiring cities in Los Angeles County to impose stringent numeric storm water
retention/treatment requirements (hereinafter "numeric requirements") on certain
categories of new developments, through so-called Standard Urban Storm Water
Management Plans (hereinafter "SUSMPs") - a requirement of the development planning
program component of the NPDES permit;

Whereas, such numeric limits were intended to retain or treat about 80-85% of
runoff from the subject new developments, which include 10-99 home sub-divisions, 100-
plus home sub-divisions, and 100,000 square foot commercial developments;

Whereas during aforementioned public hearing, 50 cities expressed opposition to
the proposed numeric storm water retention/treatment requirements because of the
following:

io they were inflexible to the extent cities that cities would have been required to meet the
numeric standard, even if it were difficult or possible to do so because of economy,
practicality, or the new risk of creating another environmental problem;

ii. they were largely based on a settlement agreement between County of Los Angeles
and the Natural Resources Defense Council;

iii. they were targeted at reducing oil, grease, and unspecified metals without specifying
the purpose of such a stringent requirement, such as protecting a beneficial use of
particular a receiving water (e.g., ground-water recharge areas of the Los Angeles
and San Gabriel Rivers);

iv. they would have been the most stringent new development runoff pollution control
requirement in the State; and

v. they are not authorized either under the NPDES permit or the development planning
program, which calls for SUSMPs.
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Whereas on September 16, 1999, the Executive Officer of the regional board
recommended to continue discussion of this issue to another time, now set for January 26,
2000;

Whereas, on December 7, 1999, the Executive Officer issued a revised SUSMP
and proposed its adoption through a tentative RESOLUTION APPROVING THE
RECORD FOR STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN FOR
MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND URBAN RUNOFF MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS IN
LOS ANGELES COUNTY;

Whereas, although the revised SUSMP addresses several of the concerns
expressed in the Arroyo Verdugo Cities COG resolution, it made the SUSMP more
stringent by requiring a numeric-based design standard for retaining or treating runoff
from ANY PARKING LOT WITH 25 OR MORE SPACES OR GREATER THAN 5000
SQUARE FEET - instead of requiring a numedc standard just for housing sub-divisions
and 100,000 square feet commercial developments as initially called proposed;

Whereas, if approved, the revised SUSMP would increase the cost of development
to a higher level than was initially considered by the regional board, notwithstanding the
absence of any scientific evidence demonstrating that the more stringent requirements
would result in a tangible improvement of water quality for any receiving water;

NOW, THEREFORE, the Arroyo Verdugo Cities COG does hereby resolve as follows:

Section 1. Advise regional board members of its opposition to the regional
board’s proposed tentative resolution;

Section 2. Recommend that the regional board approve the Standard Urban
Storm Water Mitigation Plan, which does not include broad numeric limits, as proposed by
the Executive Advisory Committee on August 11, 1999;

Section 3. Notify the regional board that if it or its Executive Officer adopts any
requirement calling for a numeric standard to treat or retain storm water runoff from any
development project, or controlling runoff from a surface area of any new development,
without the consent of the Arroyo Verdugo Cities COG, that this COG shall, within 30
days of the action, prepare a petition with the State Water Resources Control Board
enabling its members to challenge such action.

Adopted this 21= day of Jan~u~2,0~

Chair, Arroyo Verdugo Cities

E .~cutive Director
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State of California, County of Los Angeles

I, NINA POTTER, Executive Director for Arroyo Verdugo Cities, certify that the
foregoing resolution was adopted by the Arroyo Verdugo Cities Steering Committee,
representing the cities of Burbank, Glendale and La Canada Flintridge, by a majority of
the members thereof, at its special meeting held on the 21= day of January, 2000, and
that the same was adopted by the following vote:

Ayes: Wiggins, Liu
Noes: None
Absent: Baker

Executive Director
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City of A~usa
Department of Community Development

Engineering Division

August 31, 1999

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer
CRWQCB - LA
320 W. 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

RE: OPPOSITION TO SUSMP NUMERIC LIMITS

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

The City of Azusa has reviewed the proposed SUSMP numeric limits by the Board and objects to
their inclusion in the development planning modal program. As we have pointed to other aspects of
the current NPDES permit, certain permit requirements are imposed on the Cities without an
appropriate cost to benefit studies. In rush to impose more and more regulations, regulatory agencies
often neglect to consider the economic side of the requirements.

County of Los Angeles Cities should not contend with numerical limits, while the Cities in the
neigl~boring Counties of Orange and Riverside do not. These limits invite an inherent regional
inequity to Southern California.

In fact, no other municipal permit in California requires numerical limits for the retention or
treatment of storm water run-off. The LA region permit has led the State in controversy from the
date it was adopted. We should allow the approved model programs take effect, without the
numerical limits, and properly assess their effectiveness on the water quality before over-burdening
the LA region with additional requirements.

In case of questions, please feel free to call me at 626/812-5261.
!

Sincerely,

Nasser AI ~eh~~~

City Engineer
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BALDWIN
P,A’R-K

January 12, 2000

Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality

Control Board, Los Angeles Region
320 West 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013-1105

SUBJECT: STANDARD URBAN STORMWATER MITIGATION
PLAN (SUSMP)

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

The City of Baldwin Park appreciates the challenges that the Regional
Board has encountered during the development of the Planning and
Development guidelines for the cities of the Los Angeles Region. The
City is also continuously faced with many policy-making issues which
are often controversial or difficult to implement due to various social or
economic reasons. Through this process, the City is continuously
updating and reviewing its policies to ensure the community’s quality of
life as well as the protection of its natural resources. It is from this point
of reference that we believe the overall goal of imposing SUSMP
requirements on new development and redevelopment must be
practical, efficient and feasible to effectively mitigate pollution in
stormwater and urban runoff.

As an environmentally-concerned community, we wish to support the
Board and its staff in establishing basic and realistic SUSMP standards,
which also allow the use of alternative mitigation methods that achieve
the same result, if found to be necessary or appropriate due to site
specific limitations. Such an approach, we believe, would effectively
meet the goals of the SUSMP program in an effective and reasonable
manner. The City is continuing to implement its current SUSMP
requirements and will progressively assess their outcomes. This will
continue to be averv dynamic and progressive procedure that will only
improve with time and experience.                       R0068997

CITY OF BAtDWIN PARK.14403 EASI PACI]-IC AVENU~,BALDWiN PARK,CA.9i700,(026;qO0-4011FAX,o26)q62-2625



The City of Baldwin Park believes that it is a partner with the Regional
Board in the protection of the Region’s environment and looks forward
to the development of SUSMP standards which meet the mutual goals of
our two agencies. Should you have any questions related to this matter,
or if you desire any information related to the City’s stormwater/urban
runoff program, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

Wendy Lemm-Harris
Public Works Supervisor, Environmental Services Division
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CITY OF

16600 CIVIC CENTER DRIVE

"BELLFLOWER, CAUFORNIA 90706-5494
(562) 804-1424

FAX (562) 925-8660
September 1, 1999

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality
Control Board - Los Angeles Region
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Subject: Opposition to SUSMP Numeric Limits

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

The City of Bellflower understands that the Regional Board will be considering incorporating
numeric limits into the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) at its September
16, 1999 meeting. The numeric limits proposed by Regional Board staff are aimed at
retaining and/or treating .75" of storm water during a 24-hour storm event for seven (7)
categories of new developments. The City also understands that the County of Los Angeles
-- the principal permittee under the Los Angeles County Municipal NPDES Permit ("NPDES
permit") -- has already agreed to this standard by way of its settlement agreement with the
environmental community.

The City writes to inform you of its opposition to this proposed requirement for the following
reasons:

¯ No other municipal permit in California requires a numeric limit for the retention or
¯ treatment of storm water runoff.

¯ Although other ccunties in California, such as Alameda and Ventura, require post-
construction controls for new developments, they afford cities broad discretion in
determining which types of projects and structural controls to impose ’on developers.

¯ If approved, the numeric limits would require cities to impose upon seven (7) types of
new development costly structural controls (infiltration/detention basins or similar
devices, oil/water separators, vegetative swales, catch basin inserts, pervious
materials, or a combination thereof), without regard for whether such controls are
needed or whether they would be effective or necessary insofar as protecting a
beneficial use of receiving water.

R0068999
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Page 2 of 2

¯ The structural controls required to meet a numeric retention/treatment limit would
1) require a high degree of maintenance, which cities would be responsible for
enforcing; and 2) if not properly maintained, could become sources of pollution
rather than pollution mitigants.

¯ The numeric limits constitute an unfunded state mandate and have not been
evaluated for cost-effectiveness --as required under California Law.

¯ The numeric limits now being considered were not based on science or engineering,
but on a negotiated agreement, and are therefore arbitrary.

¯ The structural controls necessitated by numeric limits would be required without
regard to siting factors (soil conditions and other environmental considerations).

¯ The use of some structural controls such as detention basins/ponds and vegetative
buffers are even more undesirable because they reduce the amount of developable
area.

Given the aforementioned problems, the absence of numeric limits in the SUSMP’s would
be in the interest of this and other cities. In addition, cities should be allowed sufficient
time to allow the Council of Government (COGs) to review and comment on NPDES
permit issues. Since the COGs meet monthly, thirty (30) days notice is simply not enough
time for member cities to take action on such important issues.

As you may also be aware of, two (2) years ago the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG) petitioned the State water Resources Control Board to involve it and
its sub-regional COGs in the discussion of the NPDES permit matters. This action was
taken because storm water management is an important regional planning issue that
demands the involvement of SCAG, a regional planning agency.

Sincerel ,~

Mic’haeliJ. Egan
City Administrator

cc: file
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~ CITY OF BURBANK
275 EAST OLIVE AVENUE. P OBOX 6459, BURBANK, CA~ ;~OR!ql~ 9~5!0-6459

January 13, 2000

VIA FAX
(213) 576-6640

Dr. Xavier Swamikannu
Storm Water Program
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 W. 4t" Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

SUBJECT: PROPOSED STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION
PLAN PUBLIC HEARING

Dear Dr. Swamikannu:

This is to notify you that the Arroyo Verdugo Cities Council of Governments
(COG) would like to speak at the subject public hearing on January 26, 2000.
We anticipate that Bruce S. Feng, Public Works Director for the City of Burbank,
or his designee, will represent this COG. He will require approximately three (3)
minutes of speaking time.

Thankyou.

Sincerely,

uce S. Fen
Public Works Director

BSF:pf

cc: Elroy Kiepke, Acting Public Works Director, La Ca5ada Flintridge
Kerry Morford, Public Works Director, Glendale
Nina Potter, Executive Director, Arroyo Verdugo Cities

R0069001
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Creek WMmh  Mtn gtment CommAtm

January 20, :!000

Mr. Oennls C ickarson, Executive Officer
Regional Wal~" QuMity Control Board, Los Angeles Region
320 W. 4* St, Suite 200
Los Ano~ CA 90013

SUBJECT: 8USMP Policy and Implemenlation

Dear Mr. Dic ~erson:

The Malibu (:reek Watershed Management Commitlae (WMC) decided the following on its
January 13, :~000 meeting:

1) The lildbu Creek we suppom IM ml~ SUSMP that had been worked on by
metal par~ b~t was removed from discussion this week. This version provides
flexibility, but aim) require specific warm’ quality actions that will result In restored
benMiclal uses of our ~.

2) The 14MIbu Creek WIIC supports 1he policy stmtmment approved by Southern
Callfc,mia Aae~miatlon of Governments (SCAG) as the Implemenlalion �ounterlxlrt
of Ih~, 8USMPs, including the idea of using a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)
driver numeric standard rather than a volume based numeric standard. We also
encoqirage the Regional Board to make the SCAG policy more formal by adopting a
revlm~d resolution, commit and �ooFdlnat~ resources as outlined In the policy, and
direct: staff to use TMDLs for developing ~he numedc standard.

3) The iVlalibu Creek WMC wishes to express its concern over Ute ieti~r dated December
22,1| 99 fflxn Rutan and Tucker regarding objections to the 8USMPs. The Executive
Advi~ ory Commltl~ (EAC) did vot~ to have m formal preeen~on on three aspects
ofth~ 8USMP issue to the Regional Board members during the 8U~iIP agenda item,
the k~al aspect being one of the three. ~, the EAC did not review the
conla nts of the letl~r prior to Rutan and Tucker ~m~ling It to you. The Mallbu Creek
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when the contents and tone of the lettm’ were not made available to the group to
dlscu:m, edit as appropriate, and vot~ upon.

Tlmnk you f(,r your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

¯ Malibu Cmel~ Watm’shed Commitlae

cc: Honorable Regional Board Members
City c f Agoum Hills, Jedediah Ireland
City ¢ f Calabasas, Heather Lea Merenda
City ¢,f Malibu, Richard Morgan
City (,f Westlake Village, Jim Taylor
Chair Ballona Creek Watershed
Chai~ Los Angeles River Watemhed
Chair Dominguez Channel Watershed
Chak San Gabriel River Watershed
Chak Santa Clara River Watershed
Chak Executive Advisory Committee
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To: Rt~lOmd Caandl

Dime:. Duemmbm" IS~ 1999

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Adopt II~: followin~ __msamnmt of policy on ~ wa~ runoff mitigation.

T/~,~ua~ern Ca/~forn~a Associaaon of~mm~s recomma~."

¯ ~hai ~’~e R~onal Bourd encouragepilo~proK, ram~ s~miIar to thase ~nderway by Los
AnK~e!es County in which t~e implementation of a numeric standard for runoff
~olus~es pv~luced b~ n~w developments can be monitored and e~aluated in a ~ar~ou~

¯ that l~e Boa~ work closely w~h ~ such as Calabasas, Santa Clarita and Santa
Momca to a~ees the eff~ctivene~ of local initiatives aimed at mana~ng runoff water
flows and q~afity.

¯ that f~e Board develop a Memorandum of Understanding w~th $CAG in which $C~4G
woul,~ bworporate a Best Manag~neet Prac~ce~ for Pret,e~ing Storm Water Runoff
Polls,.~on in the Lo~ Angeles Basin project in it~ Environmental Programs and
Liva~,le Communities work elemmo.~.

¯ that ,~e Board ask $CAG to manage a legal authorities initiative in which all of the
8~ ci !~es in ~he Los Angeles Basin would work to det,elop model language which
woul ] then be availabIe fer munic~val implementation throughout the Basin.

¯ t~at ~e Board invite $CAG ~o contribute ~s ~on 208 a~tho~t~es to a
colla!~era~on w~th other Icsy o~~/staheholder$ in scoping out pIans for a
watt. "shed management initi~’ve pro~am in each watev~hed of the Basin.

¯ that ~e Board ~valuate the operating remits ofwater~hed (~e~ional) mitigation
pro~ ~ams prior to its consideration of any genes! retrofit mandates on existing land

¯ eka~ ~,~e Board and $CAG cooperate ~th o~her ~ak~hoiders inputting be~t effor~
into ~’a~ing the new financial renosut’~ ne~led for planning and implementing these
watt; qualiw commitments.

¯ that ~he Boerd’~ staff be encouraged ~o meet v~th ~hose $CAG sub.re~onaI councils
affected by the $~ pro~ram prior to any Board action on these matters.

SUMM~,RY:

Atits Jm~umy 26, 2000 ~ the ~ Board will e(msider new provisions for a storm
water rm.~ff mitigafi~ plan ~ a ntune~ standard ~quiring naemion and u~mem or" up
to ~ ofaa inch of runoffon a ~.ific ~i~ The ~ plm~ would be ~ into both the
new Lo~ g B~mch storm wat~ pe~nit a~ well a~ the exi~ti~ Los Angeles ~ ~t The
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plm wouhi nmt~ally ~ mmy new dvvelopmem md red~elopmem ~itcs in Los Angeles
Cotmty. ’[~v I~C is ~luled to cemider this ~me it~n at its meeting also ~m JmumT 6.

BACKGJ~OUND:

The ctm~nt Los Angeles County Storm Water Permit that w~ issued in 1996 (ss well ~s th~
City of Ling Bem~h Storm W~r Permit imued em~li~ this year) called for v~rious pmgrm~

Augu~ tt ¯ F, xecufive ~ of the I.,~ Angeles Regional Board annmmced a new ~

develolm.~t sit~s. This rule requit~ ~ these siles would need I~ retain and possibly treat
up to fl~ first ~ of an in~ of storm warm" ~o~ on these sites from a24 hour storm event.
A_t a publi~ ~ on.~mb~ 16, 1999 local govex’nm~ and private industry respomm ~o

runoff. ::hese responses emgSested tl~ a numeric stmdmi w~ a "volume" strateSy, not a
~ q~flity sUategy. A numedc strand deslt with qualities of wa~er ratlxr than wi~h
specific r oil~ion pmblem~ ~ocbeed with a givm location snd Seneml hydrology.

Followin~ the Seplember hea’L~ ~e Weter Policy Task Force scheduled two mont~ of
temimon.,, o~ rids isme. A wide cro~s section of inteemed parties sppesred before the T~k

sla/icn re~sentalives, and a fast food r~taurant rcpresent~ve.

~nm~g tl,e va’iou~ p~ies to search r~r new ~ for improving nmoff w~eer quality and

hi~hlight~ng the impoctmr~ of looking at this nmoff pollution problem as a regional or
walemhe~l problem (rather than ju~ a problem for ~q~ecific development sites) and as a
problem requiring much better idemification (rather than jtmt retaining mban runoff
everywh.:re).

Theffie co ~ns were presemed by Mark Pimmo to Dennis Dickerson, F, xecutive Officer of the
Regional Board, a~ a meeM~ in mid-November. Following that ~ a SCAG
memorm~dum (roached) wa~ m~t to the Executive ~, urging him to implemem

locatiome. From the~ effo~ and with SCAG’s assie~m~ the use ofa numecic stmdard could

idmtilie~l pollution occurring in ~ific reachm of waterbodi~ throughout the County.
Similarly. this approach would feature larger-scale solutions (not just sitL,-by-s~
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CIVIC CENTER ¯ 18125 BLOOMFIELD AVENUE
P.O. BOX .51.50 ¯ CERRITOS, CALIFORNIA 9070.5-3130

PHONE: (562) 860-051 I ¯ FAX: (562) 916-1.57.5

September 9, 1999

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
GRACE HU

Mr. Dennis Dickerson                                                    -~
Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quaiiiy Control Board                               ~"-":
Los Angeles Region                                                      "
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200                                           ~.~_--
Los Angeles, CA 90013                                                     ~ ~i-

SUBJECT:    SUSMP Numeric Limits

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

The City of Cerritos is aware that the Regional Board is considering the use of numeric limits in the
Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP). Cerritos supports the use of Best Management
Practices (BMP’s) as guidelines that can be customized to suit the needs of individual projects.
However, Cerritos has the following specific concerns with this proposal:

Developers could easily chose to build in neighboring Orange County and still serve the
Cerritos area without paying for potential unnecessary structural controls that make part of
the property undevelopable.

The groundwater table in Cerritos is very high. Retention basins or swales have the potential
for causing pollutants to leach and contaminate groundwater.

Cerritos prides itself on the clean and attractive appearance of our City. However, we do not
have, the staff, experi~nc~ or budgot to support the maintenance requ rpd with the slructural
controls suggested for use in complying with the proposed numeric limit.

Cerritos supports a study of the effectiveness of these controls, as well as a plan to monitor the
pollutants found in storm water runoff in our City. Unless the effectiveness and the economic
viability of this proposal can be demonstrated, Cerritos will oppose the blanket requirement for all
cities in Los Angeles County to retain and treat 0.75" of stormwater during a twenty-four hour event.

Please contact the City’s Director of Public Works, Mr. Vince Brar, at (562) 916-1220 should you
have any questions.

Sihcerely,

Mayor
dt                                                          R0069007



~
CITY OF CLAREMONT

City Hall ~ ’- J ...... ~ -. City Council .(909) 399-5444

207 Harvard Avenue Sandy Baldonado

P.O. Box 880 Paul Held

Claremont, CA 91711-0880 Algird Leiga

FAX (909) 399-5492 Karen Rosenthal
Suzan Smith

January 11,2000

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality

Control Board--Los Angeles Region
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013-1105

Dear Mr. Dickerson:
Request for Delay in Issuance of SUSMP

We have reviewed Mr. Rufus Young’s letter of January 5, 2000 (copy enclosed) sent on
behalf of the cities of Alhambra, Compton, El Segundo, Hawthorne, Industry, Lomita,
Santa Clarita, and Torrance regarding the proposed Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP), and asking that the adoption of the SUSMP be deferred.

We have also reviewed the December 22, 1999 letter from Desi Alvarez, Chairman of
the Executive Advisory Committee of the Los Angeles County Permittees (copy
enclosed) which requests that a revised SUSMP be distributed to the Permittees for
comments.

The City of Claremont shares the concerns expressed, and we also urge you to
postpone issuance of the SUSMP until the SUSMP can be recirculated for comment
following review and incorporation of the suggested revisions.

Sincerely,

Karen M. Rosenthal
Mayor

Enclosures

Nicolas T. Conway, Executive Director, San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments
Rufus C. Young, Jr., Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP
Desi Alvarez, Chairman, Executive Advisory Committee
Craig Bradshaw, City EngineerF
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~ CITY OF CLAREMONT
Community Development Department

City Hall Building ¯ (909) 399-5471

207 Harvard Avenue Planning ¯ (909) 399-5470

P.O. Box 880 Engineering ¯ (909) 399-5465

Claremont, CA 91711-0880 Community Improvement ¯ (909) 399-5467

FAX (909) 399-5492 Economic Development ¯ (909) 399-5341

September 14, 1999 Via Facsimile, (213) 576-6660
Attention: Xavier Swamikannu

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

NUMERICAL MITIGATION MEASURES

I would like to express opposition to the recommendation by the California Regional
Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region, to incorporate numeric mitigation
measures into the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs).

The City of Claremont is aware that the Regional Board is under pressure to approve
the SUSMPs, which were required to be implemented by July 30, 1999. Given the
concerns and associated questions with regards to the incorporation of the numeric
mitigation measures, I support the approval of the SUSMPs as originally submitted by
Los Angeles County without the numeric measures.

At such time as sufficient information in the form of studies and research is available
regarding the implementation of numerical measurements, the subject could be
reopened for evaluation.

If you have any questions regarding my position, please call me at (909) 399-5474.

Sincerely,

Craig B.~shaw
City Engineer                                                 -

i
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City Hall                                                        ’ "~"
. - ~ ~ : ~,’~ City Council ¯ (909) 399-5444207 Haward Avenue _ .’ .-- ~...-

P.O. Box 880 ~ Ba~na~
Claremont, CA 91711-0880 Paul Held
FAX (909) 399-5492 Algird Leiga

Karen Rosenthal
Suzan Sm#h

September 2, 1999 Via Fa~imile (213) 576-6660
A~ention: Xavier Swamikannu

Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Numerical Mitiqation Measures - OPPOSF

The City of Claremont opposes the recommendation by the California Regional Water
Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region, to incorporate numeric mitigation measures
into the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans (SUSMP).

The Development Planning Model Program required the County of Los Angeles, as
principal permittee under the Los Angeles County Municipal NPDES Permit (NPDES
permit), in consultation with the co-permittee cities, to develop the SUSMP for seven
types of projects listed in the current NPDES Permit. Los Angeles County, on behalf of
permittees, submitted the SUSMP for your approval on July 22, 1999 with revisions
made on August 12, 1999. As submitted and revised, the SUSMP did not contain the
numeric mitigation measures language that is now being recommended by Board staff.
Such language was discussed at length during the development of the SUSMP and was
intentionally left out for reasons that will be discussed below.

As proposed, the numeric mitigation measures would require cities to impose on
developers and/or property owners structural Best Management Practices (BMP) aimed
at retaining and/or treating the first 0.75 inches of rainfall within a 24-hour storm event
for the following projects: 100" Home Subdivision; 10-99 Home Subdivision; 100,000"
Square-Foot Commercial Development; Automotive Repair Shop; Retail Gasoline
Outlet; Restaurant; or Hillside-Located Single Family Dwelling. Such BMP would be
extremely costly, both in terms of construction and ongoing maintenance. This BMP
would cover" 85% of all storms in this area.
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Dennis Dickerson
September 2, 1999
Page 2

The City of Claremont strongly opposes the proposed language for the following
reasons:

The current Los Angeles County NPDES Permit, as with other municipal NPDES
permits in California, contains no language requiring cities to retain and/or treat any
volume of stormwater runoff from new developments.

¯ The proposed language would remove city discretion in the Los Angeles region and
mandate how and when cities will require certain structural controls regardless of
local conditions or mitigating factors.

¯ The economic impacts of the proposed requirements have not been fully studied and
could severely hurt regional economic development for many years.

¯ The argument was made by the City of Long Beach during the approval of their
permit that Long Beach would be put at a great economic development
disadvantage should they be required to mandate such mitigation measures while
neighboring cities did not. The same argument holds true on a larger countywide
basis. Developers will simply move to neighboring counties to escape the unjustified
requirements should they be approved.

¯ Similar types of requirements have been tried and found to be nearly impossible to
implement without more flexibility.

¯ The costs associated with the proposed numeric mitigation measures constitute an
unfunded state mandate. As such, the requirements should have been subject to
the same cost-benefit analysis as other similar programs. To date, no such analysis
has been provided to cities. Lacking such analysis, the City o.f Claremont thinks that
the numeric measures being considered are not based on science or engineering
practices.

¯ The controls necessitated by the numeric measures would be required without
regard to siting factors and may result in other problems much more problematic
than the original issue being addressed. For example, if sited in a high water table
area, pollutants that are leached into the ground through pervious surfaces could
contaminate groundwater. Soil conditions and the susceptibility of an area to
liquefaction could impact the implementation of controls and could create additional
problems unforeseen at this time.
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Dennis Dickerson
September 2, 1999
Page 3

The controls required to meet a numeric retention/treatment limit would (1) require a
high degree of maintenance, which cities would be responsible for enforcing; and (2)
if not properly maintained, could become sources of pollution rather than pollution
mitigants.

The City of Claremont is aware that the Regional Board is under pressure to approve
the SUSMP, which were required to be implemented by July 30, 1999. Given the
aforementioned concerns and associated questions with regard to the incorporation of
the numeric mitigation measures, the City of Claremont supports the approval of the
SUSMP as originally submitted by Los Angeles County without the problematic numeric
measures.

The City would also suggest that in the future, the Regional Board staff provide cities
sufficient time to allow the Council of Governments (COG) to review and comment on
NPDES permit issues before they are considered by the Board. Because the COG
meets monthly, 30 days notice is not enough time for member cities to take action on
such important issues.

At such time as sufficient information in the form of studies and research is available
regarding the implementation of numerical measurements, the subject could be
reopened for evaluation. Perhaps such research could be completed before the
issuance of the next municipal permit scheduled in two years.

If you have any questions regarding the City of Claremont’s position, please call Craig
Bradshaw, City Engineer, at (909) 399-5474.

Sincerely,

Karen M. Rosenthal
Mayor

v: ilI~SU~MPf~’omco~’~                                                                                                            ~

c: City Council
Glenn D. Southard, City Manager
Anthony VVitt, Director of Community Development
Craig Bradshaw, City Engineerf
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City of Commerce

September 7, 1999                          ~ : ~ "~" :- ....
Lena R. L~n

Mayor

Raquet Arriaga
Mayor Pro Tern

Mr. Dens Dickcrson
Hugo A, Argu~do Executive O~cer

~nciimember C~lifo~a Regional Water Quality
gosalina O. LoDez Control Board - Los ~�I�s
~ncilmember 320 W. 4th Street Suit~ 200

s~,=a Mu~oz Los ~�1�s, CA 900
~uncilmem~er

Raul T. R~ero SU~joct: Opposition to SUS~ Numeric Li~ts
Ci~ A~ministrator

Dear ~. Dickerson:

The City of Commerce (hereinafter "City") understands that the regional board will
be considering incorporating numeric limits into the Standard Urban Stormwater
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) at its September 16, 1999 meeting. The numeric limits
proposed by regional board staff are aimed at retaining and/or treating .75" of
storm water during a 24-hour storm event from seven (7) categories of new
developments.’ The City also understands that the County of Los Angeles the
principal permittee under the Los Angeles County Municipal NPDES Permit
("NPDES permit") has already agreed to this standard by way of its settlement
agreement with the environmental community.

The City writes to inform you of its opposition to this proposed requirement for
the following reasons:

¯ The NPDES permit contains no language requiring cities to retain/treat any
volume of storm water runoff from new developments.

¯ No other municipal permit in California requires a numeric limit for,the
retention or treatment of storm water runoff.

¯ Although other counties in California, such as Alameda and Ventura, require
postconstruction controls for new developments, they afford cities broad
discretion in determining which types of projects and structural controls to
impose on developers.

2535 Commerce Wa
Commerce, CA 90040
Phone: 323=722*4805

F~x: 323oaaa-6~l R0069013



., ¯ Although the City of Santa Monica has required numeric limits on
! retaining/treating storm water runoffthrough rigid runoff coefficients, its

experience with developers has proven that such requirements are difficult to
meet.

¯ If approved, the numeric limits would require cities to impose upon 7 types of
new developments costly structural controls (infiltration/detention basins or
similar devices, oil/water separators, vegetative swales, catch basin inserts,
pervious materials, or a combination thereof), without regard for whether such
controls are needed or whether theywould be effective or necessary insofar as
protecting a beneficial use of a receiving water.

¯ The structural controls required to meet a numeric retention/treatment limit
would (1) require a high degree of maintenance, which cities would be
responsible for enforcing; and (2) if not properly maintained, could become
sources of pollution rather than pollution mitigants.

¯ The numeric limits constitute an unfunded state mandate and have not been
evaluated for cost-effectiveness - as required under California law.

¯ The numeric limits now being considered were not based on science or
engineering, but on a negotiated agreement, and are therefore arbitrary.

, ¯ The structural controls necessitated by numeric limits would be required
without regard to siting actors (soil conditions and other environmental
considerations).

The use of some structural controls such as detention basins/ponds and
vegetative buffers are even more undesirable because they reduce the amount
of developable area.

¯ Because cities and developers have little experience in the use of
detention/treatment structural controls - coupled with the fact that the SUSMP
would require their immediate imposition there is the danger that such controls
could be mis-prescribed, as has happened in other parts of the country.

It should also be noted that the NPDES municipal permit Executive Advisory
Committee
(EAC) has also taken a position against numeric limits.

The City is aware that the regional board is under pressure to approve the
Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans because the permit requires
approval by July 30, 1999. Given the aforementioned problems associated with
numeric limits, their absence in the SUSMPs would be in the best interest of this
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and other cities. This subject could be reopened for evaluation during discussion
of the next municipal NPDES -presumably against a more objective background.

Lastly, in the future regional board staff should provide cities sufficient time to
allow the Council of Governments (COGS) to review and comment on NPDES
permit issues bearing a significant cost impact. Because the COGs meet monthly,
30 days notice is simply not enough time for member cities to take action on such
important issues. As you know, this was an issue raised by the City of Long Beach
in its writ of mandate complaint against the regional board.

And as you may also be aware, two years ago the Southern California Association
of Governments (SCAG) petitioned the State Water Resources Control Board to
involve it and its sub-regional COGs in the discussion of NPDES permit matters.
This action was taken because storm water management is an important regional

¯ planning issue that demands the involvement of SCAG, a regional planning agency.

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

Bob ~
City Planner

R0069015



CITY OF COVINA
125 East College Street ¯ Covina, California 91723-2199

August 30, 1999 -~: -

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board - Los Angeles Region
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90rl13                                                  ~,...

Subject: Opposition to SUSMP Numeric Limits

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

The City of Covina understands that the regional board will be considering incorporating numeric limits
into the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs) at its September 16, 1999 meeting.
The numeric limits proposed by regional board staff are aimed at retaining and/or treating .75" of
stormwater during a 24-hour storm event from seven cetegodes of new developments.1 The City also
understands that the County of Los Angeles - the principal permittee under the Los Angeles County
Municipal NPDES Permit (~NPDES permit’) - has already agreed to this standard by way of its
settlement agreement with the environmental community.

I am writing to inform you of the City’s opposition to this proposed requirement for the following
reasons:

The NPDES permit contains no language requiring cities to retain/treat any volume of stormwater
runoff from new developments.

¯ No other municipal permit in California requires a numeric limit for the retention or treatment of
stormwater runoff.

Although other counties in California, such as Alameda and Ventura, require post-construction
controls for new developments, they afford cities broad discretion in determinin0 which types of
projects and structural controls to impose on developers.

¯ Although the City of Santa Monica has required numeric limits on retaining/treating stormwater
runoff through rigid runoff coefficients, its experience with developers has proven that such
requirements are difficult to meet.2                                      ’

1Gas stations; restaurants; automotive repair facilities (including parts shops); 10-99 home sub-divisions; 100-
plus home sub-divisions; single home hillside developments; and 100,000 square foot commercial developments.

2Many developers in Santa Monica found the runoff coefficient-type numeric limits impossible to meet. The City
of Santa Monica has exempted developers from this requirement in exchange for contributing money to the
construction of a low-flow dry weather diversion system.
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¯ If approved, the numeric limits would require cities to impose upon seven types of new
developments costly structural controls (infiltration/detention basins or similar devices, oil/water
separators, vegetative swales, catch basin inserts, pervious materials, or a combination thereof),
without regard for whether such controls are needed or whether they would be effective or
necessary insofar as protecting a beneficial use of a receiving water.

¯ The structural controls required to meet a numeric retention/treatment limit would: (1) require a
high degree of maintenance, which cities would be responsible for enforcing; and (2) if not propedy
maintained, could become sources of pollution rather than pollution mitigants.

¯ The numeric limits constitute an unfunded state mandate and have not been evaluated for cost-
effectiveness - as required under California law.

¯ The numeric limits now being considered were not based on science or engineering, but on a
negotiated agreement, and are therefore arbitrary.

¯ The structural controls necessitated by numeric limits would be required without regard to siting
factors (soil conditions and other environmental considerations)?

¯ The use of some structural controls such as detention basins/ponds and vegetative buffers are
even more undesirable because they reduce the amount of developable area.

¯ Because cities and developers have little experience in the use of detention/treatment structural
controls - coupled with the fact that the SUSMPs would require their immediate imposition -- there
is the danger that such controls could be mis-prescdbed, as has happened in other parts of the
country.

It should be noted that the NPDES municipal permit Executive Advisory Committee (EAC) has also
taken a position against numeric limits.

The City is aware that the regional board is under pressure to approve the Standard Urban Stormwater
Mitigation Plans because the permit required approval by July 30, 1999. Given the aforementioned
problems associated with numeric limits, their absence in the SUSMPs would be in the best interest of
this and other cities. This subject could be reopened for evaluation during discussion of the next
municipal NPDES permit - presumably against a more objective background.

In the future, regional board staff should provide cities sufficient time to allow the Councils of
Governments (COGs) to review and comment on NPDES permit issues bearing a significant cost
impact. Because the COGs meet monthly, 30 days notice is simply not enough time for member cities
to take action on such important issues. As you know, this was an issue raised by the City of Long
Beach in its writ of mandate complaint against the regional board.

And as you may also be aware, two years ago the Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAG) p~t:tioned the State Water Resources Control Board to involve it ~.nd its sub-reglonal COGs in
the discussion of NPDES permit matters. This action was taken because stormwater management is
an important regional planning issue that demands the involvement of SCAG, a regional planning
agency.4

3For example, if sited in a high water table area, pollutants that are leached into the ground through pervious
surfaces could contaminate groundwater. Further, if a detention basin, pond, or similar device were sited in an
area where underlying soil contains a high degree of clay, the detained stormwater could pond, thereby attracting
vectors such as mosquitoes. This could pose a serious health problem, especially if the device is sited in a
mosquito abatement district.

~rhe Clean Water Act requires involvement of regional planning agencies such as SCAG in the development of
municipal NPDES permits.
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Should you have any questions, please contact Chades Redden at (626) 858-7204.

Sincerely,        ,~

ancis M. Delach
City Manager

FMD:crr

cc: Mr. Scott Pomrehn, Chairman, San Gabdel River Watershed Committee
File
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I
City of Diamond Bar

21660 E. Copley Drive, Suite 100 ¯ Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4177

(909) 860"2489 " Fax (909) 861-3117~ ~ (~ .~,~ ~_~ ~,~ i !t
www.CityofDiamondBar.com

,J~,N ~ ,~ 200~ ~
January 11, 2000                                           ¯

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Re: Opposition to Proposed Adoption of Numerical Mitigation Measures for the
Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Pursuant to your correspondence of December 7, 1999, the City of Diamond Bar
(City) would like to express its opposition to the proposed adoption of numerical
design standards as the minimum standards for post-construction BMPs to be
required under the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP).
Rather than simply reiterate our previously stated positions, we have identified
other concerns with the process of how the numeric standards have been
considered and proposed, and how SUSMP comments from the public were
addressed in the accompanying "Summary of Comments Received and

Deborah H. O’Connor Response."
Mayor

First, we do approve of specific changes made to the SUSMP, which indicate that
rileen R. ~umarl the Regional Board has been in part responsive to concerns of the permittee cities.Mayor Pro Tern

Among the positive changes since the initial draft, include 1) eliminating numeric
Wen Chang standards as an across the board requirement for subject new developments which

Council Member would seem to indicate, for instance, that treating and retaining runuff i’tu,~
rooftops has been eliminated, 2) additional format changes such as condensing

Carol Herrera SUSMPs into one section, rather than redundant sections addressing each
Council Member development type separately, and 3) provision of a waiver process (albeit even

Robert S. Huff one that may unfairly penalize some projects) that recognizes the need for an "out
Council Member clause" in the event that installing controls are infeasible.

Nonetheless, the changes do not, in any way, lessen our objections to the
imposition of the numeric standards, especially proposed so late in the existing
permit without adequate scientific study, economic analysis, and public comment.
We understand the desire of the Regional Board to respond to intense lobbyist
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Letter to Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
Oppose - Numerical Mitigation Measures for the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan
January 11, 2000
Page Two

pressure and negative media publicity regarding beach pollution. However, to institute a
stringent policy and requirements without adequate local scientific study is not justified.

This represents the second part of our objection to the proposed inclusion of numeric standards
into the SUSMPs. A cursory review of the "Summary of Comments Received and Response"
shows that virtually all comments provided by the cities were summarily rejected without
adequate reason, while opposition arguments were often incorporated. One instance of this is the
enlargement of the scope of SUSMPs from the existing seven development types to include two
new categories, parking !ots and environmentally sensitive areas. Both af these types were
raised as developments for regulation by the environmental lobby; and while the Board indicated
at the time, according to the record, that it wouldn’t enlarge the scope at this time, it apparently
had decided to do so. This would clearly seem to warrant the re-opening of the permit. We
wonder if the Board has purposely done so with the intent of forcing re-permitting issues well in
advance of the readiness of the permittees to address.

Another concern of the process is the timing of this document and the resolution. In September,
the Regional Board indicated that the January meeting would be a workshop. By proposing
adoption of the resolution and the incorporated numeric standards, the Board seems to be
reneging on its promise to properly consider the cities’ concerns. We understand that the date
for adoption has been pushed back to January 26, 2000. However, we still have some concerns
that by proposing adoption in January, the Board is effectively precluding any reasoned response
by the regulated communities. Most, if not all permittees’ offices are closed during the holidays,
making it extremely difficult to meet, to plan, and to organize for the meeting. We simply do not
understand why the Board wants to pressure the regulated community with a short deadline and a
forced decision on such an important issue?

The City is extremely upset about the process as well as the attempt to revise the existing permit
without following specified procedures that have been approved by the Board. Section G. 1,
Administrative Review. appears to stioulate the need for the Board to issue a Notice to Meet and
Confer (NTMC) in the event that a storm water program is insufficient to meet permit
requirements. Imposition of numeric standards this late in the permit would argue, as the
environmental lobby has so succinctly put it that the existing permit is inadequate and needs to
be upgraded. Since no NIMC has been issued, we believe that inadequate grounds exist for the
Board to impose both numeric standards and additional development types.

Finally, we request that the Board formally consider our comments, and that the Executive
Director consider making a request at the January 26th meeting to postpone any vote on the
SUSMP until an adequate local study is performed concerning economic and technical
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Letter to Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
Oppose - Numerical Mitigation Measures for the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan
January 11, 2000
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feasibility. Should you have any questions regarding Diamond Bar’s position, please contact
Mr. David G. Liu, Deputy Director of Public Works, 909/396-5671, or Mr. J. Michael Huls,
Integrated Environmental Services Coordinator, 626/969-7816.

Sincerely,

Deborah If. ’-"’~ ¯ ~~ ~ollno,
Mayor

DHO:nbw

c: Regional Water Quality Control Board Members
Diamond Bar City Council
Terrence L. Belanger, City Manager
David G. Liu, Deputy Director of Public Works
J. Michael Huls, Integrated Environmental Services Coordinator
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City of Diamond Bar

~
21660 E. Copley Drive, Suite 100 ¯ Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4177

(909) 860-2489 ¯ Fax (909) 861-3117
Internet: http://ww~.ci.diamond-bar.ca.u$ CityOnlin¢.~l~t~ (.q~9.~B60-5463~.~ ~ ~ \"./ ~ l~!

September 13, 1999                           ~ SIP 1 4 "~..q~ ~

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

RE: OPPOSITION TO NUMERICAL MITIGATION MEASURES

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

The City of Diamond Bar would like to express our strong opposition to the
recommendation by Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
(Regional Board) staff to incorporate numeric mitigation measures into the
Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs). As you know, the
Development Planning Model Program required the County, in consultation with

Wen Chang Cities, to develop the SUSMPs for seven types of projects listed in the current
Mayor NPDES Permit. After months of development and countless meetings, Los

Deborah H. O’Connor Angeles County, on behalf of Permittees, submitted the SUSMPs for your
Mayor Pro Tem approval on July 22, 1999 with revisions made on August 12, 1999. As submitted

and revised, the SUSMPs did not contain the numeric mitigation measures
Eileen R. Ansari language that is now being recommended by Board staff. Such language was
Council Member discussed at length during the development of the SUSMPs and was intentionally

!eft out for numerous reasons that will be discussed below.
Carol Herrera

Council Member As proposed, the numeric mitigation measures would require cities to impose on
Robert S. Huff developers and/or property owners structural Best Management Practices (BMPs)

Council Member aimed at retaining and/or treating the first .75 inches of rainfall within a 24-hour
storm event for the following projects: 100÷ Home Subdivision; 10-99 Home
Subdivision; 100,000÷ Square-F0ot Commercial Development; Automotive
Repair Shop; Retail Gasoline Outlet; Restaurant; or Hillside-Located Single-
Family Dwelling. Such BMPs would be extremely costly, both in terms of
construction and on-going maintenance.

Diamond Bar strongly opposes the proposed language for the following reasons:

R0069022
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Letter to Mr. Dennis Dickerson
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Page 2

The current Los Angeles County NPDES Permit, like all other municipal NPDES
permits in California, contains no language requiring cities to retain and/or treat
stormwater runoff from new developments. Diamond Bar feels Board staff has
decided to propose such language as a result of pressure from the environmental
community and not sound science or engineering practices. Diamond Bar strongly
urges the Regional Board to ask staff what data was used in determining the need for
such standards and the level at which the standards were set. In light of the lack of
region specific studies, detailed cost-benefit analysis and a decisive link between such
mitigation measures and improvement of our receiving waters, the Board should
reject the proposed recommendation.

While other NPDES permits, such as Alameda and Ventura Counties, require post st-
const~ction controls for new developments, both permits afford city discretion in
determining-which types of projects and which types of structural controls are
appropriate for a specific project. The proposed language would remove city
discretion in the Los Angeles region and mandate how and when cities will require
certain structural controls regardless of local conditions or mitigating factors.post-
construction controls for new developments, both permits afford city discretion in
determining which types of projects and which types of structural controls are
appropriate for a specific project. The proposed language would remove city
discretion in the Los Angeles region and mandate how and when cities will require
certain structural controls regardless of local conditions or mitigating factors.

The economic impacts of the proposed requirements have not been fully studied and
could severely hurt regional economic development for many years. Having recently
suffered through the downsizing of the defense industry, State take-aways and the
worst recession in modern times, Diamond Bar can ill afford to implement any
requirements that could jeopardize our recent achievements in the economic
development arena. Without thorough studies on the effects of such requirements on
economic development in the region, such action by the Board will be strongly
opposed by local government and the interests they represent.

¯ As it stands, incorporation of the propose~l language wi!l tie the hands of cities and
impose standards in Los Angeles County that are not found anywhere else in the
State. Economic development will not only suffer on a local basis, but as a region
Los Angeles County stands to lose both jobs and revenue to neighboring counties
where similar requirements are nonexistent.

The argument was made by the City of Long Beach during the approval of their
permit that Long Beach would be put at a great economic development disadvantage
should they be required to mandate such mitigation measures while neighboring cities
did not. The same argument holds true on a larger countywide basis. Developers will
simply move to Orange, Riverside or Ventura counties to escape the unjustified
requirements should they be approved.
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Letter to Mr. Dennis Dickerson
September 13, 1999
Page 3

~ ¯ Similar types of requirements have been tried and found to be nearly impossible to
implement without some flexibility. The City of Santa Monica requires the retaining
and/or treatment of stormwater runoff based on similar numeric mitigation measures
to the ones proposed by Board staff. The City of Santa Monica used a runoff
coefficient formula to determine what structural controls must be constructed on all
development projects. Based on the difficulty developers had in siting the necessary
facilities and meeting the goals of the program, the city modified the program to
allow developers to make monetary contribution towards the construction of a low-
flow dry weather treatment facility.

¯ The costs associated with the proposed numeric mitigation measures may constitute
an unfunded state mandate. As such, the requirements should have been subject to
the same cost-benefit, an-alysis as other similar programs. To date, no such analysis
has been provided to cities. Lacking such analysis, Diamond Bar feels the numeric
measures being considered were not based on science or engineering practices, but
are arbitrary and a direct result of the influence of the environmental community on
Board staff.

¯ The structural controls necessitated by numeric measures would be required without
regard to siting factors and may result in other problems much more problematic than
the original issue being addressed. For example, if sited in a high water table area,
pollutants that are leached into the ground through pervious surfaces could
contaminate groundwater. Soil conditions and the susceptibility of an area to
liquefaction could impact the implementation of controls and could create additional
problems unforeseen at this time.

Diamond Bar is aware that the Regional Board is under pressure to approve the SUSMPs,
which were required to be implemented by July 30, 1999. Given the aforementioned
concerns and associated questions with regards to the incorporation of the numeric
mitigation measures, Diamond Bar supports the approval of the SUSMPs as originally
submitted by the Los Angeles County without the problematic numeric measures.

At such time as sufficient infor:nation in the form of studJ.es and research is available
regarding the implementation of numerical measurements, the subject could be reopened
for evaluation. Hopefully such research could be completed before the issuance of the
next municipal permit scheduled in two years.

Diamond Bar would like to thank the Regional Board and Board staff for their continued
support and understanding of the concerns of local government. Hopefully, you will
agree with us that without supportive evidence that such requirements will achieve
measurable goals and the cost benefit analysis justifies such mandates, the issue should
be tabled.
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Letter to Mr. Dennis Dickerson
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Page 4

Should you have any questions regarding Diamond Bar’s position, please contact David
G. Liu, P.E., Deputy Director of Public Works, at 909/396-5671, or J. Michael Huls,
REA, Integrated Environmental Services Coordinator, at 626/969-7816.

Respectfully,

Mayor

Cc: Terreace L. Belai~gcr, City
J. Michael Huls, REA, Integrated Environmental Services Coordinator
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September 2, 1999 ._

Dr. Xavier Swamikannu
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4t~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

SUBJECT: Numerical Mitigation Measures for BMP Design Criteria        -

Dear Dr. Swamikannu:

The City of Downey is strongly opposed to the numerical mitigation measures proposed by the
Regional Water Quality Control Board staff. We are surprised to find that the Regional Board has
unilaterally chosen to insist on inserting numerical standards in the SUSMPs. The SUSMPs were
developed through the lengthy efforts between the permittees and the Regional Board where it was
decided there is insufficient documentation to support the use of numerical standards.

At this point, we would like to iterate the reasons why the inclusion of numerical standards in the
SSUMPs is unwarranted:

1. There is insufficient information regarding levels of relevant pollutants in receiving waters to
justify the Treatment Control BMPs dictated by the numerical standards. There are no
studies that indicate which pollutants of concern are above acceptable levels in the receiving
waters.

2. There is insufficient stormwater monitoring data available to demonstrate that the types of
activities regulated by the numerical standards are actually causing a negative impact to the
receiving water. We may incorrectly be placing BMPs in locations where they will have no
impact on storm runoff or on the reduction of target pollutants.

3. An in-depth analysis has not been performed regarding the effectiveness of the approved
BMPs that provide criteria for the selection of BMPs to achieve the numerical standards
being recommended. If we are required to treat a certain amount of water flowing from the
site, we need to choose BMPs which effectively treat the flow rate due to the design storm.
There needs to be criteria for calculating contact time, settling rates, and other deisgn
parameters that are not known at this time.
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4. A set numerical standard that may be applicable for certain developments in one area may not
be appropriate in another area. The amount of rainfall varies dramatically within the L.A.
basin, and the 85% storm will vary dramatically. This is well known and documented in the
design guidelines for hydrology studies within Los Angeles County.

5. Research has not been performed to determine the possibility of contamination of
groundwater and soil from the percolation of runoff from impervious areas. The
contaminants do not simply "go away" when percolated into the ground. Some contaminants
will be consumed by bacteria in the ground, but others such as heavy metals will remain in
the soil or may leach into the groundwater.

6. Storm water treatment and retention numeric standards are not specifically mandated in the
municipal NPDES permit, or with any other municipal NPDES permits issued in the State of
California.

7. Numerical standards have been applied in Santa Monica, and the implementation has proven
to be difficult or impossible on many sites. Santa Monica is often looked upon as the test
case for new ordinances and stormwater quality techniques. The implementation of
numerical standards similar to those being proposed in the SUSMPs have proven to be
difficult and expensive to implement.

8. Imposing such unproven and questionable numeric standards on cities constitutes an un-
funded state mandate, one that has not been evaluated in cost-effective terms, as required by
state law.

9. Imposing numerical standards will be extremely costly, and will reduce the funds that
developers will be able to spend on other improvements desired by the cities. There is only a
certain amount of money available to remedy deficiencies related to a property. Every dollar
taken to comply with numerical standards reduces the amount of dollars available for other
required improvements such as traffic mitigation or utility upgrades.

10. Numerical standards contradict drainage laws if they prohibit or reduce the legal discharge
from a site. Local cities will find themselves in a situation in which they will be unable to act
in a lawful manner as the laws will be contradictory.

11. These types of numerical standards are not found anywhere else in the state of California.
Economic development will not only suffer on a local basis, but as a region Los Angeles
County stands to lose both jobs and revenue to neighboring counties where numerical
standards are non-existent.

We strongly recommend that numerical standards not be included in the SUSMPs at this time. The
numerical standards are premature, ineffective, and place an unnecessary burden on our community.

Downey would like to thank the Regional Board and staff for their support and understanding of the
concerns raised during NPDES implementation. Hopefully, you will agree with us, and the
numerical standards will be removed from the SUSMPs.
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Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call me at (562) 904-7110.

Sincerely,

Allan Rigg, P.E.
Principal Engineer

H:\pubworksXshared~npdes\ 1999Xsusmp\comment2.doc
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CITY OF EL MONTE
PUBLIC WORKS ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT

11333 VALLEY BOULEVARD ¯ EL MONTE, CA 91731-3293
(626) 580-2056 ¯ FAX: (626) 580-2293

www.elmonte.org

January 12, 2000

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

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

SUBJECT: STANDARD URBAN STORMWATER MITIGATION
PLAN (SUSMP)

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

The City of E1 Monte has been implementing it’s SUSMP program for some
time now and appreciates the challenges that the Regional Board has
encountered during their development of a single, comprehensive program
for all of the cities of the Los Angeles Region. The City is currently and has
been for some time, requiring treatment controls for major projects prior to
permit issuance. The City is continuously updating and reviewing its
policies to ensure the community’s quality of life as well as the protection
of its natural resources. The City supports the Board in its effort to develop
a practical, efficient and feasible process. We believe the overall goal of
SUSMP requirements for new development and redevelopment must be to
effectively reduce pollution in stormwater and urban runoff.

While E1 Monte supports the Board and its staff in establishing realistic
baseline SUSMP standards, it is important that the Board also allow the use
of alternative mitigation methods so long at the goal remains the
achievement of cleaner stormwater runoff. This approach would
effectively meet the goals of the SUSMP program in an effective and
reasonable manner. The City’s SUSMP program continues to be a very

JUAN O. MIRELES
Director of Coraraunity Development

(626) 580-2056 R0069029



dynamic and progressive procedure that will only improve with time and
experience.

The City of E1 Monte believes that it is a partner with the Regional Board in
the protection of the Region’s environment and looks forward to the
development of SUSMP standards which meet the mutual goals of our two
agencies. Should you have any questions related to this matter, or if you
desire any information related to the City’s stormwater/urban runoff
program, please feel free to contact me at (626) 580-2056.

Sincerely,

Key Tcharkhoutian, P.E.
City Engineer
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Sent ~y: Gateway Cztzes 1626348216; 09/10/99 10:10AM;#285; Page 2/3

RESOLUTION NO. 99-7

A RESOLUTION OF THE GATEWAY’ CITIES COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
URGING THE CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL
BOARD, LOS ANGELES REGION, NOT TO IMPOSE NUMERIC LIMITS
WITHIN THE STANDARD URBAN STORM~VATER RUNOFF MITIGATION
PLANS.

WHEREAS, the Gazeway Cities Council of governments is a sub-region of the Southern
Califorrua A~ociation or" Governments consisting of 27 member cities;

WH.EP,.EAS, the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region
(h~reinafter "the Board") is considering the incorporation of numeric limits into the Standard
Urban Storm Water Runoff Mitigation Plan component of the Model Development Plmming
Program - a requirement associated within the Los Angeles County Municipal NPDES permit;

WHEREAS, such numeric limits are intended to retain or treat the 85th percentile of
storm water runoff" (first 3/4 inch) from seven categories of new development projects, including
10-99 home sttbdivisions, 100+ home subdivisions, single family homes on hillsides, gas
stations, auto service facilities, restaurant~ and 100,000+ ~lUare-foot commercial developments;

WHEI~AS, meeting the proposed numeric limils would necessitate the imposition of
structural controls such as infiltration b~ins, vegetative swales, permeable pavement or catch
basin inserts on new development projects;

WHEP.~EAS, them is inefficient information regarding the levels in receiving waters to
justify the additional expense of installing and maintaining the structural controls and no cost
analysis having been performed by the Board;

WHEREAS, capturing the 85th percentile has not been shown to have a corresponding
l-,osilive impact on the quality of" storm water nmoff tnd potential negative impact to soil or
groundwa:er from infiltration have not been ade, qtmtely addressed;

WHEREAS, strict nttmerical limits may be applicable for eerlam developmems in some
areas but not applicable in othert;

WHEREAS, numerical limits are not included in the Standard Urban Storm Water
Runoff Mitigation Plans ~ developed for the Planning Mmlel Program by the Co-permittee~ and
is not required under the Municipal permit.

NOW, TI-i~REFOI~ THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE OF THE BOARD OF
DIRECTORS OF THE GATEWAY CITIES COUNCI~ OF GOV~TS DOES
HEREBY RESOLVE:

SECTION 1. Advise ~he Bo~d Members of its opposition to nttmeric s~orm water
~reaWnent and retention limits; and

SECTION 2. Recommend the Board approve the Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plans that do not include numeric limits.
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Sent ~y: Ga~ewa~ Cztzes 1626348216j 09/10/9g 10:11A~;#285j Page

PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED THIS 8t~ DAY OF SEPTEMBER 1999.

ATTEST:

SECRETARY
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ) ss

l, Richard Powers, Executive Director of the Gin=way Cities Council of’Governments,
hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was duly adopted by the F.~etmtive Committee of the
Boaa’d of Directors ofth, Gateway Cities Council of’Goverrmaents at a regular meeting theroof,
held on September 8, 1999, by tim following vote:

AYES: ALL MEMBERS PRESENT

Allan Zolnekoff, Gon, Daniels, Wayne Pieroy, Marcin¢ Shaw,
Edward Wilson, Frank Colonna, Keith McCarthy Brace Barrows,
Hector De La Tone, Beatrice Proo

Executive Director
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CITY OF GLENDORA CXT¥ HALL (626) 914-8200
116 East Foothill Blvd., Glendora, California 91741

www.ci.glendora.ca.us

September 17, 1999

Dr. Xavier Swamikannu                                          -..
California Regional Water Quality Control Board - Los Angeles Region
320 West Fourth Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, Ca. 90013-1105

Re: Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans.

Dear Dr. S~nu,

I attended the Regional Board’s meeting on Thursday, September 16, 1999, and
observed with great interest the testimony that was presented by the many Cities and
other public and private agencies. As always, the environmental community presented
an impassioned and zealous plea for progress to be made in reducing pollutant loading
from new and redeveloping properties. I was saddened somewhat by the comments by
David Beckman that suggested public and private agencies who expressed opposition
to the proposed SUSMP revisions were "foot draggers" or "incompetent". I understand
Mr. Beckman’s frustration, however, and of course we all share their goals. I was
particularly moved by your compelling arguments supporting the revisions, and your
responses to the questions from the Board. I have always had great respect for your
opinions and perspectives on the issues that have confronted us all since the inception
of the NPDES program here in Los Angeles. As I left the Board room and made my way
back to Glendora I pondered the comments we had heard and in particular, your closing
view points. However, something in the SUSMP revisions continue to make me
uncomfortable.

I believe that it is my experiences and observations here in Glendora that are causing
my discomfort regarding the proposed structural control BMPs. Since 1995 Glendora
has tried to achieve the goals of the NPDES permit by requiring some developments to
submit an "Urban Runoff Pollution Mitigation Plan" as a condition of project ap, proval.
The purpose of this plan is for the developer to incorporate "design elements and
principles that will increase permeable areas, minimize runoff directed to impermeable
areas, maximize storm water detention, and reduce parking lot pollution". Glendora
included a design goal of producing a 10% reduction in post-construction storm water
runoff, (to generate 10% less post-construction runoff than would have been generated
without the structural mitigation measures). Since 1995 I have reviewed dozens of
commercial, industrial, and residential Glendora developments that have met the
dictates of this ordinance, and the vast majority of these projects have chosen to use
underground infiltrator type systems to meet the 10% reduction in runoff. These
systems are well designed and have thus far performed their function without apparent
problem. However, only time will tell if these systems will prove to be a benefit or a
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detriment in our effort to protect the environment. Allow me to explain why I am
concerned.

Since 1980 1 have reviewed the engineered drawings for well over 400 subdivisions,
commercial and industrial plazas, and hundreds of small commercial developments in
Glendora. Many, if not all, of these projects have included some form of private onsite
storm drain system. Many were substantial in size, and most of those constructed within
the last five years include some form of infiltrator chamber to capture the mandated 10%
of a 25 year rainfall event. I have had the rare opportunity to observe first hand how
well these systems are being maintained over time. I have examined systems that are
five, ten, fifteen and twenty years old, and many are totally inoperative due to a lack of
maintenance. This is particularly true with small businesses where the merchant is a
tenant with no involvement in facility maintenance, and the owner is absent, relying on
contracted services for land management items. The opportunity for accidental or
unintentional pollutant discharges are very great with these types of businesses, and if
an infiltrator system is included in the private on-site storm drain, a high likelihood exists
that the pollutant will end up in the underground chamber and remain there undetected
indefinitely.

Anyone who thinks that Cities can regulate and monitor the perpetual maintenance of
these private onsite systems is simply out of touch with reality. Even if cities were to
miraculously find a funding resource that would enable them to hire adequate staff and
administrative support for such a grand Orwellian venture, the opportunity for an
undetected spill to contaminate an underground infiltrator system remains an
unacceptable risk.

From a Civil Engineering perspective, the simple solution is often the best. Our heavily
urbanized watershed contains hundreds of thousands of small businesses that require a
non-point solution allowing the highest level of detection with the least amount of
intrusion into private property. Human nature being as it is, we can expect most citizens
to comply with "soft cost" BMPs that involve common sense behavior modifications,
while a few citizens will pollute regardless of our efforts whenever the behavior in
question is cheaper or easier than doing the responsible thing. Having individual onsite
"capture" systems by the thousands throughout the watershed will only increase the
chances of pollutants being discharged directly into the ground without detection.

Although I personally assisted in the development of Glendora’s current Urban Runoff
Mitigation ordinance, ! am now questioning the logic of the capture and infiltrate method
for good long term non-point source pollutant control. I now believe that our historic
practice of delivering urban storm water runoff efficiently into the nearest publicly
maintained storm drain system might in fact be the best protection for our environment.
Our original vision included a network of monitoring stations throughout the storm drain
network to detect pollutant discharges. These discharges could then be traced, back to
their source, or at least the tributary area of their origin, and then an investigation by the
local regulating agency can take place to remedy the problem. Private onsite infiltration
should be carefully restricted to include only tributary areas where no possible contact
with pollutants can occur. I would suggest only considering runoff from landscape areas
for infiltration. I would also suggest not directing runoff from paved areas into landscape
areas.
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I believe that ground water recharge should be carefully limited to public facilities where
water quality can be monitored prior to diversion into a recharge basin. First flush
runoff may not be suitable for this use, and if not, then centralized public treatment
facilities will be our only long-term recourse to protect receiving waters. The quality of
the water entering our storm drain system will always depend on the level of
understanding and commitment demonstrated by the public at large. Public concern
cannot be legislated or mandated. It cannot come from without, it must come from
within. If the success of our efforts depends upon the responsible maintenance of
thousands of private runoff filtration systems and the ability of local cities to monitor and
regulate that maintenance, I fear we are creating a future problem of tragic proportion.

Therefore, I respectfully submit that I must disagree with the concept of onsite capture
and most forms of onsite infiltration. I am convinced based on personal observation and
the rare insight I have gained from twenty years of local municipal engineering, plan
checking and private construction inspection, that this policy direction will not
significantly improve water quality over the long term. I am fearful that this approach will
divert problems into an area of our environment that will be even more difficult to control
and correct.

If you have any questions, or if I can be of any assistance please contact me at (626)
914-8246.

"Brad Miller
Civil Engineering Associate

cc: Gary Napper, City Manager
Richard Cantwell, City Engineer/Public Works Director
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City of

HUNTINGTON PARK california
6550 MILES AVENUE, HUNTINGTON PARK, CALIFORNIA 90255

Tel. (213) 582-6161 ,, Fax (213) 588-4577

ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT

September 1, 1999

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

RE: OPPOSITION TO NUMERICAL MITIGATION MEASURES

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

The City of Huntington Park would like to express our strong opposition to the recommendation
by Regional Board staff to incorporate numeric mitigation measures into the Standard Urban
Stormwater Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs). As you know, the Development Planning Model
Program required the County, in consultation with Cities, to develop the SUSMPs for seven
types of projects listed in the current NPDES Permit. After months of development and countless
meetings, Los Angeles County, on behalf of Permittees, submitted the SUSMPs for your
approval on July 22,1999 with revisions made on August 12, 1999. As submitted and revised,
the SUSMPs did not contain the numeric mitigation measures language that is now being
recommended by Board staff. Such language was discussed at length during the development of
the SUSMPs and was intentionally left out for numerous reasons that will be discussed below.

As proposed, the numeric mitigation measures would require cities to impose on developers
and/or property owners structural Best Management Practices (BMPs) aimed at retaining and/or
treating the first .75 inches of rainfall within a 24-hour storm event for the following projects:
100÷ Home Subdivision; 10-99 Home Subdivision; 100,000÷ Square-Foot Commercial
Development; Automotive Repair Shop; Retail Gasoline Outlet; Restaurant; or Hillside-Located
Single-Family Dwelling. Such BMPs would be extremely costly, both in terms of construction
and on-going maintenance.

Maywood strongly opposes the proposed language for the following reasons:

¯ The current Los Angeles County NPDES Permit, like all other municipal NPDES permits in
California, contains no language requiring cities to retain and/or treat stormwater runoff from
new developments. Huntington Park feels Board staff has decided to propose such language
as a result of pressure from the environmental community and not sound science or
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Mr. Dennis Dickerson
September 1, 1999
Page 2

engineering practices. Huntington Park strongly urges the Regional Board to ask staff what
data was used in determining the need for such standards and the level at which the standards
were set. In light of the lack of region specific studies, detailed cost-benefit analysis and a
decisive link between such mitigation measures and improvement of our receiving waters,
the Board should reject the proposed recommendation.

¯ While otlaer NPDES permits, such as Alameda and Ventura Counties, require post-
construction controls for new developments, both permits afford city discretion in
determining which types of projects and which types of structural controls are appropriate for
a specific project. The proposed language would remove city discretion in the Los Angeles
region and mandate how and when cities will require certain structural controls regardless of
local conditions or mitigating factors.

¯ The economic impacts of the proposed requirements have not been fully studied and could
severely hurt regional economic development for many years. Having recently suffered
through the downsizing of the defense industry, State take-aways and the worst recession in
modem times, Huntington Park can ill afford to implement any requirements that could
jeopardize our recent achievements in the economic development arena. Without thorough
studies on the effects of such requirements on economic development in the region, such
action by the Board will be strongly opposed by local government and the interests they
represent.

¯ As it stands, incorporation of the proposed language will tie the hands of cities and impose
standards in Los Angeles County that are not found anywhere else in the State. Economic
development will not only suffer on a local basis, but as a region Los Angeles County stands
to lose both jobs and revenue to neighboring counties where similar requirements are
nonexistent.

The argument was made by the City of Long Beach during the approval of their permit that
Long Beach would be put at a great economic development disadvantage should they be
required to mandate such mitigation measures while neighboring cities did not. The same
argument holds true on a larger countywide basis. Developers will simply move to Orange,
Riverside or Ventura counties to escape the unjustified requirements should they be
approved.

¯ Similar types of requirements have been tried and found to be nearly impossible to
implement without some flexibility. The City of Santa Monica requires the retaining and/or
treatment of stormwater runoff based on similar numeric mitigation measures to the ones
proposed by Board staff The City of Santa Monica used a runoff coefficient formula to
determine what structural controls must be constructed on all development projects. Based
on the difficulty developers had in siting the necessary facilities and meeting the goals of the
program, the city modified the program to allow developers to make monetary contribution
towards the construction of a low-flow dry weather treatment facility.
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¯ The costs associated with the proposed numeric mitigation measures may constitute an
unfunded state mandate. As such, the requirements should have been subject to the same
cost-tgenetit analyms as otlaer simliar programs. 1 o date, no sucla analysis laas 0een provided

biichlng ~tilatysl:S, [-itllltlllgtOll ~it.lk ute numeric li|enbuic:~ b~ing

considered were not based on science or engineering practices, but are arbitrary and a direct
result of the intiuence of the environmental commumty on k~oard staff.

¯ The structural controls necessitated by numeric measures would b~ required without regard
to siting factors and may result in other problems much more problematic than the original
issue oeing a~lclressecl, l-or example, if site0 in a tugla water ta0ie area, pollutants tiaat are,- ,, ’ ¯ 3oil
teacneu into the g~ounu turougn l-~lviou~ su~tace~ ~ouiu ~on~lt~ilmi.e glOUlltlwntel.
conditions and the susceptibility of an area to liquefaction could impact the implementation
of controls and could create additional problems unforeseen at this time.

which were required to be implemented by July 30, 1999. Given the aforementioned concerns¯ ig

Huntington Park supports the approval of the SUSMPs as originally submitted by the Los
!-~kllgeleb ~.,OUllty WLtlIOUt tll~ plOOlC~lllil, tlC [lunlt:li!.; illg:’l,lSureS.

As a follow-up to this letter and to mo~e formally express Huntington Park’s opposition to the
proposed numeric measures, the Huntington Park City Council will be requested to adopt a
Resolution opposing such measures at its September 20:~" meeting, l he Resolutton will be
presented to the Regional Board to be formally entered into the public record.

At such time as sufficient information in the form of studies and research is available regarding
the implementation of numerical measurements, the subject could be reopened for evaluation.
Hopefully such research could be completed betixe the issuance of the next mumczpal permit

scheduled in two years.

Huntington Park would like to thank the Regional Board and Board staff for their continued
support and understanding of the concerns of local government. Hopefully, you will agree with
us that without supportive e+-idence tlmt such requirements will achieve measurable goals and the
cost benefit analysis justifies such mandates, the issue should be tabled.

Should you lvave any questions regarding Huntington Park’s position, please contact Wes Lind,
City Engineer/Building Official at 626-585-0767, or Patrick Fu, Assistant City Engineer at 323-
584-6253.

Wes Lind
City Engineer/Building Official R0069039



CITY OF INDUSTRY
Imcorporatecl June 18. 1957

September 9, 1999

Dr. Xavier Swamikannu
California Regional Water
Quality Control Board
320 West 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

Subject: Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan

Dear Dr. Swamikarmu:

The City of Industry City Council recently adopted Resolution No. 1810 urging the California
Regional Water Quality Control Board not to impose numerical limits on the treatment or retention
of storm water runoff from new developments. Please add this document to the agenda for the
Boards consideration at the September 16, 1999 public hearing.

If you have any questions or require additional information, please advise.

Sincerely,

City Engineer

JDB:jk:ji
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RESOLUTION NO. 1810

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF INDUSTRY
URGING THE CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER
QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, LOS ANGELES
REGION, NOT TO IMPOSE NUMERIC LIMITS ON
THE TREATMENT OR RETENTION OF STORM
WATER RUNOFF FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT
PURSUANT TO THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY
MUNICIPAL STORM WATER NPDES PERMIT
(ORDER NO. 96-054, NPDES NO. CAS614001)

Whereas, the City of Industry (the "City") is a co-Permittee to the "Waste
Discharge Requirements for Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges
within the County of Los Angeles" National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit; hereinafter, "Municipal Storm Water Permit."

Whereas, the City is informed that the California Regional Water Quality Control
Board, Los Angeles Region (hereinafter "Regional Board") is considering the
incorporation of numeric limits into the Standard Urban Storm Water Runoff Mitigation
Plan component of the model development planning program - a requirement to be
incorporated into the Municipal Storm Water Permit.

Whereas, such numeric limits would be applied to seven categories of new
development projects, including individual retail gasoline outlets, individual restaurants,
individual auto repair facilities, subdivisions of 10-99 homes, subdivisions of i00 or
more homes, single-family hillside homes, and 100,000 square foot commercial
developments (based on total impermeable area, including parking area, and not building
footprint);

Whereas, imposition of numeric limits as post-construction controls is not
required by the US EPA’s requirements for municipal NPDES permits

Whereas, compliance with the proposed numeric limits would necessitate the City
to require structural controls on new developments, including but not limited to
construction and maintenance of wetlands and ponds (which would render the property
owner subject to the Clean Water Act, the Endangered Species Act and the Migratory
Bird Treaty Act with respect to maintenance of the wetland), extended detention basins,
infiltration basins/ponds (which reduce the amount of developable space), storm drain-
connected oil/grit separators, catch basin inserts, grassy swales, and other devices, many
of which have not been proven to be efficient of cost-effective;

Whereas, imposition of post-construction controls including construction and
maintenance of wetlands, detention ponds, infiltration basins and trenches, catch basin
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inserts, swales, and the like is not required by the US EPA’s requirements for municipal
NPDES permits

Whereas, such structural controls would require post-construction operation and
maintenance, at the owners’ expense, and would require the City to develop an inspection
and enforcement program, at further expense to the City;

Whereas, such controls, if not properly designed or maintained, could become
sources of pollution rather than a pollution mitigation measure;

Whereas, storm water treatment and retention numeric limits are not required by
the US EPA’s requirements for municipal NPDES permits and to the City’s
understanding are not a requirement of any other municipal NPDES permits issued in the
State of California.

Whereas, the Regional Board has not informed the City that there is any evidence
in the administrative record which provides compelling justification for the use of
numeric limits for treating or retaining storm water runoff from new developments in the
post-construction, operational stage;

Whereas, the Regional Board has not demonstrated that there is any evidence in
the administrative record that storm water retention/treatment numeric limits would result
in the improvement or protection of a beneficial use of the receiving waters within the
Los Angeles Regional Board’s Iurisdiction;

Whereas, imposing such unproven and questionable numeric limits on the City of
Industry constitutes an unfunded state mandate, has not been evaluated in cost-effective
terms as required by state law; is arbitrary and capricious, and exceeds the requirements
of the US EPA regulations and the federal Clean Water Act,

NOW, THEREFORE, the City of Industry does hereby resolve as follows:

Section 1. The City Staff is directed to advise the Regional Board members of
the City’s opposition to the Board’s adoption of storm water treatment/retention numeric
limits as proposed; and

Section 2. The City recommends to the Board that the Regional Board
approve the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan, which does not include
numeric limits, as proposed by the Executive Advisory Committee on August 11, 1999.

R0069042
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PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED this 9th day of September, 1999.

Dave Wren, Mayor

ATTEST:

Jod~ri-vens, City Clerk

R0069043
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) CITY CLERK’S CERTIFICATE
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ) ss. RE: ADOPTION OF CITY RESOLUTION
CITY OF INDUSTRY )

I, Jodi L. Scrivens, City Clerk of the City of Industry, California, do HEREBY CERTIFY that
the foregoing Resolution was duly adopted by the City Council of the City of Industry at a regular
meeting of said City Council held on the 9th day of September, 1999, and that the same was passed
and adopted by the following vote, to wit:

AYES: COUNCIL MEMBERS: Tom Durant, John P. Ferrero, Jack Phillips, Dean
Winn, Mayor Dave Winn

NOES: COUNCIL MEMBERS: None

ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS: None

ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS: None

Jodii~. Scrivens, ~)eputy City Clerk

I hereby certify that the above and
foregoing document Is a true and
correct copy of the original record
on file In this office.

,ot.: "
 eu Cno 
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CITY OF INDUSTRY
Incorporate~ June 18, 1957

September 2, 1999 ¯ :

Dr. Xavier Swamikannu                                                   2-
California Regional Water                                                     -:: ~, ~
Quality Comrol Board

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

Subject: Consideration of Approval of the Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plans (SUSMP) - Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water
Permit

Dear Dr. Swamikannu:

This letter is in response to the Regional Board’s staff recommendation to impose numerical
mitigation measures to the County and Co-permittee’s submittal of the SUSMP. The BMP design
criteria is based on the "mitigation" of small storms to capture 0.75 inches of runoff events, runoff
volumes and pollutant loads.

The City of Industry disagrees with this numerical limits for many reasons. Such reasons include but
are not limited to, a lack of definition of’the "pollutants of concern"; the financial burden placed
upon development projects and the property owners; the required cost of structural BMPs such as
infiltration basin/areas and detention ponds; the potential ground water contamination and the
attractive nuisances of those BMPs.

At this time, there are a lack of studies that quantify and qualify the "pollutants of concerns" and their
long term degradation to the beneficial uses of a water body. It is also unclear as to the level of
pollutants which would constitute the need to capture, contain and treat large volumes of storm water
runoff

A frequent development project consisting of twenty-five acres of impervious area would require a
permanent structural BMP that would capture approximately 467,500 gallons of storm water runoff.
This volume ofrunoffwould require a structure approximately 6 feet in depth, 80 feet in width and
1,060 feet in length. This is an impractical way to construct a development project due to the lack
of space needed for the structural BMP. Any mandatory permanent structural BMPs would be
considered an inefficient method to mitigate storm water quality. The cost associated with this BMP
would impose an economic hardship on the owner and would exceed the economically feasible.
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Page Two
September 2, 1999
SUSMP

Additionally, capturing the runoff will require postponing the discharge to the local storm drains after
some level of treatment. It is unclear as to who will be qualified to perform storm water treatment
controls and. monitoring prior to discharge.

In the case of an infiltration pit and in areas where the ground water table is high, any storm water runoff
will not be fully clarified by the effects of percolation. This will result in contamination of the ground
water supply and a violation of the Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act of 1986.

In the case of a detention pond, standing water poses a health hazard due to algae and bacteriological
growth. These p~nds can be unsafe and attract the nuisances such as playful children ill mosquito
infested waters. Security fences will be required and deemed unsightly.

The City of Industry believes the BMP’s of parking lot sweeping, catch basin stenciling, landscape
maintenance, litter control, and storm water education outreach are more practical and effective methods
to control pollutant loads than capturing quantities of storm water runoff and constructing costly
permanent structural BMP’s.

The City of Industry requests that the Regional Board approve the Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plans as submitted by the County, on behalf of the copermittees.

Please include these comments in your agenda folder before the public hearing of September 16, 1999.
Should you require further discussion, please call me.

Sincerely,

City Engineer

JDB:JK:jl

c: John Kao, CNC Engineering
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CITY OF IRWINDALE
5050 North Irwindale Avenue ¯ Irwindale, California 91706

(818) 962-3381 ¯ Facsimile: (818) 962-4209

September 7, 1999

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer -7
California Regional Water Quality ~
Control Board - Los Angeles Region --
320 W. 4th Street Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Subject: Opposition to SUSMP Numeric Limits

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

The City of Irwindale (hereinafter "City") understands that the regional board will be considering
incorporating numeric limits into the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) at its
September 16, 1999 meeting. The numeric limits proposed by regional board staff are aimed at
retaining and/or treating .75" of storm water during a 24-hour storm event from seven (7) categories
of new developments.~ The City also understands that the County of Los Angeles -- the principal
permit-tee under the Los Angeles County Municipal NPDES Permit ("NPDES permit") -- has
already agreed to this standard by way of its settlement agreement with the environmental
community.

The City writes to inform you of its opposition to this proposed requirement for the tbllowing
reasons:

The NPDES permit contains no language requiring cities to retain/treat any volume of storm water
runoff from new developments.

No other municipal permit requires a numeric limit t0r the retention or treatment of storm water
runoff.

Although other counties in California, such as Alameda and Ventura, require post-construction
controls for new developments, they allow cities broad discretion in determining which types of
projects and structural controls to impose on developers.

Although the City of Santa Monica has required numeric limits on retaining/treating storm water
runoff through rigid runoff coefficients, its experience with developers has proven that such

R0069047
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Mr. Dennis Dickerson
September 7, 1999
Page 2

requirements are difficult to meet.2

If approved, the numeric limits would require cities to impose upon 7 types of new developments
costly structural controls (infiltration/detention basins or similar devices, oil!water separators.
vegeiative swales, catch basin inserts, pervious materials, or a combination thereof), without regard
for whether such controls are needed or whether they would be effective or necessary insofar as
protecting a beneficial use of a receiving water.

The structural controls required to meet a numeric retention!treatment limit xvould (1) require a
high degree of maintenance, for which cities would be responsible for enforcing; and (2) if not
properly maintained, such controls could become sources of pollution rather than pollution
mitigants.

The numeric limits constitute an unfunded state mandate and have not been evaluated for cost-
effectiveness -- as required under California law.

The numeric limits now being considered were not based on science or engineering, but on a
negotiated agreement, and are therefore arbitrary.

The structural controls necessitated by numeric limits would be required without regard to siting
factors (soil conditions and other environmental considerations).~

The use of some structural controls such as detention basins/ponds and vegetative buffers are even
more undesirable because they reduce amount of developable space.

Because cities and developers have little experience in the use of detention/treatment structural
controls -- coupled with the fact that the SUSMP would require their immediate imposition -- there
is the danger that such controls could be mis-prescdbed, as has happened in other parts of the
country.

It should also be noted that the NPDES municipal permit Executive Advisory Committee (EAC)
has also taken a position against numeric limits.

The City is aware that the regional board is under pressure to approve the Standard Urban Storm
Water Mitigation Plans because the permit requires approval by July 30, 1999. Given the

2Many developers in Santa Monica found the runoff coefficient-type numeric limits impossible to meet. The City of
Santa Monica has exempted developers from this requirement in exchange for contributing money to the construction of
a low-flow dry weather diversion system.

3For example, if sited in a high water table area, pollutants that are leached into the ground through pervious surfaces
could contaminate groundwater. Further, if a detention basin, pond, or similar device were sited in an area where
underlying soil contains a high degree of clay, the detained storm water could pond, thereby attracting vectors such as
mosquitoes. This could pose a serious health problem, especially if the device is sited in a mosquito abatement district.
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Mr. Dennis Dickerson
September 7, 1999
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atbrementioned problems associated with numeric limits, their absence in the SUSMPs would be
in the best interest of this and other cities. This subject could be reopened tbr evaluation during
discussion of the next municipal NPDES -- presumably against a more objective background.

Lastly, it is recommended that in the future regional board staff provide cities with sufficient time
to allow the Council of Governments (COGs) to review and comment on NPDES permit issues
bearing a significant cost impact. Because the COGs meet monthly, 30 days notice is simply not
enough time for member cities to take action on such important issues. As you know’, this was an
issue raised by the City of Long Beach in its writ of mandate complaint against the regional board.
And as you may also be aware, .~,vo years ago the Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAG) petitioned the State Water Resources Control Board to involve SCAG and its sub-regional
COGs in the discussion of NPDES permit matters. This is because storm water management is an
important regional planning issue that should involve SCAG, a regional planning agency.4

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

Robert Griego
City Manager

1
4The Clean Water Act requires involvement of regional planning agencies such as SCAG in the development of
municipal NPDES permits.
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Mayor
Carol Liu

RECEIVED Mayor Pro Tern
David A. Spence

City Council
Jerry G. Martin

~LA~ ’ ~ ~EC 23 P ~" ~b Deborah K. Orlik

FLlr~TRID~I~ .... Anthony J Portantino

December 21, 1999

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Director
California Regional Water

Quality,,Control Board - Los Angeles
320 W. 4"’ Street, Suite ;zOO
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Proposed Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMP’s)

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

I am writing to address my understanding of the controversial ¾-inch figure you
are proposing to include in the Los Angeles County SUSMP’s. Several people
have called this figure a "numerical limit". If this figure were a "numerical limit" I
would join the battle against it.

A "numerical limit" is an enforcement target, which establishes the maximum
quantity of a pollutant that may be present in storm runoff to be in compliance
with a regulatory permit. The ¾-inch figure does not impose that burden on
permittee’s. If samples of storm water runoff are taken from a drainage system in
Los Angeles County the testing agency cannot determine if any pollutants were
caused by the ¾-inch of runoff from sites upstream. The storm runoff cannot be
tested in that way.

I believe that the figure is in fact a "design standard" to be used by designers and
cities alike to establish the amount of runoff that must be "treated" by priority
projects, as defined in the Los Angeles County NPDES permit. The use of a
design standard will allow all applicants to obtain uniform and fair treatment in
every City that they approach. Currently, several cities are known to be strong
proponents of Clean Water and enforce stringent rules on new development.
Most cities comply with the permit requirements, but do not have well established
design standards to reference. Thus, differing levels of compliance are obtained
on the same issue. This unequal enforcement is not a problem as long as the
minimum level of enforcement complies with relevant standards.
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A "design standard" is a tool to be used by designers and cities alike. As a
design tool engineer and other design professionals can use their professional
judgement to assure that the "design standard" is applied in a fair manner. The
design professional identifying a problem with the standard as it would apply to
his project can present facts to the City for consideration. If the City is convinced
of the logic of an argument it can grant approval for an alternative design.

This flexibility is the key difference between a "numerical limit" and a "design
standard". Professional judgement cannot be applied to a "numerical limit". I
would encourage the Board to recognize ¾-inch rainfall as a design standard to
be used to design facilities.

I will not be able to attend the Boards hearing on January 26, 2000, but I feel
strongly that the reaction to the ¾-inch figure as a "numerical limit" is wrong.

Sincerely

CITY OF LA CAI~IADA FLINTRIDGE

City Engineer

R0069051
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September 1, 1999

~. Dens Dickerson "
Ex~utive O~cer
~s ~geles Regio~ Wat~ ~i~ Control Bo~d
320 West 4th S~ S~te 200 :;~5

~: OPPOS~ON TO ~~ ~IGATION ~AS~S

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

The City of Lakewood would like to express our strong opposition to the recommendation by
Regional Board staff to incorporate numeric mitigation measures into the Standard Urban
Stormwater Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs). As you know, the Development Planning Model
Program required the County, in consultation with Cities, to develop the SUSMPs for seven
types of projects listed in the current NPDES Permit. ARer months of development and countless
meetings, Los Angeles County, on behalf of Permittees, submitted the SUSMPs for your
approval on July 22,1999 with revisions made on August 12, 1999. As submitted and revised,
the SUSMPs did not contain the numeric mitigation measures language that is now being
recommended by Board staff. Such language was discussed at length during the development of
the SUSMPs and was intentionally leR out for numerous reasons that will be discussed below.

As proposed, the numeric mitigation measures would require cities to impose on developers
and/or property owners structural Best Management Practices (BMPs) aimed at retaining and/or
treating the first .75 inches of rainfall within a 24-hour storm event for the following projects:
100+ Home Subdivision; 10-99 Home Subdivision; 100,000+ Square-Foot Commercial
Development; Automotive Repair Shop; Retail Gasoline Outlet; Restaurant; or Hillside-Located
Single-Family Dwelling. Such BMPs would be extremely costly, both in terms of construction
and on-going maintenance.

Lakewood strongly opposes the proposed language for the following reasons:

¯ The current Los Angeles County NPDES Permit, like all other municipal NPDES permits in
California, contains no language requiring cities to retain and/or treat stormwater runoff from
new developments. Lakewood feels Board staff has decided to propose such language as a
result of pressure from the environmental community and not sound science or engineering
practices. Lakewood strongly urges the Regional Board to ask staff what data was used in
determining the need for such standards and the level at which the standards were set. In
light of the lack of region specific studies, detailed cost-benefit analysis and a decisive link
between such mitigation measures and improvement of our receiving waters, the Board
should reject the proposed recommendation.

Lakewood    .ooooo  
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¯ While other NPDES permits, such as Alameda and Ventura Counties, require post-
construction controls for new developments, both permits afford city discretion in
determining which types of projects and which types of structural controls are appropriate for
a specific project. The proposed language would remove city discretion in the Los Angeles
region and mandate how and when cities will require certain structural controls regardless of
local conditions or mitigating factors.

¯ The economic impacts of the proposed requirements have not been fully studied and could
severely hurt regional economic development for many years. Having recently suffered
through the downs[zing of the defense industry, State take-aways and the worst recession in
modern times, Lakewood can ill afford to implement any requirements that could jeopardize
our recent achievements in the economic development arena. Without thorough studies on
the effects of such requirements on economic development in the region, such action by the
Board will be strongly opposed by local government and the interests they represent.

¯ As it stands, incorporation of the proposed language will tie the hands of cities and impose
standards in Los Angeles County that are not found anywhere else in the State. Economic
development will not only suffer on a local basis, but as a region Los Angeles County stands
to lose both jobs and revenue to neighboring counties where similar requirements are
nonexistent.

The argument was made by the City of Long Beach during the approval of their permit that
Long Beach would be put at a great economic development disadvantage should they be
required to mandate such mitigation measures while neighboring cities did not. The same
argument holds true on a larger countywide basis. Developers will simply move to Orange,
Riverside or Ventura counties to escape the unjustified requirements should they be
approved.

¯ Similar types of requirements have been tried and found to be nearly impossible to
implement without some flexibility. The City of Santa Monica requires the retaining and/or
treatment of stormwater runoff based on similar numeric mitigation measures to the ones
proposed by Board staff. The City of Santa Monica used a runoff coefficient formula to
determine what structural controls must be constructed on all development projects. Based
on the difficulty developers had in siting the necessary facilities and meeting the goals of the
program, the city modified the program to allow developers to make monetary contribution
towards the construction of a low-flow dry weather treatment facility.

¯ The costs associated with the proposed numeric mitigation measures may constitute an
unfunded state mandate. As such, the requirements should have been subject to the same
cost-benefit analysis as other similar programs. To date, no such analysis has been provided
to cities. Lacking such analysis, Lakewood feels the numeric measures being considered
were not based on science or engineering practices, but are arbitrary and a direct result of the
influence of the environmental community on Board staff
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¯ The structural controls necessitated by numeric measures would be required without regard
to siting factors and may result in other problems much more problematic than the original
issue being addressed. For example, if sited in a high water table area, pollutants that are
leached into the ground through pervious surfaces could contaminate groundwater. Soil
conditions and the susceptibility of an area to liquefaction could impact the implementation
of controls and could create additional problems unforeseen at this time.

Lakewood is aware that the Regional Board is under pressure to approve the SUSMPs, which
were required to be implemented by July 30, 1999. Given the aforementioned concerns and
associated questions with regards to the incorporation of the numeric mitigation measures,
Lakewood supports the approval of the SUSMPs as originally submitted by the Los Angeles
County without the problematic numeric measures.

As a follow-up to this letter and to more formally express Lakewood’s opposition to the
proposed numeric measures, the Lakewood City Council is scheduled to adopt a Resolution
opposing such measures at its September 14th meeting. The Resolution will be presented to the
Regional Board at their September 16th meeting to be formally entered into the public record.

At such time as sufficient information in the form of studies and research is available regarding
the implementation of numerical measurements, the subject could be reopened for evaluation.
Hopefully such research could be completed before the issuance of the next municipal permit
scheduled in two years.

Lakewood would like to thank the Regional Board and Board staff for their continued support
and understanding of the concerns of local government. Hopefully, you will agree with us that
without supportive evidence that such requirements will achieve measurable goals and the cost
benefit analysis justifies such mandates, the issue should be tabled.

Should you have any questions regarding Lakewood’s position, please contact Scott K. Pomrehn,
Senior Management Analyst, at 562-866-9771, extension 3507.

Respectfully,

1
~.,~ayor
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September 9, 1999

Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

SUBJECT: STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLANS

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Please be advised that the City Council of the City of La Mirada, at its regular meeting
of September 7, 1999, adopted Resolution No. 99-58 urging the California Regional
Water Quality Board, Los Angeles Region, not to impose numeric limits on the
treatment or retention of storm water runoff from new developments.

Enclosed is a certified copy of the Resolution. If we can provide any additional
information, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned,

Very truly yours,

CITY OF LA MIRADA

Marilyn L. Wagner
City Clerk

Enclosure

cc: Mr. Gary Sloan, City Manager
Mr. Gerald R. Winterburn, Assistant City Manager/Director of Planning

R0069055
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RESOLUTION NO 99-,58

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY
OF LA MIRADA URGING THE CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY

BOARD, LOS ANGELES REGION, NOT TO IMPOSE NUMERIC LIMITS
ON THE TREATMENT OR RETENTION OF STORM WATER RUNOFF"

FROM NEW DEVELOPMENTS PURSUANT TO THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY MUNICIPAL NPDES PERMIT

A. Recitals.

(i) The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region
("regional board") is considering the incorporation of numeric limits into the
Standard Urban Storm Water Runoff Mitigation Plan component of the model
development planning program as required by the Los Angeles County
Municipal NPDES permit ("municipal NPDES permit’); and

(ii) Such numeric limits are intended to retain or treat storm water runoff
volume (either .60" or .75" OF rain) from seven categories of new
development projects including gas stations, restaurants, auto repair
facilities, 10-99 housing subdivisions, 100-plus housing subdivisions,
single-family hillside homes, and 100,000 square foot commercial
development; and

(iii) Meeting the proposed numeric limits would necessitate the imposition of
structural controls on new developments, including but not limited to
extended detention basins, wet ponds, infiltration basins/ponds (reducing the
amount of developable space), storm drain-connected oillgrift separators,
catch basin inserts, grassy swales, and other devices many of which have
not been proven to be cost-effective; and

(iv) Such structural controls would require post-construction operation and
maintenance which cities would be required to enforce; and if not properly
designed or maintained, could become sources of pollution rather than
pollution mitigants; and

(v) Storm water treatment and retention numeric limits are not specifically
mandated in the municipal NPDES permit and are not a requirement
associated with other municipal NPDES permits issued in the State of
California; and

(vi) Neither the regional board nor any other interested party has provided
compelling justification for the use of numeric limits for treating or retaining
storm water runoff from new developments;
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(vii) Neither the regional board nor any other interested party has demonstrated
that storm water retention/treatment numeric limits would result in the
improvement or protection of a beneficial use of a receiving water;, and

(viii) Imposing such unproven and questionable numeric limits on cities constitutes
an unfunded state mandate which has not been evaluated in cost-effective
terms as required by State law.

B. Resolution

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FOUND, DETERMINED AND RESOLVED as
follows:

1. The City Council of the City of La Mirada hereby advises the
regional board members of its opposition to storm water treatmentJretention numeric
limits; and

2. The City Council of the City of La Mirada recommends that the
regional board approve the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan, which does
not include numeric limits, as proposed by the Executive Advisory Committee on
August 11, 1999.

APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 7~ day of September, 1999.

Is/
Mayor Chotiner

ATTEST:

I, MARILYN L. WAGNER, City Clerk of the City of La Mirada do hereby certify that the
foregoing Resolution was adopted at a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of
La Mirada held on the 7" day of September, 1999.
MOTION CARRIED BY THE FOLLOWING ROLL CALL VOTE:

AYES: Councilmembers: Dames, Jones, Malkin, Mayor pro tem Peters, and
Mayor Chotiner

NOES: None
ABSENT: None

Marilyn L.~V,/Vagner, (~ity~/(~lerk

R0069057
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September 3, 1999

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 W. 4" Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

SUBJECT: STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED SUSMP NUMERIC LIMITS

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

The City of La Mirada (hereinafter "City") understands that the regional board will be
considering incorporating numeric limits into the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan
(SUSMP) at its September 16, 1999 meeting. The numeric limits proposed by regional board
staff are aimed at retaining and/or treating .75" of storm water during a 24-hour storm event
from seven (7) categories of new developments. The City also understands that the County of
Los Angeles - the principal permittee under the LOs Angeles County Municipal NPDES Permit
("NPDES permit") - has already agreed to this standard by way of its settlement agreement
with the environmental community.

The City hereby informs you of its strong opposition to this proposed requirement for the
following reasons:

¯ The NPDES permit contains no language requiring cities to retain/treat any volume of
storm water runoff from new developments.

¯ No other municipal permit in California requires a numeric limit for the retention or

¯ Although other counties in California, such as Alameda and Ventura, require
post-construction controls for new developments, they afford cities broad discretion in
determining which types of projects and structural controls to impose on developers.

¯ Numeric limits would require cities to impose costly structural controls on new
developments such as infiltration/detention basins or similar devices, oil/water separators,
vegetative swales, catch basin inserts, pervious materials, or a combination thereof, without
regard for whether such controls are needed or whether they would be effective or
necessary insofar as protecting a beneficial use of receiving water. R0069058
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¯ The structural controls required to meet a numeric retention/treatment limit would (1)
require a high degree of maintenance, which cities would be responsible for enforcing; and
(2) if not properly maintained, could become sources of pollution rather than pollution
mitigants.

¯ The numeric limits now being considered were not based on science or engineering but on
a negotiated agreement and are therefore arbitrary.

¯ The strnctural controls necessitated by nmlleric limits w~uld he req~lirexl without regard to
siting factors (soil conditions and other environmental considerations).

The City is aware that the regional board is under pressure to approve the Standard Urban
Storm Water Mitigation Plans but given the aforementioned problems associated with numeric
limits, their absence in the SUSMPS would be in the best interest of this and other cities. This
subject could be reopened for evaluation during discussion of the next municipal NPDES -
presumably against a more objective background.

The City respectfully requests in the future the board staff involve the Council of Governments
(COGs) to review and comment on NPDES permit issues bearing a significant cost impact.
Because the COGs meet monthly, 30 days notice is simply not enough time for member cities
to take action on such important issues. As you know, this was an issue raised by the City of
Long Beach in its writ of mandate complaint against the regional board.

The City understands that two years ago the Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAG) petitioned the State Water Resources Control Board to involve it and its sub-regional
COGs in the discussion of NPDES permit matters. This action was taken because storm water
management is an important regional planning issue that demands the involvement of SCAG, a
regional planning agency.

thereby adversely affecting the City of La Mirada will be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

CITY OF L,~ [IRADA

Gary K.
City Manager

R0069059
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Mr. Dennis Dickerson                                     September 9, 1999
Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality
Control Board - Los Angeles Region
320 W. 4th Street Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Subject: Opposition to SUSMP Numeric Limits

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

The City of Lomita (hereinafter "City") understands that the regional board will be
considering incorporating numeric limits into the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation
Plan (SUSMP) at its September 16, 1999 meeting. The numeric limits proposed by
regional board staff are aimed at retaining and/or treating .75" of storm water during a
24-hour storm event from seven (7) categories of new developments.1 The City also
understands that the County of Los Angeles -- the principal permittee under the Los
Angeles County Municipal NPDES Permit ("NPDES permit") - has already agreed to
this standard by way of its settlement agreement with the environmental community.

The City writes to inform you of its opposition to this proposed requirement for the
following reasons:

¯ The NPDES permit contains no language requiring c~ties to retain/treat any volume
of storm water runoff from new developments.

¯ No other municipal permit in California requires a numeric limit for the retention or
treatment of storm water runoff.

¯ Although other counties in California, such as Alameda and Ventura, require post-
construction controls for new developments, they afford cities broad discretion in
determining which types of projects and structural controls to impose on developers.

~Gas stations; restaurants; automotive repair facilities (including parts shops); 10-99 home sub-divisions; 100-plus
home sub-divisions; single home hillside developments; and 100,000 square feet commercial developments,
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¯ Although the City of Santa Monica has required numeric limits on retaining/treating
storm water runoff through rigid runoff coefficients, its experience with developers
has proven that such requirements are difficult to meet.2

¯ If approved, the numeric limits would require cities to impose upon 7 types of new
developments costly structural controls (infiltration/detention basins or similar
devices, oil/water separators, vegetative swales, catch basin inserts, pervious
materials, or a combination thereof), without regard for whether such controls are
needed or whether they would be effective or necessary insofar as protecting a
beneficial use of a receiving water.

¯ The structural controls required to meet a numeric retention/treatment limit would
(1) require a high degree of maintenance, which cities would be responsible for
enforcing; and (2) if not properly maintained; could become sources of pollution
rather than pollution mitigants.

¯ The numeric limits constitute an unfunded state mandate and have not been
evaluated for cost-effectiveness -- as required under California law.

¯ The numeric limits now being considered were not based on science or engineering,
but on a negotiated agreement, and are therefore arbitrary.

¯ The structural controls necessitated by numeric limits would be required without
regard to siting factors (soil conditions and other environmental considerations).3

¯ The use of some structural controls such as detention basins/ponds and vegetative
buffers are even more undesirable because they reduce the amount of developable
area.

¯ Because cities and developers have little experience in the use of
detention/treatment structural controls - coupled with the fact that the SUSMP would
require their immediate imposition -- there is the danger that such controls could be
mis-prescribed, as has happened in other parts of the country.

It should also be noted that the NPDES municipal permit Executive Advisory Committee
(EAC) has also taken a position against numeric limits.

2Many developers in Santa Monica found the runoff coefficient-type numeric limits impossible to meet. The City of
Santa Monica has exempted developers from this requirement in exchange for contributing money to the construction
of a low-flow dry weather diversion system.

3For example, if sited in a high water table area, pollutants that are leached into the ground through pervious surfaces
could contaminate groundwater. Further, if a detention basin, pond, or similar device were sited in an area where
underlying soil contains a high degree of clay, the detained storm water could pond, thereby attracting vectors such
as mosquitoes. This could pose a serious health problem, especially if the device is sited in a mosquito abatement
district.
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The City is aware that the regional board is under pressure to approve the Standard
Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans because the permit requires approval by July 30,
1999. Given the aforementioned problems associated with numeric limits, their absence
in the SUSMPs would be in the best interest of this and other cities. This subject could
be reopened for evaluation during discussion of the next municipal NPDES -
presumably against a more objective background.

Lastly, in the future regional board staff should provide cities sufficient time to allow the
Council of Governments (COGs) to review and comment on NPDES permit issues
bearing a significant cost impact. Because the COGs meet monthly, 30 days notice is
simply not enough time for member cities to take action on such important issues. As
you know, this was an issue raised by the City of Long Beach in its writ of mandate
complaint against the regional board.

And as you may also be aware, two years ago the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG) petitioned the State Water Resources Control Board to involve it
and its sub-regional COGs in the discussion of NPDES permit matters. This action was
taken because storm water management is an important regional planning issue that
demands the involvement of SCAG, a regional planning agency.4

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

Gary D. Irwin
Assistant City Administrator

~rhe Clean Water Act requires involvement of regional planning agencies such as SCAG in the development of
municipal NPDES permits.

3                      R0069062



OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY r::~"~.
Long Beaclt, California

ROBERT E. SHANNON
C~t~l Attorney R¢dtmd L. Lande*

~1[ X~HER A M MI~D ~. Mahm’l I

Januaw 14. 2000

~illiam A Rcafdc~

Dennis A. Dickerson VIA F~
Executive O~cer
California Regional Water Quality Robert ~ Hz,k’ht

Control Board ~..,.,,.,, ~..o,:, .....
101 Centre Plaza Drive """~" ~ cop,.:
Monterey Park, CA 91754-2156

Re: Standard Urban Sto~water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs) for the Ci~ of
~. Ch~rle~ Parkm

Long Beach
C~rol A 5hnw

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Please provide copies of this le~er to the members of the Board and include it in the
administrative re~rd of the hearing on the above subject.

The City of Long Beach thanks the Regional Board and its staff for its effo~s on
behalf of stormwater ~noff pollution mitigation. As pa~ of its own continuing effo~s
in this regard, the City of Long Beach requests that the following comments be
considered and addressed in the adoption of SUSMPs for the City of Long Beach as
pa~ of its separate permit. The prima~ issues, which will be elaborated upon in the
body of this le~er, are:

1. The findings contained in the Tentative Resolution should be revised to
remove confusing references to"the pe~it" when ~o pewits, Regional Board
Order No. 96-054 (the "Coun~ide Permit") and Regional Board Order No.
99-060 (the "City of Long Beach Permit")are affected.

2. Pursuant to prior agreement, the implementation dates for those SUSMPs
applicable to the City of Long Beach must be concurrent with those for the
cities subject to the Count~ide permit to avoid pu~ing the City at an economic
disadvantage.

3. The inclusion of numerical design standards as minimum design criteria
should be defeEed until such time as empiri~l data on the efficacy of such
standards, obtained in this region or another region with a similar climate, is
available.

R0069063
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The Findings

The findings in the Tentative Resolution should be revised to reflect that two separate
permits are affected by this resolution. These two permits were reached through two
very different processes, and contain different procedures for modification and
implementation. Finding 21 should be revised to reflect this. Similarly, Finding 13
should separately identify "Priority Projects" for each permit. Finding 5 should be
revised to include references to the City of Long Beach, its receiving waters, its
monitoring program, and its permit.

Implementation of SUSMP Requirements for the City of Lon.q Beach

During negotiations for the settlement of the litigation between the City of Long Beach
and the Regional Board, it was agreed that SUSMP requirements for the City would
not take effect prior to the effective date for SUSMPs under the Countywide Permit.
This issue arose during the hearing which resulted on the City of Long Beach’s
proposed permit, at which time it was agreed that the City should not be placed at an
economic disadvantage by having its SUSMP effective prior to the requirements
affecting the majority of the County. Members of the Regional Board staff have
confirmed this sequence of events, which should be reflected in the Board’s
resolution. The Tentative Resolution is silent as to the implementation schedule for
the SUSMP for the City of Long Beach.

The Countywide Permit anticipated that SUSMPs would be implemented 90 days
following the next fiscal year following their adoption but no later than July 1999.
While the City acknowledges that this date has past, a similar schedule of
implementation is needed to avoid anticipated "taking" or related challenges from
affected parties who have already initiated the planning review process with the City,
development requirements should be scheduled to be implemented no sooner than
90 days following the start of the next fiscal year, but no sooner than the
implementation date adopted under the Countywide Permit.

Numerical Design Standards

The adoption of numerical design standards as minimum design criteria is not
supported by relevant empirical data or by any cost-benefit analysis. For these
reasons, it fails to comport with either State or Federal law. Inclusion of numerical
design standards as a voluntary standard or as part of an incentive program would
assist in the collection of data relevant to this region and provide cities with a legal
basis on which to defend the requirement.

R0069064
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Comments Submitted by the Executive Advisory Committee

As you are aware, the City of Long Beach has been an active participant in the
development of the SUSMPs through the Executive Advisory Committee. To the
extent that they apply to the four pdority project categories contained in the City of
Long Beach Permit, we join in the concerns expressed by the Executive Advisory
Committee and its counsel.

We appreciate the opportunity to submit these comments as part of the administrative
record for the January 26th hearing and hope you will give them thoughtful
consideration. The City of Long Beach reserves the right to submit further comments
at the hearing. Thank you for your efforts.

Very truly yours,

ROBERT E. SHANNON, City Attorney

LISA PESKAY MALMSTEN
Deputy City Attomey

LPM:et
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CITY OF LONG BEACH
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

333 WEST OCEAN BOULEVARD ¯ LONGBEACH, CA 90802 ¯ (562) 570-6383 ¯ FAX(562) 57q6q12~
\

January 13,2000

Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

RE: Request for Clarification of items in your letter dated December 7, 1999
and in the Tentative Resolution document

Dear Mr. Dickerson,

Two critical areas of ambiguity have arisen in connection with your letter of
December 7, 1999 and the Tentative Resolution document as it pertains to the
City of Long Beach. This letter reflects the clarifications, provided under your
direction, by Dr. Xavier Swamikannu to Rose Collins, Clean Water Program
Manager, for the City of Long Beach in a telephone conference on December
10,1999, and seeks confirmation of these clarifications. This letter is not
intended to constitute the City’s comments pursuant to your invitation for public
comment on the Tentative Resolution.

The first area of ambiguity concerns the statement contained in the Tentative
Resolution, page 2 of 17, which states:’q’his SUSMP applies to projects that are
Priority Projects (Discretionary Projects) as defined by the NPDES permit." Our
understanding is that, as to Long Beach, the 9J3Lv project categories to which the
Standard Urban Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) will apply are:

a. 10-99 home subdivisions
b. 100 or more home subdivisions
c. 100,000 or more square foot commercial developments, and
d. environmentally sensitive areas.

R0069066
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Consistent with the terms of the Long Beach permit, the additional project
categories listed in the Tentative Resolution do not apply to the City of Long
Beach. This understanding has been confirmed in an internet e-mail on
December 13,1999, by Dr.Swamikannu.

Second, on the first page of your December 7th letter, you state:

If adopted by the Regional Board, the Tentative Resolution would approve
the City of Long Beach Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan
(SUSMP) while encouraging the Executive Officer to approve the Los
Angeles Standard Urban Mitigation Plan.

During negotiations, all parties agreed that the City’s SUSMP would not take
effect prior to the effective date of the SUSMPs for the Countywide permit. This
issue arose at the hearing of the City’s permit as well, where it was again agreed
that the City should not be placed at an economic disadvantage by having its
SUSMP effective prior to that which affected the majority of the County. Dr.
Swamikannu also confirmed, in a telephone conversation on December 10,1999,
that the City of Long Beach SUSMP will become effective concurrently with the
SUSMPs for the Countywide permit.

Please confirm that you agree with the clarifications herein by signing where
indicated below and returning a copy to this office. Your courtesy and
cooperation are appreciated.

Sincerely,

CITY ENGINEER

I confirm the clarifications contained in this letter.

Dated:
Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region

ETP:rc
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CITY OF LONG BEACH
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

333WEST OCEAN BOULEVARD ¯ LONG BEACH, CA 90802 ¯ (562) 570-6383 ¯ FAX (562) 570-6012

September 10, 1999

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles CA 90013

Subjecl: Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs) Submi~ed For
Approval To The Executive Officer Under The Los Angeles County
Municipal Storm Water Permit (Public Notice No. 99-047)

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

The City of Long Beach has reviewed the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s
proposal to incorporate numeric mitigation measures (the first 0.75 inches of rainfall
within a 24-hour storm event) into the SUSMPs. While the City of Long Beach fully
supports stormwater pollution reduction programs, we must express our concern with
the numeric mitigation measures and offer some alternatives prior to the adoption of
the SUSMPs.

On June 30, 1999 the California Water Quality Control Board unanimously adopted
Order No 99-060 making the City of Long Beach the first City in Los Angeles County to
administer and implement its own Municipal Stormwater Permit. The Permit already
incorporates many BMPs and site specific SUSMP requirements. For example, at a
minimum, peak runoff rates can not exceed pre-development levels, for developments
where the potential for increased storm water discharge rates can result in an increase
in downstream erosion potential and 25% of required landscape areas for new
developments must be vegetated with xeriscape. Therefore, the City of Long Beach is
fully committed to the development of citywide SUSMPs, for the specific development
categories detailed in our Permit, and requests the Board to consider the following prior
to adoption:

Studies to determine the "Pollutants of Concern" from storm drains in local/regional
receiving waters and their true impact on beneficial uses. Is the 0.75" runoff
mitigation appropriate and effective?

¯ Site specific studies to determine the impacts of runoff mitigation on water tables,
soils and other environmental concerns unique to certain areas/cities.
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Mr. Dennis Dickerson
September 10, 1999
Page 2

¯ Studies to determine the 0.75" runoff mitigation’s economic impact on new
development and on Cities’ economies implementing SUSMPs containing these
numeric limits.

¯ Cost Analysis for the implementation and ongoing maintenance of Treatment
Control BMPS.

¯ Cost benefit and effectiveness analysis of the 0.75" retention/treatment within the
24-hour period on the pollutants of concern on the receiving waters and impact on
beneficial uses.

¯ Local/regional receiving water studies and multi-year region specific monitoring and
related data collection.

The City of Long Beach supports the cities of Los Angeles and Lakewood, the San
Gabriel COG, Gateway Cities COG and the Executive Advisory Committee in their
opposition to the prescriptive measures and respectfully requests the Board give cities
the opportunity to study and select programs that will result in real water quality
improvements without significant unnecessary expenditures.

Sincerely,

EDWARD T. PUTZ
CITY ENGINEER

ETP:Ic
a:001-38.1tr

cc: Henry Taboada, City Manager
Raymond T. Holland, Director of Public Works
Eugene Zeller, Director of Planning and Building
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CLA MEMORANDUM

DATE: January 24, 2000

TO: The Honorable City Council

Ronald F. Deaton ~’~FROM:
Chief Legislative Analyst

RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING THE LOS ANGELES REGIONAL WATER
QUALITY CONTROL BOARD’S PROPOSED REVISIONS TO THE LOS ANGELES

COUNTY STANDARD URBAN STORMWATER MITIGATION PLAN

The development of a Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP)is required by the
Municipal Stormwater Permit (Permit), under which the City is one of 85 co-permitted Los Angles
County municipalities. The cities are responsible for developing the SUSMP, with minimum
requirements for the plan outlined in the Permit. The Executive Director of the Regional Water
Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region (RWQCB) has approval oversight of the SUSMP as
meeting the requirements of the Permit. The SUSMP was presented by the County of LOs Angeles
(Principal Permittee) to the Executive Officer of the RWQCB for review.

The RWQCB Executive Officer has proposed significant modifications to the SUSMP, including
mandating a numeric standard for rain water m-off retention/treatment, which was not supported
by the co-permittee cities. The proposed numeric standard was discussed at the September 16, 1999,
RWQCB Governing Board meeting. At that time the City expressed concern that the lack of
information presented by the RWQCB regarding the proposed requirement prevented the City from
being able to evaluate the appropriateness of the proposed requirement.

The RWQCB’s most recent proposed SUSMP revision was released on December 7, 1999, with the
staff report, which provides the supporting documentation, only being released January 18, 2000.
The Chief Legislative Analyst (CLA) Office has reviewed the RWQCB proposed revisions to the
SUSMP in coordination with the Bureau of Sanitation, Stormwater Management Division, within
the context of the requirements of the Municipal Stormwater Permit which the City supported and.
the limited review period provided, and recommends the following for City Council action:

RECOMMENDATIONS:

1) City Council establish City policy:

a) Supporting implementation of a pilot program through the Standard Urban Stormwater
Mitigation Plan for the Los Angeles County and Cities in Los Angeles County (SUSMP)
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requiring new commercial developments of I00,000 square feet or larger and new
industrial facilities subject to General Permit as listed in 40 CFR 122.26(b)(14) (Phase
I facilities) the requirements retain or treat approximately the volume of run-off
produced from a 3/4 inch of rainfall in a 24 hour period (85% retention/treatment) with
appropriate variance procedures and multi-media impact assessment provided, with the
appropriateness of the requirement being re-evaluated upon the termination of the pilot
program.

b) Supporting control of liquid leaks from on- and off-road vehicles/equipment at their
source, rather than including parking lots in the SUSMP.

2) Request the Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region (RWQCB) to:

a) Pursue liquid leak source control measures for on- and off-road vehicles/equipment on
a state and federal basis. Such controls should include public education efforts through
the state smog-check program.

b) Establish a regional workgroup consisting of local governments, regulated industry,
environmental groups, and other stakeholders as appropriate to establish recommended
best management practice water quality monitoring protocols and methodologies to
assess the costs and benefits of the 85% retention/treatment requirement during the pilot
program, as well as other BMPs, for Board consideration. Recommended protocols
should be released for a minimum of a 30-day public review prior to Board
consideration.

c) As a responsible agency, review and comment on CEQA documents submitted to the.
LARWQCB.

d) Establish a policy requiring review, evaluation, and assessment of potential multi-media
environmental impacts for all control measures contemplated by the Board. Such
evaluation should be released for a minimum of a 30-day public review and comment
prior to consideration of control measles by the Board.

e) Establish a regional ambient water quality monitoring program and implement BMP
pilot programs for other sources.

3) City Council direct all City departments to:

a) as part of the "L.A. CEQA Threshold Guide" pilot program, to establish a standard
California Quality Act mitigation measure requiring the retention and/or treatment of the
volume of run-off produced from a 3/4 inch of rainfall in a 24 hour period (85%
retention/treatment) ’for new commercial developments of 100,000 square feet or larger
and new industrial facilities subject to the State’s Stormwater Permit, with appropriate
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variances provided, and to report to the Stormwater Management Division regarding
such projects.

b) to incorporate into all City owned development projects the 85% retention/treatment of
rainfall run-offstandard, as feasible, and report to the Bureau of Sanitation, Stormwater
Management Division on all development~ projects, measures to be implemented to
achieve the standard, costs, reasons for variances, and any difficulties/benefits associated
with the requirement.

4) Direct the Bureau of Sanitation, Stormwater Management Division to:

a) track the implementation of the 85% retention/treatment requirement as it is implemented
within the City, document costs, reasons for variances, and other information necessary
to fully evaluate the control option.

b) monitor the water quality benefits of the 85% retention/treatment requirements at
selected facilities, consistent with the protocols developed by the proposed RWQCB
regional workgroup.

5) Direct the Chief Legislative Analyst Office, in coordination with the Bureau of Sanitation, to
prepare and submit written comments, consistent with the policies set forth above and existing
City policy, to the Los Angeles Regional Water quality Control Board on the proposed Standards
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan for the Los Angeles County and Cities in Los Angeles
County (SUSMP), by January 26, 2000.

Public Process

The RWQCB released a staff report in August 1999 regarding the proposed RWQCB revisions to
the SUSMP. The report did not provide water quality or cost information, but rather cited several
reports as justification for the proposal. However, when CLA staff visited the RWQCB offices in
August, the reports were not available for public review. The City subsequently submitted a written
request for a 30-day public review period for the data (see attached letter). The data was not made
readily available for public review and comment prior to the September RWQCB Governing Board
meeting where the proposed RWQCB revisions were discussed and the item continued.

The RWQCB subsequently released a revised SUSMP proposal on December 7, 1999. However,
the City learned early in January 2000 that the RWQCB would not release the staff report with
supporting information and data until January 14, 2000. The City immediately submitted a written
request asking that 30-days be provided to review and comment on the staff report and associated
data. The staff report was released January 18, 2000. The Governing Board of the RWQCB is
scheduled to consider the proposed revisions to the SUSMP January 26, 2000.
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Proposed RWQCB SUSMP Revisions

Basically, the RWQCB proposed revisions to the SUSMP mandate a numeric standard of 85%
retention and treatment of rain event run-offand introduces two new categories of projects that must
be addressed and monitored by local governments through the SUSMP: parking lots of 25 spaces
or greater and construction projects in environmentally sensitive areas. Specifically the RWQCB
proposed revisions mandate that the following new development categories implement conh’ols to
achieve an 85% retention/treatment of rain event run-off:

¯ 10-100+ home subdivisions
¯ 100,000 square -foot commercial development
¯ automotive repair facilities
¯ retail gasoline outlets

:¯ restaurant (greater than 5,000 square feet)
¯ parking lots with more than 25 spaces (or greater than 5,000 square feet)
¯ hillside located single family dwelling
¯ construction projects in environmentally sensitive areas

Issues

The main issues of concern raised by the cities, including the City of Los Angeles, and business and
industry regarding the RWQCB proposed SUSMP revisions are the lack of water quality data, cost
information, and evaluation of potential multi-media impacts available to evaluate .the
appropriateness of the proposed 85% retention/treatment requirement. In addition, there is
uncertainty as to how the requirement would be achieved in practice and what structural best
management practices would be appropriate. Potential impacts to small business is also of concern.
Without the information to evaluate the proposal, the City is constrained in its ability to address the
above issues. It is the responsibility of the RWQCB to disclose for public review and_ comment the
information and data supporting its proposal.

The RWQCB staffreport ~’eleased on January 18, 2000, does not present any information regarding
pollution reduction or control cost associated with the RWQCB’s proposal. Rather the staff report
cites various studies as a method of supporting and justifying the proposed revisions. Although the
CLA’s Office has not had adequate time to fully review the various studies cited in the January 18,
2000, RWQCB staff report, those we have reviewed appear to contradict, rather than support, the
proposed revisions and clearly more information is needed.

The RWQCB staff report cites the City’s Consent Decree -Strip Filter report dated March 16, 1999.
The City’s Bureau of Sanitation, Stormwater Management Division conducted a pilot program to
test strip filters as a method of reducing pollution from parking lot run-off. The report concluded
that "the strip-filter should be kept at an experimental stage. Maintenance fi’equency appears to be
on a storm-to-storm level which is impractical." The report further indicates that the City continues
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to experiment to find an alternative design to assist in extending the useful performance of the
structure. However, "at this stage of stormwater management research, the sand filter is not
recommended for further implementation."

The RWQCB also cites the study "Results of a Retail Gasoline Outlet and Commercial Parking Lot
Stormwater Runoff" (Western States Petroleum Association (WSPA) and American Petroleum
Institute (1994). Although the CLA’s Office does not have the study itself, we are in possession of
two studies that discuss the WSPA study. Apparently the study concludes that fueling activities at
normally operated and maintained retail gasoline stations do not contribute additional significant
concentrations of measured constituents to stormwater rim-off. In addition, the fuel related
constituents from pump islands were either not detected or below the applicable maximum
contaminant levels.

Finally, regarding the debate of which controls are most appropriate, there is some recent work done
by Pat Ashley, a student of the California State University, Fullerton Environmental Studies
program not discussed in the RWQCB staff report. Although the study is preliminary in nature, it
appears to indicate that fuel island canopies may be as effective at reducing pollutants from gas
stations as structural "treatment" controls. The results of the study further indicate that "there was
no measurable difference in petroleum hydrocarbons for stormwater entering and existing station
clarifiers." This clearly needs additional investigation, as it indicates the structural BMP has limited
water quality benefit for those pollutants. R may however have benefits of reducing other pollutants
of concern not tested for as part of the study.

Recommendations

Resolve Data Issues

Although it is not the responsibility of the City or the other co-permittees to obtain information to
support proposed RWQCB regulations, to assist in moving stormwater quality programs forward it
is recommended that the City support a pilot program requiring large commercial and industrial
development.projects to implement the 85% retention/treatment through the SUSMP as a method
of collecting basic water quality data, cost information, and an understanding of implementation
issues. Specifically the CLA recommends supporting implementation of a pilot program in the
SUSMP requiring new commercial developments of 100,000 square feet or larger and new industrial
facilities subject to General Pert’nit as listed in 40 CFR 122.26(bX14) (Phase I facilities) to retain or
treat approximately 85% of rainfall run-off, with appropriate variance procedures and multi-media
impact assessment provided, with the appropriateness of the requirement being re-evaluated upon
the termination of the pilot program.

This will allow the opportunity to obtain basic data and information regarding the proposed 85%
retention requirement. The requirement would be re-evaluated at the end of the pilot period to
eva!uate the appropriateness of the controi, appropriate categories of variances (if any), and potential
environmental impacts associated with implementation of the requirement. The duration of the pilot
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period needs to be discussed as the program is initiated. The existing Permit expires in 18 months.
It should be the goal to have information adequate to evaluate the 85% retention requirement for
inclusion in the next permit. However, even with the immediate implementation of the requirement,
development projects incorporating the requirement would most likely be just completing
development within that time frame. Water quality testing would require that the quality of water
during rain events be monitored. Therefore, the pilot period may need to be longer than 18 months.

It has been the City’s experience that "one size does not fit all." Variances from City, air quality
management district, and other regulatory agency requirements have always been accommodated.
Therefore, there needs to be an opportunity to determine when variance from the retention/treatment
requirement may be appropriate. It has been discussed that in areas of high groundwater or high
liquefaction potential certain controls may not be appropriate. In addition, it may be determined that
due to construction constraints a lower level of retention, such as 50%, may be appropriate. Finally,
since the benefits of the water pollution/treatment are currently uncertain, if controls become too
expensive, it may be appropriate to allow less expensive control options. It is recommended that
developers be allowed to appeal to the Stormwater Management Division for re-evaluation if the
85% retention/treatment requirement exceeds 0.5% of the total project costs during the pilot study
period. There may be other cases, as the requirement is implemented, where it is determined
appropriate for variance allowances.

Also of concern is that there has been no documented evaluation of the potential environmental
impacts associated with the proposed retention/treatment requirement. Concern has been expressed
regarding the potential for proposed retention-infiltration best management practices (BMP) to
negatively impact groundwater. In addition, in some cases, such as treatment through grassy swells
where suspended solid pollutants are reduced, there may be a potential to increase dissolved
pollutants associated with herbicides and pesticides. Although these impacts are not cun’ently
envisioned as being insurmountable, clearly they warrant evaluation to ensure that BMPs are
designed and engineered to address these issues. The BMP design and implementation requirements
must be thoughtful to prevent new environmental problems, such as has been experienced with
MTBE. The polit program would allow for such issues to be examined.

To ensure that the information collected and water quality testing methodology is consistent among
agencies and not questioned at the end of the proposed pilot program, it is recommended that the
City request the RWQCB to establish a regional workgroup consisting of local governments,
regulated industry, environmental groups, and other stakeholders as appropriate to establish
recommended best management practice water quality monitoring protocols and methodologies to
assess the costs and benefits of the 85% retention/treatment requirement during the pilot program,
as well as other BMPs, for Board consideration. Recommended protocols should be released for a
minimum of a 30-day public review prior to Board consideration.

Without development of such basic data collection proto.cols and methodologies, the basic science
of the stormwater program will always be at question, serving to delay needed water quality
improvements with each proposed new requirement. Therefore, early development of such
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procedures and collection of baseline data is essential to the stormwater program.

It is further recommended that City request the RWQCB to establish a regional ambient water
quality monitoring program. This network should be similar to the ambient air quality network
administered by.the South Coast Air Quality Management District, which measures air quality at
representative locations throughout the air basin. Such baseline data would assist in measuring
benefits of the stormwater program overall. It is anticipated, that as with the air quality pro.gram,
as water quality improvements are documented the regulatory program will increase in credibility
and gain more public support. The ambient monitoring will also assist in providing baseline
scientific data for the upcoming total maximum daily load regulatory processes.

Finally, to gain additional experience with the retention/treatment requirement it is recommended
that the City incorporate the 85% retention/treatment in all new City development projects as
feasible. In addition, it is recommended that the City request the RWQCB,~o initiate pilot programs
for other development categories, such as restaurants, gasoline stations, and housing developments
with industry groups such as the Califomia Restaurant Association, Western States Petroleum
Association, and the Building Industry Association, and municipalities.

The RWQCB proposes to add parking lots of 25 spaces or greater and construction projects:in
environmentally sensitive areas to the SUSMP. The 85-cities included parking lots of 200 spaces
or greater and environmentally sensitive areas within the Model Development Program, a separate
program required under the Permit, to address potential stormwater impacts associated with su.ch
projects. Therefore, large parking lot projects and projects in environmentally sensitive areas are
not neglected, but handled through a separate review process, as determined appropriate by the 85
co-permittee cities.

As noted above, there is controversy as to the exact impact of commercial parking lots, let alone
smaller lots. The City of Long Beach Municipal Stormwater Permit (Long Beach was issued a
Permit independent of the other 85 co-permittee cities due to litigation) adopted recently includes
a requirement to complete a parking lot study due to the controversy over parking lots. The study
is scheduled for completion July, 2000. Therefore, including parking lots would appear to be
premature without the study results. Also, as discussed above, the best technology for use to address
parking lot run-off is still being researched.

Finally, controlling runoff from parking lots would serve to address a very small portion of vehicle
related water quality problems. A much more comprehensive approach to address ~;ehicle pollution
would seem appropriate and would likely be more cost-effective and require less oversight by all
regulatory agencies, thereby minimizing administrative and enforcement costs. The most effective
method of water pollution control is to control pollutants at their source. Such. control prevents
pollutants from ever entering the environment. Source control requires regulation of the source
itself, such as consumer products and on- and off-road vehicles, which is generally best
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accomplished at the national or state level. National and state regulation of such sources creates a
market large enough to sustain the substantial costs associated with research and development
necessary to achieve pollutant free or reduced pollutant product reformulation. Regulation of
sources on a local or state level cannot create such a market, making such controls too expensive for
implementation.

The U.S. EPA and the State of California have successfully worked with engine and car
manufactures to reduce vehicle air emissions. There may be opportunities to minimize
vehicle/equipment leaks through vehicle modifications. This program could perhaps be
supplemented through a public education program implemented in those areas that must comply with
smog-check provisions of the Clean Air Act. Since vehicles are called in on a regular basis for
emission testing, inspecting cars for leaks, and informing and educating vehicle operators as to the
impacts of such leaks would result in minimal additional costs to the state program, while potentially
resulting in substantial benefits to water quality. Such a source control approach is more practical
and cost-efficient that trying to catch and treat urban run-off contaminatedthough contact with
pollution on streets, highways, parking lots, and homes. It is therefore recommend that the City urge
the RWQCB to work with the EPA and the State to undertake similar actions to address liquid leaks
from cars, rather than implement parking lot treatment controls through the SUSMP at this time.

Development in environmentally sensitive areas is always difficult and requires special review.
Since such projects are afforded special review, it was determined most appropriate to establish
stormwater run-off requirements on a case-by-case basis through the planning process. This is
consistent with the basic requirements of the Municipal Stormwater Permit.

City Actions

If the proposed RWQCB revisions to the SUSMP are passed by the RWQCB, the RWQCB is not
responsible for implementing and enforcing the requirements on developers, rather cities are. The
Stormwater Management Division believes that the City will need to adopt ordinances to implement.
the RWQCB proposed SUSMP requirements. This would require significant City resources,, a
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) evaluation, a public participation process, and
Council action approving the ordinance.

It is anticipated that the technical controversy regarding actual water quality benefits and costs
presented by business and industry would then the transferred to the City to resolve through its
ordinance development process. However, the City Council’s discretionary action would be partially
constrained since the City would have a Permit requirement mandating that it implement such a
measure. Such a regulatory process does not appear to be in the best interest of good public policy.
Therefore, it is the recommendation of the CLA’s Office that the City work with the RWQCB to
document the technical information fundamental to establishing stormwater control requirements
and that the RWQCB not adopt such requirements until they are supported by technical information
that has been released for meaningful public review and comment.
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As the Stormwater Municipal permit was being negotiated and subsequently supported by the City,
it was the recommendation ofstaffthat the SUSMP requirement be implemented through the City’s
CEQA review process and not via ordinances. Implementation through CEQA would address those
projects of greatest concern and minim~" e the new administrative infrastructure required to
implement the program, therefore minimizing costs to the City for program implementation. The
language in the Permit clearly reflects this intent by the City.

To implement the proposed 85% retention/treatment pilot program in the City through the City
CEQA review processes as originally envisioned., it is recommended that the Council establish the
retention and/or treatment of volume of run-off produced from a 3/4 inch of rainfall in a 24 hour
period (85% of rainfall run-off) as a standard CEQA mitigation for new commercial developments
of 100,000 square feet or larger and new Phase 1 industrial facilities through the "L.A. CEQA
Threshold Guide" pilot program. The CEQA process provides the flexibility to accommodate
"variances" and environmental multi-media impact review of the requirement.

As discussed above it is further recommended that the City require all City owned development
projects (i.e. libraries, sanitation transfer yards, City office buildings, etc.) to include the 85%
retention/treatment requirement where feasible to maximize the opportunity to obtain meaningful
information prior to renewal of the Municipal Stormwater Permit. Finally, to ensure a eoordina~, d
approach to data collection, it is recommended that the Bureau of Sanitation, Stormwater
Management Division be directed to monitor the City’s implementation of the treatment/retention
requirements and monitor water quality at selected developments to assess the benefits/difficulties
of the requirement during the pilot period.

The SUSMP also contains several technical issues and jurisdictional issues appropriate for City
comment, consistent with existing City policy. It is therefore recommended that the CLA’s Office,
in coordination with the Bureau of Sanitation, Stormwater Management Division be directed to
submit written comments on the SUSMP, consistent with City policy, by January 26, 2000.
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200 N MAIN STREET
ROOM 515, CITY HALL EAST

LOS ANGELES. CA 90012

FAX t213} 847-0549

RECE D    DISTRICT OFFICE
LOS ANGELES. CA ~45

FAX (213) 847-0553

RUTH GALANTER JAN 23 P 28
COUNCtLMEM~R. ~XTH DISTR{CT

PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

J~ 25, 2000
Qb:,L : ....

D~is Dickcrson, Execudve Officer
California ReN~nal Water Q~li~ Con~ol Bo~d ~ ~
Los ~geles ReNon ~ g~ ~
320 w. 4~ S~eet, Suite 200 ~ ’
Los ~geles, CA 90013

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

I am writing to urge the board’s approval of the proposed revisions to the Standard Urban
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) submitted to you by Los Angeles County for your consideration. As you know,
today I won unanimous approval of the Los Angeles City Council for a motion endorsing of a policy with
an 85%/0.75 inch provision as the minimal acceptable standard for development planning.

I laud the work you and your staffhave done to help make the goals of the Clean Water Act a reality. While
the City of Los Angeles has concerns about certain aspects of the Board’s proposal, I trust that the Board can
resolve those concerns with City representatives and quickly implement a policy that reduces the insidious
effects of stormwater runoff.

Wh~le I am proud that my colleagues joined me in calling for approval of your proposal, my feelings are
even stronger than the City’s consensus statement. I echo the call of several environmental groups and urge
you to remove from the proposal the so-called "roofing exclusion."

Section 9 of the current proposal would allow developers to divert runoff from rooftops directly to
stormdrains and to take credit for that volume of runoff as it if were being treated. I find this provision
disturbing and feel it would allow treatment of less runoff and would actively encourage developers to
increase the amount of impervious surface. I strongly urge you to reconsider the inclusion of this provision.

It is of urgent concern that swift and decisive action be taken to protect the environment and safeguard
public health. With that modification, approval of your proposal will accomplish that.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

~..~Si~cerely, ~ /~

President Pro Tempore
Councilmember, Sixth District

RO:mb

cc: Mark Gold, Executive Director, Heal the Bay
Alex Helperin, Attorney, National Resources Defense Council
Steve Fleischli, Executive Director, Santa Monica Baykeeper
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January 26, 2000

Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer
California Regional Water quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

The City of Los Angeles appreciates the oppommity to comment on the Regional Water Quality
Control Board’s (RWQCB) proposed revisions to the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan
(SUSMP) submitted by Los Angeles County for your consideration. The City Council of the City
of Los Angeles acted today to support the expeditious implementation of programs and policies to
reduce water pollution associated with urban-nmoff. The City supports, in concept, the proposed
requirement to retain or treat approximately the volume of run-off produced from a 3/4 inch of
raini’all in a 24 hour period (85% retention/treatment) included in the proposed revisions to the
SUSMP as a minimum acceptable standard for new development planning. However, there are
several implementation issues that must be addressed to ensure that the propos&l program is
successful. The City therefore requests that the RWQCB Governing Board provide a 30-day
extension to provide the City with the opportunity to work with RWQCB staff and other
stakeholders to resolve implementation issues. The request for additional time to ensure
development of a successfully implementable program is intended to minimize delay in the overall
implementation of the program, and in no manner is intended to delay the water quality benefits we
all seek and support.

Given the relatively large size of the City of Los Angeles and various environmental, public health
and safety, and other concerns and mandates of municipalities, program flexibility will be essential
to ensuring successful program implementation and integration into the existing City administrative
infrastructure. The need for flexibility is also essential to being able to accommodate the different
circumstances and abilities of cities of varying sizes, terrains, and resources. Flexibility is also
essential to accommodating modifications to the program ~s additional data and experience is
gained. This flexibility must include a finn commitment from the RWQCB Governing Board and
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Mr. Dennis Dickerson Page

staff to re-evaluate the 85% retention/treatment standard as experience with the retention/treatment
requirement is obtained and as the new Municipal Storm.water Permit is negotiated in July, 2001.

The requirements included in the proposed revised SUSMP are anticipated to be implemented by
the City through ordinances. The process to draft and approve ordinances can be lengthy and
provides several important opportunities for public participation. Therefore, the time flame provided
for implementation of the program needs to also be flexible, providing municipalities thefull
opportunity to engage in their existing public processes and to address concerns expressed as
appropriate.

The attached Motion adopted by City Council on January 25, 2000, and comments detail the
implementation issues of greatest concern to the City. In addition, technical comments on the
SUSMP language are provided.

The City appreciates and supports the substantial efforts of the RWQCB in moving programs to
address urban run-offpollution forward. We do respectfully request however that the adoption of
the SUSMP be delayed for approximately 30-days to provide adequate time to address the very
important and essential implementation issues of the program: You consideration of the City’s
comments and requests is appreciated.

Very truly yours,

Ronald F. Deaton.
Chief Legislative Analyst
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES
TECHNICAL COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED REVISIONS TO THE
STANDARD URBAN STORMVCATER MITIGATION PLANS (SUSMP)

GENERAL COMMENTS

Public Process

Development of proposed water quality requirements and regulations need to provide for a full and
meaningful public participation process. Such a process needs to include the opportunity for the
public and stakeholders to review the various documents and studies considered and evaluated by
the RWQCB staff in development of regulatory proposals.

The RWQCB released a staff report in August 1999 regarding the proposed RWQCB revisions to
the SUSMP. The report did not provide water quality or cost information, but rather cited several
reports as justification for the proposal. However, when City staff visited the RWQCB offices in
August, the reports were not available for public review. The City subsequently submitted a written
request for a 30-day public review period for the data. The data was not made readily available for
public review and comment prior to the September RWQCB Governing Board meeting where the
proposed RWQCB revisions were discussed and the item continued.

The RWQCB subsequently released a revised SUSMP proposal on December 7, 1999. However,
the City learned early in January 2000 that the RWQCB would not release the staff report with
supporting information and data until January 14, 2000. The City immediately submitted awritten
request asking that 30-days be provided to review and comment on the staff report and associated
~lata. The staff report was released January 18, 2000. The Governing Board of the RWQCB is
scheduled to consider the proposed revisions to the SUSMP January 26, 2000.

Implementation issues of Concern

There is uncertainty as to how the proposed requirement to retain or treat approximately the volume
of nin-offproduced from a 3/4 inch of rainfall in a 24 hour period (85%retention/trealJnent) would
be achieved in practice and what structural best management practices would be appropriate.
Effective Best Management Practices that achieve the 85 retention/treatment must be identified for
each of the proposed land-use categories.

The RWQCB staff report released on January 18, 2000, does not present any information regarding
pollution reduction or control cost associated with the RWQCB’s proposal. Rather the staff report
cites various studies as a method of supporting and justifying the proposed revisions. Although the
City has not had adequate time to fully review the various studies cited in the January 18, 2000,
RWQCB staff report, those we have reviewed clearly indicate that more information is needed.
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The RWQCB staffreport cites the City’s Consent Decree -Strip Filter report dated March 16, 1999.
The City’s Bureau of Sanitation, Stormwater Management Division conducted a pilot program to
test strip filters as a method of reducing pollution from parking lot run-off. The report concluded
that "the strip-filter should be kept at an experimental stage. Maintenance frequency appears to be
on a storm-to-storm level which is impractical." The report further indicates that the City continues
to experiment to find an alternative design to assist in extending the useful performance of the
structure. However, "at this stage of stormwater management research, the sand filter is not
recommended for further implementation."

The RWQCB also cites the study "Results of a Retail Gasoline Outlet and Commercial Parking Lot
Stormwater Runoff" (Western States Petroleum Association (WSPA) and American Petroleum
Institute (1994). Apparently the study concludes that fueling activities at normally operated and
maintained retail gasoline stations do not contribute additional significant concentrations of
measured constituents to stormwater run-off. In addition, the fuel related, constituents from pump
islands were either not detected or below the applicable maximum conhlminant levels.

Regarding the concern of which controls are most appropriate for retail gasoline outlets, there is
some recent work done by Pat Ashley, a student of the California State University, Fullerton
Environmental Studies program not discussed in the RWQCB staff report. Although the study is
preliminary in nature, it appears to indicate that fuel island canopies may be as effective at reducing
pollutants from gas stations as structural "treatment" controls.~ The results of the study further
indicate that "there was no measurable difference in petroleum hydrocarbons for stormwater entering
and existing station clarifiers." This clearly needs additional investigation, as it indicates the
structural BMP has limited water quality benefit for those pollutants. It may however have benefits
of reducing other pollutants of concern not tested for as part of the study.

It has been the City’s experience that "one size does not fit all." Variances from City, air quality
management district, and other regulatory agency requirements have always been accommodated.
Therefore, there needs to be flexibility, to accommodate variances from the retenti0n/treatment
requirement as appropriate. It has been discussed that in areas of high groundwater or high
liquefactionpotential certain controls may not be appropriate. In addition, it may be determined that
due to construction constraints a lower level of retention, such as 50%, may be appropriate. Finally,
since the benefits of the water pollution/treatment are currently uncertain, if controls become too
expensive, it may be appropriate to allow less expensive control optiom. It is recommended that
developers be allowed to appeal to the implementing municipality, in the City of the Los. Angeles
to Bureau of Sanitation, Stormwater Management Division, for re-e,~,aluation if the 85%
retention/treatment requirement exceeds 0.5% of the total project costs during the pilot study period.
There may be other cases, as the requirement is implemented, where it is determined appropriate for
variance allowances.

The City of Long Beach Municipal Stormwater Permit adopted recently includes a requirement to
complete a parking lot study due to the controversy over parking lots. The study is scheduled for
completion July, 2000. Therefore, including parking lots could appear to be premature without the
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study results. Also,.as discussed above, the best technology for use to address parking lot run-off
is still being researched.

The 85-cities included parking lots of 200 spaces or greater within the Model Development
Program, a separate program required under the Permit, to address potential stormwater impacts
associated with such projects. Therefore, large parking lot projects are not neglected, but handled
through a separate review process, as determined appropriate by the 85 co-permittee cities. The
appropriateness of this process in conjunction with the proposed vehicle source control programs
(see comments below) should be re-evaluated.by the RWQCB.

Although the City supports the proposed 85% retention/trea~nent control in concept, flexibility to
accommodate the technical and cross-media impact uncertainties need to be provided to
municipalities to ensure successful implementation of the program, protect against potential
litigation, and protect against unintended impacts.

Potential Cross-Media Impacts

Also of concern is that there has been no documented evaluation of the potential environmental
impacts associated with the proposed retention/treatment requirement. Concern has been expre~ed
regarding the potential for proposed retention-infiltration best management practices (BMP) to
negatively impact groundwater. In addition, in some cases, such as treatment through grassy swales
where suspended solid pollutants are reduced, there may be a potential to increase dissolved
pollutants associated with herbicides and pesticides. Although these impacts are not currently
envisioned as being insurmountable, clearly they wan’ant evaluation to ensure that BMPs are
designed and engineered to address theseissues. The BMP design and implementation requirements
must be thoughtful to prevent new environmental problems, such as has been experienced with
MTBE.

Controlling Pollution at its Source Versus Land-Use Retention/Treatment Requirements

Controlling run-off from parkinglots would serve to address a very small portion of vehicle related
water quality problems. A much more comprehensive approach to address vehicle pollution would
seem appropriate and would likely be more cos.t-effective and require less oversight by all regulatory
agencies, thereby minimizing administrative and enforcement costs. The most effective method of
water pollution control is to control pollutants at their source. Such control prevents pollutants from
ever entering the environment. Source control requires regulation of the source itself, such as
consumer products and on- and off-road vehicles, which is generally best accomplished at the
national or state level. National and state regulation of such sources creates a market large enough
to sustain the substantial costs associated with research and development necessary to achieve
pollutant flee or reduced pollutant product reformulation. Regulation of sources on a local or state
level cannot create such a market, making such controls too expensive for implementation.

3
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The U.S. EPA and the State of California have successfully worked with engine and car
manufactures to reduce vehicle air emissions. There may be opportunities to minimize
vehicle/equipment leaks through vehicle modifications. This program could perhaps be
supplemented through a public education program implemented in those areas that must comply with
smog-check provisions of the Clean Air Act. Since vehicles are called in on a regular basis for
emission testing, inspecting cars for leaks, and informing and educating vehicle operators as to the
impacts of such leaks would result in minimal additional costs to the state program, while potentially
resulting in substantial benefits to water quality. Such a source control approach is more practical
and cost-efficient that trying to catch and treat urban run-off contaminated though contact with
pollution on streets, highways, parking lots, and homes: The City therefore urges the RWQCB to
work with ,the EPA and the State to undertake similar actions to address liquid leaks from cars, as
a potential alternative to implementing parking lot treatment controls through the SUSMP at this
time.

Administrative Implementation Issues

If the proposed RWQCB revisions to the SUSMP are passed by the RWQCB, the RWQCB is not
responsible for implementing and enforcing the requirements on developers, rather cities are. The
City anticipates adopting ordinances to implement the RWQCB proposed SUSMP requirements.
This would require significant City resources, a California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
evaluation, a public participation process, and Council action approving the ordinance. The process
to draft and approve ordinances can be lengthy and provides several important opportunities for
public participation. Therefore, the time frame provided for implementation of the program needs
to also be flexible, providing municipalities the full opportunity to engage in their existing public
processes, to address concerns expressed as appropriate, and comply with all administrative and
legal requirements/procedures.

Data Gathering

To ensure that the information collected and water quality testing methodology is consistent among
agencies, it is recommended that the RWQCB establish a regional workgroup consisting of local
governments, regulated industry, environmental groups,. and other stakeholders as appropriate to
establish recommended best management practice water quality monitoring protocols and
methodologies. Recommended protocols should be released for a minimum of a 30-day public
review prior to Board consideration.

Without development of such basic data collection protocols and methodologies, the basic science
of the stormwater program will always beat question, serving to delay needed water quality
improvements with each proposed new requirement. Therefore, early development of such
procedures and collection of baseline data is essential to the stormwater program.

It is further recommended that the RWQCB establish a regional ambient water quality monitoring
program. This network should be similar to the ambient air quality network administered by the
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SUBSTITUTE MOTION

On a daily basis, massive amounts of pesticides, metal residue, oily waste and solid garbage flow into
the ocean, polluting our coastal waters. Human viruses and bacteria sicken surfers, swimmers and young
children at play in the Santa Monica Bay, The source of this pollution is urban runoff from our lawns, parking
lots and streets. In fact, urban runoff is the leading cause of water pollution in our region.

Los Angeles County has the worst urban runoff problem in the nation. While significant efforts have
been made in,recent years to address the problem, too little progress has been made. The condition of Santa
Monica Bay, the Long Beach Harbor, and the Los Angeles River is a disgrace.

We can change that.

On January 26, 2000, the California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), Los Angeles
Region, is expected to discuss a proposed Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP). The new
standards are far-reaching and promise to increase significantly efforts to reduce the insidious effects of urban
runoff.

Under the proposed new standards, cities would have to ensure that new developments capture either
85 percent of the runoff from a storm in a 24-hour period or the first three-fourths of an inch of rain. The
standard would apply to new commercial projects of more than 100,000 square feet and all new gas stations,
auto repair garages, restaurants and subdivisions of l0 or more houses.

Developers and city planners would have a range of options for compliance. They could leave grassy
swales and other open space so runoff could seep into the ground instead of flowing into stormdrains.
Developers could also seek other options, such as building detention ponds, using permeable pavement or
installing filters in curbside drains. Experts contend that the proposed limits could be achieved with relatively
simple and inexpensive design changes.

The proposed new standards make sense. Retaining stormwater on site, allowing it to percolate into
the land,not only protects the ocean from pollution, but it also replenishes the groundwater supply, a major
source of our drinking water.

During previous meetings of the RWQCB, the office of the Chief Legislative Analyst raised questions
about details of the board’s proposal. These comments were perceived by many as an official objection by
the City of Los Angeles to a sound policy to protect the environment and public health and safety. An
editorial in the Los Angeles Times (Oct. 6, 1999) excoriated the City for its position.

¯ Granted, given the enormous size and varied terrain of the City of Los Angeles there are several
questions and concerns the city should raise about the proposal. Those are: whether Best Management
Practices (BMPs) are effective for parking lots, auto repair garages, restaurants, residences and gas stations;
whether the RWQCB will pursue public education programs to reduce emissions from motor vehicles to
streets and parking.lots; whether the RWQCB will provide a variance process for unusual situations and
circumstances, such as areas with high ground water or high liquefaction potential; whether the RWQCB will
collect regional ambient water quality data to confirm the effectiveness of the 85~ percentile-0.75 inch
provision and ref’me their rules accordingly; and whether the RWQCB will allow for a flexible process for
establishing runoff requirements through the planning process for unusual situations.
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However, these concerns should not be interpreted as an objection to or opposition of the proposed
85 percent retention/treatment standard. Nor should those concerns be considered reason to unnecessarily
delay or obstruct implementation of the board proposal. They should be seen, rather, as a request for
additional information, data and analyses on the proposed standard and control measures to be implemented
to achieve the standard. The City should assist the Board in obtaining the information necessary, to support
and implement a retention/treatment standard. The City should encourage the RWQCB to consider and
address the City’s concerns during its deliberations, but move quickly toward implementation of a policy that
protects the environment and public health.

I THEREFORE MOVE that City Council adopt as City policy a position that endorses, in concept,
the proposed Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan currently before the Regional Water Quality
Control Board, including the 85"~ percentile/0.75-inch proposal as the minimal acceptable standard for
development planning.

I FURTHER MOVE that the Council encourage Regional Water Quality Control Board to address
the City’s aforementioned concerns, and develop and implement as quickly as possible a policies that are
flexible enough to consider the different circumstances and abilities of cities of varying sizes, terrains and
resources, are supported by scientific data, and are subjected to meaningful public review and comment.

I FURTHER MOVE that the Chief Legislative Analyst report back on the status of the board’s
deliberations to the City Council’s Committee on Environmental Quality and Waste Management.

Councilmember, Sixth District

Seconded by.

Tuesday, January 25, 2000
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Design Standards for Treatment Control BMPs (Page 9 of 17)

Section 9 part B of the design criteria should be eliminated because the goal of an.efficient BMP is
improving quality of the runoffnot controlling it. Although we concur with the concept, the permit
does not include requirements for flood control, nor is flood control within the jurisdiction of the
RWQCB. All standard design criteria given in scientific references for BMPs already include
provisions for overflow capacity.

We agree with your decision to exempt some roofing surfaces, for total area calculation. However,
the fourth condition (part "d") will disallow almost all projects from qualifying for this exemption.
The condition should be revised to read as follows: "the ~)orm water conveyance system does not
directly discharge to a natural stre.am or unlined channel or channel see~nent scheduled for
restoration".

Waiver (Page 13 of 17)

We concur with the three recognized situations of impracticability. However, it should be also
recognized that the list can not be limited to these three only because there may be numerous other
very reasonable justifications that may arise in the future, for example, when public safety or human
health is at risk. The last two sentences of the first paragraph create a cumbersome process of
requesting approval fi’om RWQCB Executive Officer every time such a situation arises. We
recommend that the sentences be deleted and replaced with the following: "Any other justification
for imnracticabili _ty may be eranted for cause by the municipality. All waivers _eranted by
municipality will be r _et~orted to the Ex~tiv¢ Officer of the LARWOCB on an annual basis.

Local governments must retain the sole authority to establish mitigation fees or fees of any kind.
It is inappropriate for the RWQCB to mandate that municipalities implement fee programs. There
are several issues which must be considered by local governments in establishing fee programs. It
istherefore requested that the last paragraph of this section be revised as follows: replace :’must"
with "may": replace "storm water mitigation" with "municipal".

Alternative Certification for Stormwater Tre,.tment Mitigation (Page 13 of 17)

We agree with the concept of this section of the SUSMP, however, we recommend that the
certification be required to be signed by a Civil Engineer or Architect registered in the State of
California. This would provide assurance that the design of the BMPs was conducted with technical
expertise and also an opportunity for recourse for negligent designs.

Other Issues

Establishing BMP monitoring requirements through property deeds or similar mechanisms is
unworkable and should not be included in the SUSMP.

7
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DEPARTMENT OFBOARD OFpu=,c*o,.KS CITY OF Los ANGELES
-- CALIFORNIA

BUREAU OF SANITATION
COMMISSIONERS

ELLEN STEIN JUDITH A, WILSON
P~ZSIOENT DIRECTOR

VALERIE LYNNE SHAW
~Ce-~eS~OeNT

JAMES F. LANGLEY
MARIBEL MARIN DREW B. SONE$

I~ESID~NT p~O-TEMPORE

TOO A. BURNETr RICHARD J. RIORDAN JOSEPH E, MUNDI~E
VIHCE VARSH

WOODY FLEMING                                                  MAYOR

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION
650 $. SPRING STREET, SUITE 700

LO~ AHGELE$, CA 90014
FAX: (213) 847-5443

December 30, 1999

Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 W. 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

CONSIDERATION OF STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

I am writing in response to your Notice of Public Hearing for Consideration of the Standard Urban
Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) on January 26, 2000. The Notice stated that the comments
on the SUSMP are due by January 14, 2000 and that the pertinent documents are available for
inspection at the Regional Board office. However, my staff contacted Dr. Xavier Swamikannu of
your office on December 28, 1999 regarding the documents and was told tha~Ihe final SUSMP
Record of Decision would not be available until January 14, 2000. Without tl~i,.[[~lo_ cumen~ available
for review, it will not be possible to make comments that are thorough and ~gful by the above
mentioned deadline.                                            ~,

I am requesting that your office make these documents available as soon aa)~ poamble, ~ad that the
heating schedule be adjusted accordingly to provide at least four weeks review period. ~l’hank you
for your consideration in this matter. Should you have any questions, pleas~e~a~fl, Mr. Gary Moore
at (213) 847-6346.                                   ~ ~,

S/~cerely,

/ Judith A. Wilson, D~rector
Bureau of Sanitation

GLM:MFS:WKT

c: Barb Garrett, CLA
Chris Westhoff, City Attorney
James Langley, Assistant Director, BOS
Gary Moore, BOS
Morad Sedrak, BOS
Wing Tam, BOS R0069089

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY- AFFIRMATNE ACTION EMPLOYER



RECEIVED

,1~11~31 I~ liii"l,



R0069090



Ga~ Lee Moore, P.E.

Stormwat~ Manall~qnent Pmgram

Auachm~a~

Barb Garrets. CLA.
Maribel Matin. BPW
J~lith Wilum. BO$
Frank Eber~ CP

Chr~ Westhoff. ¢i~ A~raey
Jim Laagi~y. BOS
Morad Sedrak. BOS
wiag Tam, BOS
Sho~.~z Ikb~, BOS
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CITY OF LOS ANGL"LES COMMENTS
ON LOS ANGELES COUNTY MODEL STANDARD URBAN STORMWATER

MITIGATION PLANS

TI~ dr~ Model SUSMPs and the trmmmimng ~over ~ ~ly ~ ~!.~ w~ ~ ~ ~
~ ~ei~ ~m ~ in P~t ~on ~.l.c ~ ~ P~ ~ ~

si~ ~ q~i~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~i~ ~ W~ ~
~ ~ ~s ~t of my ~ ~ inF~~ ~ ~ ~ ~i ~ ~el~
~on~ ~1~ ~ ~ ~m ~.A.I.�. ~m of~, ~om i~ ~ ~1~

The draft Model SUSMPs "Backgzomd" section needs u, be modified to izr.hzde clarifying laasuase
that pr,zserves and r,.,flem the discr~on provided to each Pennina: in dc~mxining if SUSMPs m~
rt, qmred for Priority Projects that do not identify, significant wau~" quafily ~. The ~
which indicates that the SUSM~ "must be incoq~omed imo design pla~ for all dev~lopmmt
~ identified in Peff~ Section HI.A.I.¢ is ~ with ~h~ r~pmmm~ of the Permit and

Defimitiom of N~w lmprovemeut and Redevelopment

While ~ City ag,~es it is appmpriae to ¢ormider redevelopment proj~’ts in the application of
SUS~’~s, we suspst that only those disa~onm7 n~ievelopment l~ojects ~Lt5 sis~ca~
slormwater quality impacts be subject to stormwmter �on~ol measm~.

Absence ofSource-�ontrol BMPs

The bex~fi~ of pollux/on prevention and minimizaxion activiti~ and poli¢i~ ar~ not ~ in
the draft SUSMPs or provided as an incentive or option m ~ cousidermons. ~n several
cases, pollution prevention and minimization activities could have a much mo~ significant ~
to slormwater quality and ov~’a/l cnvironmcntal qualitY!, than any ~ BMP. The City
r~�omm~nds that the Model SUSIV~Ps include appropriate source-control BMPs.
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From an aluimble ~ thes¢ is a nmd to regulate liim sotwces equally.
to reeucc run-off by 0.6-inches of ram~l, while not requiring dry-cleaners, indust~ facilities,

existing developments may have a high percentage of permeable surface, and ralher than being

requi~-ment would hav~ significant impacts for those individuals proposing to develop open
and could ul~ly impact mk-velopatent efftx’ts. TI~ City t~lta~ts ~ the Cmmty respond to the

potential imlmcts of tim requirement on ~ Isognans- In addition, an eavirommm~

Cemmeaa ea Slmeilk SUSMP/B1Vl~

Reducing Post.Dewlopment Rtmoff." Selection of the trca~ncn~ �ontm| BlvlPs is to be mad~ by
con.vidertng the ~cs of the land uses tim. Several of t~e selected BMPs a~ am
aCOwla.iate for some of the land-use ~es. Fo~ example., nora ofthe iafiltrmoa type BMP~
e~. Pecmeab~e Pavemems, Vetetmd Swale. Ve~smd Strilag E,,amded IX.maim Basin. err...
t6 be included ia the commercial facilities such as Auto Shop or Retail Gasoline Outlet

and other infiltr~on Wpe BMPs should be limited to non~ land uses whe~� ~
of contamination from spilled pollutants is low.

In addition, from an equitable standpoint. BMP requirements should be tailored to the deg~e of
pollunon potential within same cart, gory of’projects based on their .size or level of activities. For
example, an Auto Shop ttmt has facilities to repair 5 cars a day clearly do not �onlribut¢ as
poll-mat as the one that rt.pairs 20 cars a day. For furth~ informalion, please se� Appendix D of
the Model.

Protect Slopes and Channe/s: Flexibility in application of different slope stabili2ation and
control measun~s should be a~ the disc~tion of the Pem~ttees, because majority of th~ Permittees
have str, h ~q~ts adopted in their building codes. Allowing Pesmillem to tailor their SUSMP
req~ems so that the BMPs do not conflict with building t,xaies will fmilimm implesnentmion of
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CITY OF Los ANGELES
BOAR[:) OF" C A LIFORNI A DIEPARTMENTPUBLIC WORKS

__
~

PUBLIC WORKS

COMMISSIONERS
BUREAU OF SANITATION

ELLER~STEIN
PRESiDeNT JUDITH-A. WILSON

DIRECTOR
VALERIE LYNNE SHAW

WCE ~=~S~NT JAMES F. LANGLEY
JOSEPH MUNDINE

MARIBEL MARIN RICHARD RIORDAN DREW e. SORESI)RE$1OENT I~RO.TEMPORE
MAYOR VINCENT J. VARSHTOO A. BURNETT ASS~ST,~NT DIRECTORSVVOODY FLEMING

433 SOUTH SPR NG ST., 4TH FLSeptember 2, 1999
(213) 485-5112

FAX: (213) 624-4319

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region "~..
320 West 4= Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Dear Mr. Dickerson:
:~:: " "

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLANS (SUSMPS)

The City of Los Angeles (City) would like to thank you for the opportunity to review and comment
on the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs) submitted to you for approval
and being brought before the Board for their consideration. After reviewing the SUSMPs, the
City is concerned the proposed measures inappropriately constrains the City’s discretion to
approve land development projects and impose appropriate mitigation measures based on City
and community requirements and needs, and site specific conditions.

Attached is an edited copy of a SUSMP for the 100+ home subdivision land use category
illustrating the City’s proposed modifications to be made to all the SUSMPs that would
adequately address the following City comments and concerns.

1. The City advocates implementing reasonable land development control measures that
will protect water quality and beneficial uses by evaluating environmental impacts
based on site specific conditions for a land development project. The wording
provided in the SUSMPs should be revised to ensure selection of BMPs for a site are:

¯ Implemented through the environmental impact review (CEQA) process for land development
(Permit, Part 2, III.A.1),

¯ Implemented based on threat to water quality and protection of beneficial uses (Permit,
Finding 27),

¯ Implemented based on site specific conditions (Permit Finding No. 30 and 55Fed Reg.
48001 (Nov. 16, 1990), ’

¯ Justified and feasible both economically and technically, and
¯ Acceptable to the community.

R0069095

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY--AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER



Dennis Dickerson
September 2, 1999
Page 2

Discussion
Based on experience of other municipalities throughout California, including information
provided by Alameda County at the August 10, 1999 workshop held by your staff, treatment
BMPs appear to typically be selected for a site based on a list of recommended BMPs without
technical or scientific justification. Selecting treatment BMPs should be based on evaluating
its treatment efficiency and capability based on site-specific conditions and characteristics,
pollutants of concern identified for the proposed land use, and consideration of other source
control BMPs being required for a site. Treatment BMPs require a community to incur costs
for installation, operation and maintenance. Requiring such expenditures of a community
should be justified and result in real environmental benefits. The approach recommended by
the City simply ensures the goal of the storm water program and selection of site appropriate
BMPs remains focussed on the environment and improving water quality.

The BMPs proposed in the SUSMPs are BMPs that have been used for a number of years
in storm water programs across the country. The City is not certain that the BMPs provided
in the SUSMPs are appropriate for all projects given the number of site-specific conditions
involved in a land development project. Reports of the effectiveness of these BMPs to
remove pollutants in stormwater vary considerably, and studies to evaluate the design
requirements, removal efficiencies, use and maintenance of these BMPs are still being
conducted today. In addition, new technologies continue to be developed. Due to the limited
knowledge of storm water treatment capabilities, BMP selection is typically based on best
professional judgement that must be left to the discretion of the local agency, at this time.

The City cannot emphasize enough the importance of ensuring the Regional Board or
executive officer approve guidance that maintains a focus of establishing treatment
requirements based on the local agency evaluation of site characteristics and land use
patterns to establish the threat to water quality.

2! Instead of being labeled "Requirements", BMPs contained in the SUSMPs should be
set forth as guidance for Permittees to reference and consider during the selection of
mitigation measures during the land development approval process.

Discussion
Using the SUSMPs as guidance allows flexibility for the City to establish conditions based on
actual threats to water quality and protection of beneficial uses, and site specific conditions
for each proposed land development project. This flexibility ensures the City’s continued
authority to control land use policies. Further, State and Federal law, the federal stormwater
regulations, and the Permit support the City’s understanding:

Laws and Regulations
The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act Section at 13360(a)) states, "No waste
discharge requirement or other order of a regional board or the state board or decree of a
court issued under this division shaft specify the design, location, type of construction, or
particular manner in which compliance may be had with that requirement, order, or decree,
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Dennis Dickerson
September 2, 1999
Page 3

and the person so ordered shall be permitted to comply with the order in any lawful manner..."
This statutory language allows the City to select the actual methods it plans to use for

controlling discharges to the maximum extent practicable (MEP). The MEP standard, which
incorporates a consideration of technology, cost, competing environmental mandates, and
other societal concerns, was intended to allow local governments the opportunity to weigh
competing concerns and to involve the public in defining the policies, standards, and
expenditures undertaken to implement an effective storm water management program. See
Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. §402(p)(3)(iii); see also 55 Fed. Reg. 48037-38 at section 3
(Nov.16, 1990). Furthermore, the federal storm water regulations allow for a great deal of
flexibility and variability in municipal storm water programs. See Preamble to EPA storm water
regulations, 55 Fed. Reg. 48038 (Nov. 16, 1990); see also Id. at 48001 ("EPA notes that each
municipal program will be tailored to the conditions in that city. Differences in regional weather
patterns, hydrology, water quality standards, and storm sewer systems themselves dictate
that storm water management practices will vary to some degree in each municipality ")(italics
added).                                                              ¯

Permit
Section 2.111.A.1 of the Permit specifies that the Permittees develop guidance to be used
when evaluating and permitting priority and exempt projects. The section then goes on to
state the types of Best Management Practices (BMPs) that must be included in the guidance
documents. The Permit does not specify which BMPs are mandated for each of the
enumerated development projec’~. Rather, the Permit states the types of projects for which
SUSMPs must be prepared and states that the SUSMPs must incorporate the appropriate
elements of the recommended BMPs. None of this Permit language requires particular BMPs
for particular development projects. Therefore, the mandatory language of the SUSMPs
should not go beyond the requirements of the Permit to require that certain BMPs be imposed
on each of the specified development projects.

For example, the SUSMP for the 100+ Home Sub~livision states: "This SUSMP outlines the
necessary Best Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans
for 100+ Home Subdivision projects." All such mandatory language contained in the SUSMPs
(as underlined in the sentence above) should be modified to reflect the flexibility possessed
by the local government Permittees to "implement, to the maximum extent practicable,
requirements established by appropriate governmental agencies under CEQA .....

localordinances, and other legal authorities..." See Permit section 2.111.A.2.a. To be consistent
with the intent of the permit, the above cited sentence from the SUSMP should be modified
to read: "This SUSMP outlines the recommended Best Management Practices (BMPs) which
may be incorporated into design plans for 100+ Home Subdivision projects." All other
mandatory language contained in these guidance documents should be similarly modified
(see attached edited SUSMP).

The City currently implements new development BMPs by following the CEQA guidelines, and
will continue this approach once the SUSMPs are approved. By using this approach, any
mitigation measures, determined by the City to be appropriate and necessary after public
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input, would be based on site-specific conditions. Through its stormwater program, the City
will e.valuate the effectiveness of this approach, and will revise it, if needed, should the
assessment determine it to be ineffective.

The City believes any attempt by the RWQCB to mandate that the City impose any or all
mitigation measures on development projects conflicts with Finding No. 39 of the City’s
Municipal Stormwater Permit, Order No. 96-054 (NPDES CAS614001) which states,
"Permittees are responsible for considering potential storm water impacts when making
planning decisions. However, neither this order nor any of its requirements are intended tn
restrict or control local land use decision-making authority." (emphasis added).

3. The language contained in the background section for each SUSMP is confusing and
appears to imply the BMPs are requirements for the seven categories of land
development projects. The proposed SUSMP language is not supported by the Permit
and should be revised to ensure the City may determine if a project is discretionary
through its planning and CEQA procedures:

Discussion
Section 2.111.A.2. of the Permit specifies that Permitteesare to develop planning control
measures for pdority projects, which are those projects (a) requiring discretionary approval,
and (b) where the City has determined that the project may have a potential significant effect
on storm water quality. The SUSMPs appear to make all projects within the seven
development categories enumerated in section 2.111.A. 1 .c.i.-vi~-. into de facto priority projects
even where the requisite determination has not been made by each individual Permittee that
these projects may have a potentially significant effect on storm water quality, and even for
projects not requiring discretionary approval. This action nullifies the existence of any exempt
projects and makes the definitions of priority and exempt projects contained in section
2.111.Aol.a.ii. superfluous. Such a construction of the permit language could not have been
intended. Therefore, the SUSMPs should be revised to clarify the BMPs contained therein
are for the use of the Permittees in adopting municipal codes and ordinances to regulate
storm water discharges from development projects determined to be "priority projects."

4. The City opposes establishing numeric mitigation measure requirements for BMP
design criteria based on the current state of science. Determining design criteria
should remain a local agency responsibility, which is established during the land
development process, based on site specific conditions and water quality
consideration, and not a requirement established by the Board.

Discussion
The City is concerned about a growing trend in the design practice of stormwater treatment
control measures to capture a certain percentage of annual runoff. These design practices
are being done based on regulatory agency recommendations without consideration or
evaluation of the resultant environmental benefit or protection of water quality based on
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pollutant concentrations or loading for storm water runoff. This practice, by default, defines
MEP.

Establishing a numeric requirement is equivalent to establishing an effluent guideline by
USEPA. Such a process requires the limit to be ,technically and economically justifiable,
based on adequate and appropriate data, and subject to public review and comment. USEPA
recently began the process to establish effluent guidelines for storm water runoff from
construction activities. These guidelines will address runoff from post-construction, which is
commonly referred to as New Development. It is pre-mature for the Los Angeles region to
move forward with numeric design criteria without adequate technical and economic
information to ensure informed decision making. Such action becomes more problematic
when the information necessary for such decision-making activity is in the process of being
developed and publicly reviewed. The Regional Board and other stakeholders should be
actively participating in the USEPA process to ensure that the needs of this region are met
through that rulemaking, rather than establish duplicative and potentially conflicting local
regulations.

5. The City does not oppose the inclusion of treatment BMPs in the SUSMPs for
automotive repair, retail gasoline, restaurants and hillside development land
development categories so long as such BMPs are recommendations for storm water
mitigation measures (and not requirements) to be considered by a Perrnittee based on
site specific, conditions and water quality considerations during the CEQA process.

Discussion:
To ensure the City’s stormwater program remains based on the protection of water quality
and beneficial uses, the City needs to evaluate all possible BMPs, including treatment
measures if needed, for all land development projects. To eliminate the consideration of
treatment controls for certain types of land. uses is arbitrary. The City does not object to
including land-use appropriate treatment controls as recommendations. However, the City
again emphasizes the selection of treatment BMPs must be left to the discretion of the City
and not required by the SUSMP. However, if there is information or evidence that certain
treatment BMPs are inappropriate for some facilities, such as infiltration devices at retail gas
stations, they should not be included as a recommended BMP for that specific land use
SUSMP. The City recommends a preliminary evaluation be conducted before specific
treatment BMPs are listed for certain land use categories.

6. Expand the list of recommended BMPs to include source control BMPs that are
appropriate for each land-use category SUSMP.

Discussion:
Early drafts of the SUSMPs included land-use appropriate source control BMPs that were
removed from the final SUSMP submitted for approval. The City believes removing source
control BMPs is inappropriate and limits the City’s authority to approve new development
projects. The City and development community should be able consider all possible
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alternatives to mitigate impacts to stormwater caused by runoff from a proposed development.
Excluding source control BMPs eliminates the ability to consider all possible mitigation

alternatives; such as implementing source control BMPs only, or implementing treatment and
source control BMPs combined, or implementing treatment BMPs only. The City
recommends the SUSMPs be revised to include appropriate source control BMPs.

7. On all SUSMPs:

¯ Eliminate the word "REQUIREMENTS" in the third section of the SUSMP on page 3,
and replace with "RECOMMENDED BMPs AND MITIGATION,,M_EASURES TO MINIMIZE
STORMWATER IMPACTS TO WATER QUALITY TO THE MEP and combine items listed
1 through 7 together under the new title.

¯ Revise the discussion on proof of BMP maintenance in the current Section 8 to remove
the specificity of how proof of maintenance is to be obtained and simply refer to the
need of a Permittee to ensure maintenance through its own legal authorities.

Discussion
The Permit recommends the Permittees consider, not require, BMPs addressing peak storm
water runoff rates (Item 1 of the SUSMP) and conservation of natural areas (Item 2 of the
SUSMP) during its planning stages (Part 2, III.A.l.b and Part 2, III.A.3.a). VVhile the City
strongly agrees these are important issues to be considered, selection of these types of BMPs
should again be based on site specific conditions and water quality considerations at the
discretion of the local agency. Therefore, the City recommends these two possible mitigation
measures be included under the list of recommended BMPs, as opposed to being identified
separately as "requirements".

As discussed in previous comments and concerns, the City believes all BMPs listed in the
SUSMPs should be recommendations to be considered by the local agency and not
requirements. The City strongly recommends the word "Requirements" be removed from the
SUSMP and replaced with "Recommended" or other appropriate more applicable language.

The City agrees that proper maintenance of a treatment BMP is essential for continued
environmental benefits realized through its operation. However, establishing how a Permittee
will require proof of maintenance should be at the discretion of the local agency and
implemented through its own legal authority. The current wording in the SUSMP is too
specific and restricts local agency discretion in establishing land development requirements
in its community. In addition, it is anticipated that the administrative costs associated with the
complex SUSMPs documentation requirements would not be justified by the benefit achieved.
The City most certainly believes that there are more efficient methods of achieving the

desired goal.

Again the City appreciates the opportunity to comment on the SUSMPS and requests these
comments to be incorporated into the SUSMPs and the revised SUSMPs be circulated again for
comment by the Permittees.
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We look forward to working with Board staff to make this a program that can have a
demonstrable effect on storm water quality. Please contact Gary Lee Moore at (213) 847-6346
if you have any questions related to our comments.

Sincerely,

ith Wilson, Director
Bureau of Sanitation

JAW/GLM/MFS:ema
h:~adm~backup~exe~exe07174.doc

Attachment
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100+ HOME SUBDIVISION

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

A 100÷ home subdivision is defined as any subdivision lot being developed for more than 100
single-family or multi-family homes.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives for the municipal storm water program are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants fi’om municipal separate storm sewer systems to the
Maximum Extent Practicable.

The Permit requires land development projects identified as priority projects to develop and
implement an approved Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan. Priority projects are defined in the
Permit as development and redevelopment projects requiring discretionary approval which th~o,

Building Official (or equivalent municipal ~u~_hority) determines may have a potential significant
effect on storm water quality. Determining if a project " ¯ "    "

zs dzscret~onary will be done through
implementing requirements established in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
The Permit further requires the development of Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan:,

’~. P’_!! ’:r.Le ere ef "_h~_ seven categories of land use: 10-99 Home Subdivision, I00+ Home
Subdivision, Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development,
Automotive Repair Shop, Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurants w;.!! ~e,z_a_ ;e ’:.’r.p!_~.,v__~.,,.~. ~.he
-~PPr~7~-P- SUS-~-~-P .................... "-q"; ..... ’° ;""~ "~’=~ .... ,---~___;°"* p!"_n~:. This S~SMP outlines the
recommended Best Management Practices (BMPs) wh’:ch .’v_.’_’z; be ’_’rce.,-Ter-,_,_en_intc to be
considered in design plans for I00+ Home Subdivision projects. Should any conflict be
discovered with the new ~ guidance and any pre-existing regulation, the pre-existing
regulation will prevail.
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100+ HOME SUBDIVISION
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 2

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pre-determined
threshold, the new and the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of new improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the new improvements
need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-determined threshold shall be consistent with the
local jurisdiction’s policy for application of other building codes to new improvements.

C:lTEMPVecommended changes to 100 home SUSMP w~ edit marks.doc R0069103August 11, 1999
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Comment: Remove ,item numbering and move this entire section to be included under the
list of example BMPs

Comment: Remove item numbering and move this entire section to be included under the
list of example BMPs

STO~ATI~R IMPACTS TO.WATERQU~4LI_TY TOTHE MEP

Comment: Renumber to Item No. 1 and rename.

Stormwater nmoff fi-om a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids,
metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the storrnwater conveyance system. The
development must be designed so as to minimize, to the maximum extent practicable (MEP), the
introduction of pollutants of concern that may result in significant impacts, generated from site
runoff of directly connected impervious areas (DCIA), to the stormwater conveyance system as
approved by the building official. Pollutants of concern, as defined by the Permit, consist of any
pollutants that exhibit one or more of the following characteristics: current loadings or historic
deposits of the pollutant are impacting the beneficial uses of a receiving water, elevated levels of
the pollutant are found in sediments of a receiving water and/or have the potential to
bioaccumulate in organisms therein, or the detectable inpuls of the pollutant are at a level high
enough to be considered potentially toxic to humans and/or flora and fauna. Determining
pollutants of concem associated with a land development project will be identified based on site
specific conditions and local water quality considerations by the local agency.

In meeting this specific requirement, "minimization of the pollutants of concern" will require the
incorporation of a BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of
pollutant loadings in that runoff to the MEP. There _~_~.a_po_ bert o,,;,-,a �,.,,. ,~,.,, ........... " a

’Sere !;_rte,~_ ’.’n To assist in determining the appropriate BMP, the California Storm
Water Best Management Practices Handbooks may be used as a reference. The handbooks
provide fact sheets that characterize the targeted pollutants for specific type of BMPs. ~

Many of the BMPs recommended in this SUSMP are contained in the Handbook,

C:\TEMPVecomrnended changes to 100 home SUSMP with edit marks.doc
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Example Best Management Practices (BMPs)

The following are examples of BMPs that can be used for minimizing the introduction of
pollutants of concern that may result in significant impacts, generated from site runoff of DCIA,
to the stormwater conveyance system. (See Table 1 : Suggested Resources for additional sources
of information):

¯ Where increased storm water discharge rates will Pc-,._.

!, i, ~...’_.._crez_~ed potential for-downstream erosion, implement
appropriate structural BMPs, such as swales, basins or trenches, listed below or othe~
acceptable hydraulic engineered practices to limit the post-development peak storm wate,
runoff discharge rates to pre-development levels.

¯ Consistent with applicable General Plan and Local Area Plan policies, land development
projects should consider into its site design~ where applicable:!f

~,n ........ ! .... ;°’*"’ ".:-.’th "_pp!iczb!e ~’- ......! m,~,, "__-_d Lee-’_! Area P!~n F-"!’--’:’-e~,

E;,e_~, eff_’e_-z, sh’~_!! be .’r_.~_a_e tc Concentrating~ or clustering development on portions of a
site while leaving the remaining land in a natural undisturbed condition.

Limiting clearing and grading of native vegetation at a site to the minimum amount
needed to build lots, allow access, and provide fire protection.

Maximizing~ trees and other vegetation at each site by planting additional vegetation,
clustering tree areas, and promoting the use of native and/or drought tolerant plants.
Wherever practical, promote natural vegetation by using parking lot islands and other
landscaped areas.

Preserving# riparian areas and wetlands.

¯ Consider ~ reducingad sidewalk widths ~ and incorporate landscaped buffer
areas between sidewalks and streets. Howe-ver, sidewalk widths must still comply with
regulations for the Americans with Disabilities Act and other life safety requirements.

¯ Consider designing residential streets for the minimum required pavement widths needed to
comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to support travel lanes; on-street parking;
emergency, maintenance, and service vehicle access; sidewalks; and vegetated open
channels.

¢:\TEMPVecommended changes to 100 home SUSMP v~th edit marks.doc
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¯ t-’,,,,..! ..... ;a, ,~11 ..^,; .... n .,pF,,.~,1= .,,.a; ...... ’.:~ minimizing the number of residential
street cul-de-sacs and incorporate landscaped areas to reduce their impervious cover. The
radius of cul-de-sacs should be the minimum required to accommodate emergency and
maintenance vehicles. Alternative turnarounds should be considered.

¯ Consider using/,¢se.--permeable materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or
interior roadway surfaces (examples: hybrid lots, parking groves, permeable overflow
parking, etc.).

¯ Consider using ~ open space development that incorporates smaller lot sizes.

¯ Consider using Reduced building density.

Cc..’r_p!y ,,~a, o, ,,,,,,~ .... a a~pI’.’cab!e ,,,.a; ...... to Consider reducing r.e, aka~ overall lot
imperviousness by promoting alternative driveway surfaces and shared driveways that
connect two or more homes together.

¯ Cc.-r_pIy ,,~,~, .aw .,^,,; .... a app!’.’cabIe ,,,.a; ..... o *’~ Consider reducing ~ the overall
imperviousness associated with parking lots by providing compact car spaces, minimizing
stall dimensions, incorporating efficient parking lanes, and using pervious materials in
spillover parking areas.

¯ Consider directing ~ rooftop runoff to pervious areas such as yards, open channels, or
vegetated areas, and avoid routing rooftop runoff to the roadway or the stormwater
conveyance system.

¯ Consider Vegetated swales and strips (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by
the local jurisdiction)                      i

¯ Consider Extended/dry detention basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined
by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Consider Infiltration basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Consider Infiltration trenches (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Consider Wet ponds (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Consider Constructed wetlands (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the

C:\TEMP~::ommended changes to 100 home SUSMP with edit marks.doc
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local jurisdiction)

Consider Oil/Water separators (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Consider Catch basin inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Consider Continuous deflective separation units (Applicability and design criteria to be
determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Consider Storm drain inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Consider Media filtration (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
iurisdiction)

¯ Consider Bioretention facility (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
udsdiction)

¯ Consider Dry-wells (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Consider Cisterns (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
iurisdiction)

¯ Consider Foundation planting (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
urisdiction)

Comment: Include this item under the ~t of example BMPs

¯ !f ...........o7pl;,-’,~-~o, ÷~ ....,---J---;=" ,-"~ ............... .......¯ ;,,,.~,,a= ~-~.J-Pr Consistent with erosion and sediment
control local code and ordinances land development design should consider:to de,:_rea_oe the

Conveying runoff ~ from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes at
velocities less than the velocity determined to cause erosion for a given slope and soil
conditions.

Stabilizing permanent channel crossings.
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Vegetating slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.

Installing energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of new storm drains, culverts,
conduits, or channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable
specifications to minimize erosion.

Comment: Remove item numbering and include this item under the list of example BMPs

¯ Consider stencilling storm drains or posting signs that _~ter._’:’.’!~ ~e h’.’gh!~’ :’iv_’b!e _~o,arcc

brief statement ~ prohibiting the dumping of improper materials into the stormwater

~. !__~._~_ ~. ~.~:. ........ . _ .... . :~=___:~ .........

Comment: Remove item num~g and ~clude thb item ~der the ~t of example B~s

~ere proposed project pl~s include co~on outdoor ~e~ for storage of materials that
may con~bute pollumts to ~e sto~water convey~ce system, the following s~ct~al
BMPs ~e ~ reco~ended:

Areas where materials are to be stored ma~ shoul__.__.~d be: (1) placed in an enclosure such as,

C:\TEMPVecommended ~anges to 100 home SUSMP with edit marks.doc
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but not limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar structure that prevents contact with runoff or
spillage to the storm water conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary
containment structures such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

The storage area mac~ should be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and
spills.

Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
stormwater within the secondary containment area.

Comment: Remove item numbering and include this item under the list of example BMPs

Jdrain ’.’n!ets, cb’-~,,e!_% -~a__/er creekc.

¯ All common trash container areas ~ should consider the following r.ewb~k,~,a~:

Trash container areas ~ should have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement
diverted around the area(s).

Trash container areas ~ should be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of
trash.

Comment: Renumber to item number 2, and revise to allow local agency discretion on
implementation and enforcement of BMP maintenance requirements.

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for .... ¯ ...... ]~, .... ~’^]~ treatment
controls to not function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important that cen_o,_’der :vhe w’_’!! be
re-~c-u:ib!e fen maintenance requirements for a permanent BMP be identified by local agency

the project approval process, and addressed appropriately in accordance with local agency policy

ve-’5-’-r’-’:-~’-’-’vn ef m:Lute.-,_-~__~_ce prc:,!_~!_,zn~. Requiring and enforcing maintenance requirements will
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be implemented through local agency legal authorities.
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TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area StormwaterBay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4= Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLANS (SUSMPS)

The City of Los Angeles (City) would like to thank you for the opportunity to review and comment
on the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs) submitted to you for approval
and being brought before the Board for their consideration. After reviewing the SUSMPs, the
City is concerned the proposed measures inappropriately constrains the City’s discretion to
approve land development projects and impose appropriate mitigation measures based on City
and community requirements and needs, and site specific conditions.

Attached is an edited copy of a SUSMP for the 100+ home subdivision land use category
illustrating the City’s proposed modifications to be made to all the SUSMPs that would
adequately address the following City comments and concerns.

1. The City advocates implementing reasonable land development control measures that
will protect water quality and beneficial uses by evaluating environmental impacts
based on site specific conditions for a land development project. The wording
provided in the SUSMPs should be revised to ensure selection of BMPs for a site are:

¯ Implemented through the environmental impact review (CEQA) process for land development
(Permit, Part 2, III.A.1),

¯ Implemented based on threat to water quality and protection of beneficial uses (Permit,
Finding 27),

¯ Implemented based on site specific conditions (Permit Finding No. 30 and 55Fed. Reg.
48001 (Nov. 16, 1990),

¯ Justified and feasible both economically and technically, and
¯ Acceptable to the community.
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Discussion
Based on experience of other municipalities throughout California, including information
provided by Alameda County at the August 10, 1999 workshop held by your staff, treatment
BMPs appear to typically be selected for a site based on a list of recommended BMPs without
technical or scientific justification. Selecting treatment BMPs should be based on evaluating
its treatment efficiency and capability based on site-specific conditions and characteristics,
pollutants of concern identified for the proposed land use, and consideration of other source
control BMPs being required for a site. Treatment BMPs require a community to incur costs
for installation, operation and maintenance. Requiring such expenditures of a community
should be justified and result in real environmental benefits. The approach recommended by
the City simply ensures the goal of the storm water program and selection of site appropriate
BMPs remains focussed on the environment and improving water quality.

The BMPs proposed in the SUSMPs are BMPs that have been used for a number of years
in storm water programs across the country. The City is not certain that the BMPs provided
in the SUSMPs are appropriate for all projects given the number of site-specific conditions
involved in a land development project. Reports of the effectiveness of these BMPs to
remove pollutants in stormwater vary considerably, and studies to evaluate the design
requirements, removal efficiencies, use and maintenance of these BMPs are still being
conducted today. In addition, new technologies continue to be developed. Due to the limited
knowledge of storm water treatment capabilities, BMP selection is typically based on best
professional judgement that must be left to the discretion of the local agency, at this time.

The City cannot emphasize enough the importance of ensuring the Regional Board or
executive officer approve guidance that maintains a focus of establishing treatment
requirements based on the local agency evaluation of site characteristics and land use
patterns to establish the threat to water quality.

2! Instead of being labeled "Requirements", BMPs contained in the SUSMPs should be
set forth as guidance for Permittees to reference and consider during the selection of
mitigation measures during the land development approval process.

Discussion
Using the SUSMPs as guidance allows flexibility for the City to establish conditions based on
actual threats to water quality and protection of beneficial uses, and site specific conditions
for each proposed land development project. This flexibility ensures the City’s continued
authority to control land use policies. Further, State and Federal law, the federal stormwater
regulations, and the Permit support the City’s understanding:

Laws and Regulations
The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act Section at 13360(a)) states, "No waste
discharge requirement or other order of a regional board or the state board or decree of a
court issued under this division shall specify the design, location, type of construction, or
particular manner in which compliance may be had with that requirement, order, or decree,
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and the person so ordered shall be permitted to comply with the order in any lawful manner..."
This statutory language allows the City to select the actual methods it plans to use for
controlling discharges to the maximum extent practicable (MEP). The MEP standard, which
incorporates a consideration of technology, cost, competing environmental mandates, and
other societal concerns, was intended to allow local governments the opportunity to weigh
competing concerns and to involve the public in defining the policies, standards, and
expenditures undertaken to implement an effective storm water management program. See
Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. §402(p)(3)(iii); see also 55 Fed. Reg. 48037-38 at section 3
(Nov.16, 1990). Furthermore, the federal storm water regulations allow for a great deal of
flexibility and variability in municipal storm water programs. See Preamble to EPA storm water
regulations, 55 Fed. Reg. 48038 (Nov. 16, 1990); see also Id. at 48001 ("EPA notes that each
municipal program will be tailored to the conditions in that city. Differences in regional weather
patterns, hydrology, water quality standards, and storm sewer systems themselves dictate
that storm water management practices will vary to some degree in each municipality.")(italics
added).

Permit
Section 2.111.A.1 of the Permit specifies that the Permittees develop 9uidance to be used
when evaluating and permitting priority and exempt projects. The section then goes on to
state the types of Best Management Practices (BMPs) that must be included in the guidance
documents. The Permit does no__~t specify which BMPs are mandated for each of the
enumerated development projects. Rather, the Permit states the types of projects for which
SUSMPs must be prepared and states that the SUSMPs must incorporate the appropriate
elements of the recommended BMPs. None of this Permit language requires particular BMPs
for particular development projects. Therefore, the mandatory language of the SUSMPs
should not go beyond the requirements of the Permit to require that certain BMPs be imposed
on each of the specified development projects.

For example, the SUSMP for the 100+ Home Sub~livision states: "This SUSMP outlines the
necessary Best Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans
for 100+ Home Subdivision projects." All such mandatory language contained in the SUSMPs
(as underlined in the sentence above) should be modified to reflect the flexibility possessed
by the local government Permittees to "implement, to the maximum extent practicable,
requirements established by appropriate governmental agencies under CEQA ..... local
ordinances, and other legal authorities..." See Permit section 2.111.A.2.a. To be consistent
with the intent of the permit, the above cited sentence from the SUSMP should be modified
to read: "This SUSMP outlines the recommended Best Management Practices (BMPs) which
may be incorporated into design plans for 100+ Home Subdivision projects." All other
mandatory language contained in these guidance documents should be similarly modified
(see attached edited SUSMP).

The City currently implements new development BMPs by following the CEQA guidelines, and
will continue this approach once the SUSMPs are approved. By using this approach, any
mitigation measures, determined by the City to be appropriate and necessary after public
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input, would be based on site-specific conditions. Through its stormwater program, the City
will e.valuate the effectiveness of this approach, and will revise it, if needed, should the
assessment determine it to be ineffective.

The City believes any attempt by the RWQCB to mandate that the City impose any or all
mitigation measures on development projects conflicts with Finding No. 39 of the City’s
Municipal Stormwater Permit, Order No. 96-054 (NPDES CAS614001) which states,
"Permittees are responsible for considering potential storm water impacts when making
planning decisions. However, neither this order nor any of its requirements are intended to
restrict or control local land use decision-making authority." (emphasis added).

3. The language contained in the background section for each SUSMP is confusing and
appears to imply the BMPs are requirements for the seven categories of land
development projects. The proposed SUSMP language is not supported by the Permit
and should be revised to ensure the City may determine if a project is discretionary
through its planning and CEQA procedures:

Discussion
Section 2.111.A.2. of the Permit specifies that Permittees are to develop planning control
measures for priority projects, which are those projects (a) requiring discretionary approval,
and (b) where the City has determined that the project may have a potential significant effect
on storm water quality. The SUSMPs appear to make all projects within the seven
development categories enumerated in section 2.111.A.1 .c.i.-vii~into de facto priority projects
even where the requisite determination has not been made by each individual Permittee that
these projects may have a potentially significant effect on storm water quality, and even for
projects not requiring discretionary approval. This action nullifies the existence of any exempt
projects and makes the definitions of priority and exempt projects contained in section
2.111.A.l.a.ii. superfluous. Such a construction of the permit language could not have been
intended. Therefore, the SUSMPs should be revised to clarify the BMPs contained therein
are for the use of the Permittees in adopting municipal codes and ordinances to regulate
storm water discharges from development projects determined to be "priority projects."

4. The City opposes establishing numeric mitigation measure requirements for BMP
design criteria based on the current state of science. Determining design criteria
should remain a local agency responsibility, which is established during the land
development process, based on site specific conditions and water quality
consideration, and not a requirement established by the Board.

Discussion
The City is concerned about a growing trend in the design practice of stormwater treatment
control measures to capture a certain percentage of annual runoff. These design practices
are being done based on regulatory agency recommendations without consideration or
evaluation of the resultant environmental benefit or protection of water quality based on
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pollutant concentrations or loading for storm water runoff. This practice, by default, defines
MEP.

Establishing a numeric requirement is equivalent to establishing an effluent guideline by
USEPA. Such a process requires the limit to be :technically and economically justifiable,
based on adequate and appropriate data, and subject to public review and comment. USEPA
recently began the process to establish effluent guidelines for storm water runoff from
construction activities. These guidelines will address runoff from post-construction, which is
commonly referred to as New Development. It is pre-mature for the Los Angeles region to
move forward with numeric design criteria without adequate technical and economic
information to ensure informed decision making. Such action becomes more problematic
when the information necessary for such decision-making activity is in the process of being
developed and publicly reviewed. The Regional Board and other stakeholders should be
actively participating in the USEPA process to ensure that the needs of this region are met
through that rulemaking, rather than establish duplicative and potentially conflicting local
regulations.

5. The City does not oppose the inclusion of treatment BMPs in the SUSMPs for
automotive repair, retail gasoline, restaurants and hillside development land
development categories so long as such BMPs are recommendations for storm water
mitigation measures, (and not requirements) to be considered by a Permittee based on
site specific, conditions and water quality considerations during the CEQA process.

Discussion:
To ensure the City’s stormwater program remains based on the protection of water quality
and beneficial uses, the City needs to evaluate all possible BMPs, including treatment
measures if needed, for all land development projects. To eliminate the consideration of
treatment controls for certain types of land uses is arbitrary. The City does not object to
including land-use appropriate treatment controls as recommendations. However, the City
again emphasizes the selection of treatment BMPs must be left to the discretion of the City
and not required by the SUSMP. However, if there is information or evidence that certain
treatment BMPs are inappropriate for some facilities, such as infiltration devices at retail gas
stations, they should not be included as a recommended BMP for that specific land use
SUSMP. The City recommends a preliminary evaluation be conducted before specific
treatment BMPs are listed for certain land use categories.

6. Expand the list of recommended BMPs to include source control BMPs that are
appropriate for each land-use category SUSMP.

Discussion:
Early drafts of the SUSMPs included land-use appropriate source control BMPs that were
removed from the final SUSMP submitted for approval. The City believes removing source
control BMPs is inappropriate and limits the City’s authority to approve new development
projects. The City and development community should be able consider all possible
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alternatives to mitigate impacts to stormwater caused by runoff from a proposed development.
Excluding source control BMPs eliminates the ability to consider all possible mitigation
alternatives; such as implementing source control BMPs only, or implementing treatment and
source control BMPs combined, or implementing treatment BMPs only. The City
recommends the SUSMPs be revised to include appropriate source control BMPs.

7. On all SUSMPs:

¯ Eliminate the word "REQUIREMENTS" in the third section of the SUSMP on page 3,
and replace with "RECOMMENDED BMPs AND MITIGATION MEASURES TO MINIMIZE
STORMWATER IMPACTS TO WATER QUALITY TO THE MEP" and combine items listed
1 through 7 together under the new title.

¯ Revise the discussion on proof of BMP maintenance in the current Section 8 to remove
the specificity of how proof of maintenance is to be obtained and simply refer to the
need of a Permittee to ensure maintenance through its own legal authorities.

Discussion
The Permit recommends the Permittees consider, not require, BMPs addressing peak storm
water runoff rates (Item 1 of the SUSMP) and conservation of natural areas (Item 2 of the
SUSMP) during its planning stages (Part 2, IIl.A.l.b and Part 2, III.A.3.a). VVhile the City
strongly agrees these are important issues to be considered, selection of these types of BMPs
should again be based on site specific conditions and water quality considerations at the
discretion of the local agency. Therefore, the City recommends these two possible mitigation
measures be included under the list of recommended BMPs, as opposed to being identified
separately as "requirements".

As discussed in previous comments and concerns, the City believes all BMPs listed in the
SUSMPs should be recommendations to be considered by the local agency and not
requirements. The City strongly recommends the word "Requirements" be removed from the
SUSMP and replaced with "Recommended" or other appropriate more applicable language.

The City agrees that proper maintenance of a treatment BMP is essential for continued
environmental benef’rts realized through its operation. However, establishing how a Permittee
will require proof of maintenance should be at the discretion of the local agency and
implemented through its own legal authority. The current wording in the SUSMP is too
specific and restricts local agency discretion in establishing land development requirements
in its community. In addition, it is anticipated that the administrative costs associated with the
complex SUSMPs documentation requirements would not be justified by the benefit achieved.
The City most certainly believes that there are more efficient methods of achieving the

desired goal.

Again the City appreciates the opportunity to comment on the SUSMPS and requests these
comments to be incorporated into the SUSMPs and the revised SUSMPs be circulated again for
comment by the Permittees.
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We look forward to working with Board staff to make this a program that can have a
demonstrable effect on storm water quality. Please contact Gary Lee Moore at (213) 847-6346
if you have any questions related to our comments.

Sincerely,

ith Wilson, Director
Bureau of Sanitation
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100+ HOME SUBDIVISION

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

A 100+ home subdivision is defined as any subdivision lot being developed for more than 100
single-family or multi-family homes.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives for the municipal storm water program are to:

Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from municipal separate storm sewer systems to the
Maximum Extent Practicable.

The Permit requires land development projects identified as priority projects to develop and
implement an approved Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan. Priority projects are defined in the
Permit as development and redevelopment projects requiring discretionary approval which the
Building Official (or equivalent municipal authority) determines may have a potential significant
effect on storm water quality. Determining if a project is’discretionary will be done through
implementing requirements established in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
The Permit further requires the development of Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans
for "1"~;~ ~¢~A.a,.A TT~-K.~,-. ~,t~,,,,~,=,. ll,q;t;n,~,;,~t-t DI.~ /~TT~II/ID~ ,,,,a~- A,~,,~,I,.,,~,=A ,~e. ,~.~ ~ tl~,~

o       .,- ..............................
SUS-~.s.P :e de:,e]ep :he:’r e:~.~. c’.’~".v]de ~ T~,~ D,_-_~cret,.’en~,3 .... ;,,~,o
’.h~_’. f2!! ’.’.-’.re 2.-,.e ef ;he seven categories of land use: 10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home
Subdivision, Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development,
Automotive Repair Shop, Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurants ,,,m
...... ¯ 4~,. qt TCK,qD ..... ; ..... "~" ;-,,- ,~,-; .... ;=~, .~ .... This SUSMP outlines the

recommended Best Management Practices (BMPs) -,~,;,-~, .... , k,~ ; ....... "=-~ ;""- to be
considered in design plans for lO0+ Home Subdivision projects. Should any conflict be
discovered with the new ~ guidance and any pre-existing regulation, the pre-existing
regulation will prevail.
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For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pre-determined
threshold, the new and the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of new improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the newimprovements
need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-determined threshold shall be consistent with the
local jurisdiction’s policy for application of other building codes to new improvements.
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Comment: Remove item numbering and move this entire section to be included under the
list of example BMPs

Comment: Remove item numbering and move this entire section to be included under the
list of example BMPs

3--n M~N!--~nvz" -cTOP---~DV- ¯ ATE~ POLLUT- ?- .~TS OF CONCEP_N
1.0 RECOMMENDED BMPs and MITIGATION MF~ASURES TO MINIMIZE

STORMWATER IMPACTS TO WATER QUALITY TO THF~ MEP

Comment: Renumber to Item No. I and rename.

Stormwater runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids,
metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the stormwater conveyance system¯ The
development must be designed so as to minimize, to the maximum extent practicable (MEP), the
introduction of pollutants of concern that may result in significant impacts, generated from site
runoff of directly connected impervious areas (DCIA), to the stormwater conveyance system as
approved by the building official. Pollutants of concern, as defined by the Permit, consist of any
pollutants that exhibit one or more of the following characteristics: current loadings or historic
deposits of the pollutant are impacting the beneficial uses of a receiving water, elevated levels of
the pollutant are found in sediments of a receiving water and/or have the potential to
bioaccumulate in organisms therein, or the detectable inpuls of the pollutant are at a level high
enough to be considered potentially toxic to humans and/or flora and fauna. Determining
pollutants of concern associated with a land development project will be identified based on site-
specific conditions and local water quali~ considerations by the local agency¯

In meeting this specific requirement, "minimization of the pollutants of concern" will require the
incorporation of a BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of
pollutant loadings in that runoff to the MEP. Tb_.e_~e U~Do ~,o=,, ~,,;,,~ ~-,.,,. ,h,,, ........... , ,,
_.’*’.’.’.".’.’..~’.u._~_, the_~e !’_’_~’.ed in To assist in determining the appropriate BMP, the California Storm
Water Best Management Practices Handbooks may be used as a reference. The handbooks
provide fact sheets that characterize the targeted pollutants for specific Wpe of BMPs. ~

Many of the BMPs recommended in this SUSMP are contained in the Handbook.
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Example Best Management Practices (BMPs)

The following are examples of BMPs that can be used for minimizing the introduction of
pollutants of concern that may result in significant impacts, generated from site runoff of DCIA,
to the stormwater conveyance system. (See Table l: Suggested Resources for additional sources
of information):

* Where increased storm water discharge rates will Pc?_

approp~ate sL~c~ral BMPs, such ~ swales, basi~ or trenches, listed below or other

~offdischarge rates to pre-deve]opment levels.

¯ Consistent v~th applicable Genera] P]~ and Local A~ea Plan
projects should consider into its site design, where applicable:~f

w~ ~ ~ ~ ,. Cgncen~ating, or clusted~ development on portions of a
site while leaving the remai~ng l~d in a na~al ~dis~d condition.

Limiting cleating and grading of native vegetation at a site to the minimum amount
needed to build lots, allow access, and provide fire protection.

Maximizing, trees and other vegetation at each site by planting additional vegetation,
clustering tree areas, and promoting the use of native and/or drought tolerant plants.
Wherever practical, promote natural vegetation by using parking lot islands and other
landscaped areas.

Preserving, riparian areas and wetlands.

¯ Consider ~ reducing,d sidewalk widths c,,id,.wal~ and incorporate landscaped buffer
areas between sidewalks and streets. However, sidewalk widths must still comply with
regulations for the Americans with Disabilities Act and other life safety requirements.

¯ Consider designing residential streets for the minimum required pavement widths needed to
comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to support travel lanes; on-street parking;
emergency, maintenance, and service vehicle access; sidewalks; and vegetated open
channels.
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¯ ~,~,,~,.~ .....;,r, ,,11    " °’~’~ zFp!’.’czb!e ’~-’~; ......*.c minimizing the number of residential..... r’J ......... Z~.".’.~g ..............
street cul-de-sacs and incorporate landscaped areas to reduce their impervious cover. The
radius of cul-de-sacs should be the minimum required to accommodate emergency and
maintenance vehicles. Alternative tumarounds should be considered.

¯ Consider using U~,--permeable materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or
interior roadway surfaces (examples: hybrid lots, parking groves, permeable overflow
parking, etc.).

¯ Consider using ~ open space development that incorporates smaller lot sizes.

¯ Consider using Reduced building density.

¯ r~^.-,,.~l .... ~.r~ ~, .,,~.~; .... ,~ ~.,.,~;,,,.r,1. ,,.,~; ..... ~ ’~ Consider reducing r~ka~ overall lot
imperviousness by promoting alternative driveway surfaces and shared driveways that
connect two or more homes together.

¯ C-’:’-~--P!7 "";~" ................ "~ "^"; .... ~, .... ’~ ~-Tp!!c2b!e ,~,a;_ .......... ...... :o Consider reducing r.~hac~ the overall
imperviousness associated with parking lots by providing compact car spaces, minimizing
stall dimensions, incorporating efficient parking lanes, and using pervious materials in
spillover parking areas.

¯ Consider directing ~ rooftop runoff to pervious areas such as yards, open channels, or
vegetated areas, and avoid routing rooftop runoff to the roadway or the stormwater
conveyance system.

¯ Consider Vegetated swales and strips (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by
the local jurisdiction)                      i

¯ Consider Extended/dry detention basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined
by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Consider Infiltration basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Consider Infiltration trenches (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Consider Wet ponds (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Consider Constructed wetlands (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the
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local j udsdiction)

* Consider Oil/Water separators (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Consider Catch basin inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Consider Continuous deflective separation units (Applicability and design criteria to be
determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Consider Storm drain inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
iurisdiction)

¯ Consider Media filtration (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
urisdiction)

¯ Consider Bioretention facility (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Consider Dry-wells (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
urisdiction)

¯ Consider Cisterns (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Consider Foundation planting (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
iurisdiction)

Comment: Include this item under the list of example BMPs

¯ ]f ~?.?_1;,..~,1., ,~, ....;,,,-, ,,I ......., ;-,,1,,,~,, T~D.. Consistent with erosion and sediment............ r’-J--- r ........................

control local code and ordinances land development design should consider.._ ~_*crez_~e *.he

Conveying runoff ~,aXedy from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes at
velocities less than the velocity determined to cause erosion for a given slope and soil
conditions.

Stabilizing permanent channel crossings.
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Vegetating slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.

Installing energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of new storm drains, culverts,
conduits, or channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable
specifications to minimize erosion.

Comment: Remove item numbering an~! include this item under the list of example BMPs

¯ Consider stencilling storm drains or posting signs that

brief statement ~ prohibiting the dumping of improper materials into the stormwater
conveyance system,r’.,...,,~,;~l ;,.,,,,~ o;,~,o, m,,~.~,;,,, ~,,,; ,~,,,..,.,;.,,, o,,,.,,~,,,l~ ,,~ ¯

---,- ................................~, .........,----,~ -; ......... ’’ogoo of

Comment: Remove item numbering and include this item under the list of example BMPs

¯ ~ere proposed project plus include co~on outdoor ~e~ for storage of materials that
may conMbute pollum~ to ~e sto~water convey~ce system, ~e following s~ct~M
BMPs ~e ~ reco~ended:

Areas where materials are to be stored ma~ should be: (1) placed in an enclosure such as,
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but not limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar structure that prevents contact with runoff or
spillage to the storm water conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary
containment structures such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

The storage area muc~ should be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and
spills.

Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
stormwater within the secondary containment area.

Comment: Remove item numbering and include this item under the list of example BMPs

¯ All common trash container areas ~ should consider the following

Trash container areas na.u~ should have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement
diverted around the area(s).

Trash container areas mu~ should be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of
trash.

2 ~. pRox. _~y~_E DD,’~nV ,~V ~,~nr~ _~..~__p MAINTENANCE OF TREATMENT
BMP

Comment: Renumber to item number 2, and revise to allow local agency discretion on
implementation and enforcement of BMP maintenance requirements.

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for .... * ...... ’;,- .... ,-,,1o treatment
controls to not function as designed or to fail entirely¯ It is important that cc~_~,_’~er :;’h_-" :’.-_’!! be
re-~-’z’~-"-’b!e f~r maintenance requirements for a permanent BMP be identified by local agency

the project approval process, and addressed appropriately in accordance with local agency policy
and authorities. ~ ......., ._ _ ~---~ ....,-~- ..................., ...................

¯ /~r’.’~c~:’.’cr_ ~f--o~,~, ...........~- ...........~""" Requiring and enforcing maintenance requirements will
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be implemented through local agency legal authorities.

...................... , ......... ~££~, .........................................
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TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area StormwaterBay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) byCenter for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Sa’eet

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and lndustriat/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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Dear-Mr. Dicker~o-’-

Th© City of" Lo~ An~l~ (City) i~ ia r~dpt of the Rogio~! Water �~lity C~t¢ol Board’s ¯
(RWQCB) proposal to r~quire the 85 Co.P~’mit¢e Cities under the los Ang¢l~ County Munic, ipfl
Stonaw~ter P~rrait to e~ablish a regulator7 program ~ require n~v a~i r~dev~lopmoat proj~
within the s~v~ ¢a~ofies specifi~ to retain ~5% ofa 2Lhour runoff event within the facility’s
boundaries. While the City supports smrmwatet pollution reduction progrsm~, we ar~ mind,f~]
such programs need tO be �ost-e~i~ignt and resull m real water quali~y benefit~. As the-RWQCB
is awarc, the 8~ Co-Perraittee Cities have s~v~ral cone�ms regarding runofl’rct~tionr~uirerncnts.
$ ev~-al o fthes© cow,ms were sp~ifically ~ommmt~ on atthe RWQCB’s August 10, 1999, public
workshop. Despit~ the~: concerns, the RWQCB staffisr~:omm~uding adoption ofa ~% retention
runoff requirement, with no explanation or information provided to support the regulatory pn~posaL
The City therefore, reque~ that the P..WQCB release for a ~0-day public review pe6od the
information, ~d re, ssotling whi~ oxplaim and supports the RWQCfl’s reb’ul~ow proposal in order..
~o provid~ the public md the r©~ulated ~ommur~ity with the o~ommi~y to provid~ m~.anin~ful in-put
and comments on the proposed rsguiatory r~quir~mcnt.

W¢ would specifi~lly r~luest th~tt the RWQCB ~ddr~ss the issues md concerns assooi~ted with the
turnoff ret~don requirement discussed by th~ Development Plmmi~g SubcommiUee during
dev¢lopmgnt of the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans ($USMP). Not including the
runoff retention requirement in the SUSMPs was not an oversight, but was a deoision b~©d upon
the current grat~ of ~:nowl~ge and th© legislative r©sponsibilities of logal governments. Th~
following ~re z sampl¢ of the oon~ms expressezt through that process: l) there is a clear ia~k

d~v~lopm~t ~togories in southern California; 2) the e.,ct~blislanea~ 6f a requ!rement for ~
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~ty of L~ Angel~

c~t¢$ori~s identified would bc arbitrary and capticiou~ without a quanti.t~vc rcvi,w ~ to
appropriateness of the seven catcgoriea ~ priorities (L¢. Phat¢ I facilities and other facilities which
may I:m of gret~t~r concern ar~ not captured): 3) the potentiM competitive distidvtmtage created by
such a r~luir~nent in only L~$ A~gele~ County, r’alaer th~ the ~outhcm California ~gior~ a~ a

r, quiremcnt: 5) the substantial l~wl of unc,~’tainty as to how such a requi~’ement would be m~ "on
the ground," and; 6) the potential multi.media environmental impacts of such a requirement.

The proposed 85% of a 24-hour runoff event ret~-ndon regulatory" requirement lu~ potentially
significtmt cost implications. Altboul~h at the August I0, 1999, public workshop cost estin’mtes and
pollution reduction data was rsf=’red to, no such data or information w= pr~©nt~ for re.vi©w or
considcr~tiom ht addition, such information wa~ oimd ~ being available in d~¢um~ts prepared
arras not in of the State of C.,alifomia, let alone the southern California re,on. Clearly the costs of
such re~ui~-ements in southern California arc expected to br ~fferent than those in Colorado or
Tc’xas. The City therefore, requests that the cost estimates for compliance with the proposed
requirrm~mts, the pollution rrda~tion dam tot ear& of the ~ ©tnogorios, tho ~ssociat~l
c~,troene~it analys~ for each of the seven c~tegorie~, md the RwQCB’s ~alyses of the pot~tial
multi-media environmental impa~cs from ~� ~ropos~l r=Ittirtm~nt (i.�. the California
Envkvmn~ntal Qsality Act documentation and supporting information devoloped for this
discrrtionary regulatory action) be released f’or a 30-day public r~vi, w and comm¢nt period. In
addition, the City requests the ol:~ommity to review the RWQCB’s mmlyses of those issues riis~
by local govetmnmt, business, md industry during the SU~ devol~ment process mad the August
10, 1999~ workshop, and th~ jtx~’tif¢~on for determini~ ~ote concerns invalid or outweighed by
the potcttti~l wzter quality benefits of the rrquir~ment.

Finally, to enable iml~acted l~:al governments, busincssrs, and industry to fully understand the
regulatory cont=xt o£ the pml~osed r~quirrment, the City requesr~ that the RWQCB
identify tbe regulator authority" under which it proposes t~ establish such a nmoff retimtion
requirement. Within the context o~ ~e Munieip~ St0rmwat~ Permit, tlm City h~ be, eft tm~bl¢ to
identify the provision under whid~ the RWQC8 is pmvid~ indrtmndent au~ority to esmblisl~
sd~titional r, gul~ry requirements for the Perrnite~s, without tmemling the P~rmit itself. TM~fore,.
it ia ,n~Ir.ar wh~&rr the RWQt-’B proposes to amrnd the Municipal Stormwat~r Permit or to
promulgate the proposed regulatory requirement pursuant to some other legal authority.

The City looks forwm’d to t, eviewmg the RWQCB’s SUl~porting information md data regarding
proposed ~$% retention o~ ~, 2*-laour rtmoff, event md to working with th~ RWQCB to resolve
out,taMing concem~ ~ issues. We anti¢ilmt¢ submitting �0mm~ts on th~ propot~l r~gulatory
requirement once we hive had an adequate opportunity to evaluate thr basi~ of the proposed
requirement. We f-urn= anticipate submitting commits specific to the SUSMP’s submitted by Los
Ang¢|e,.s County under separate corrrapondenc,.
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SEI~-16-1999 13:21 LYNWOOD/CITY MANAGERS 3106356832 P.Ol

¯ L~wood, CA 90262

To: Dennis Dickerson F~: 213-576-66~0

From: Chxistian Vallierr~, Proj. Mgr D~t~: 09/16/99

Re: SUSMP Numerical Stc~dazds Pa0~: 3

CO: Sco~t K. Pomreha

Enc, losld please find a copy of C~ty of Lymvood Rlmo~utl~r~ No. ~9-14~ opposing numeric limi~

~n th~/m~ment or re~-~on of stom~ ~er nJnoff from nmv dr~lopmerm pumuant to 1he Lcm Angeles

Count’ Mur~cip~l NPDES perrn~ O~ginal will be rrklile~l..

Please call me if you have any questions at 310~03.0220 ex~rmio~ 200,
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SEP-16-1999 13:22 LYNWOOD/CITY MANAGERS 3106356832

RESOLtrllON NO. 99.

A RESOLUTION OF THE CiTY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
LYNWOOD URGING THE CAUFORNIA REGIONAL WATER
QUAlifY CONTROL BOARD, LOS ANGELES REGION,
NOT TO IMPOSE NUMERIC LJMIT$ ON THE TREATMENT
OR RETENTION OF STORM WATER RUNOFF FROM NEW
DEVELOPMENTS PURSUANT TO THE k,O$ ANGELES
COUNTY MUNICIPAL NPDES PERMIT

WHEREAS, the California Regional Water Quality Conlzol Board, LOs Angeles
Region (hereinafter "regional board’) m considering the incorporat~n of numeric
inlc the Stan0ar0 Uman Ston’n Water Runoff Mil~gatJon Plan coml;)onem of the model
0evelopment planning program - a r~luiremenl associtted w~ the Los Angeles
Coun?y Mun=c=~al NPDES permil (heremafter, "muni=pal NPDES permit; and

WHEREAS, such numeric limits are intended to retain or ~’~t storm w~ter runoff
votume (e~her .60" or .75" of rain) from ? categories of new develol:)ment proje~,
~nc~uU~ng gas stations, restaurant=, auto repair f~cilit~s, 10-99 housing sub.<livisions,
100.�lus housing sut:~livisions, single-family hillside homes, end 100,000 square foot
commerc;al developments;

WHEREAS, meeting the proposed numeric limits would nec=ssitate the
.~rn;osr~on of struCtural controls on new developments, inClUding but not limited to
e~enoeo detention basins, we~ poncis, =nfil’~ration basinr=/ponds (whi=~ r~u~,e the
amoun~ of developable space), storm 0rain-connected oiUgnl separators, �atch basin
~nserts, grassy swaies, anO other dawces, many of which have not I)een proven to be

WHEREAS, such struCtural �ontrols woulU require post.construction Ol:)e~tion
ant: maintenance, wh=Ch cil,=es woul0 ~ requ~re~l to enforce: an0

WHEREAS, such controls, ff not proper~y ~:lesigneO or maintained, �ould become
s~urces of pollution rather than pollution mi~igants; anti

WHEREAS. storm water treatment anti retention numeric limits are not
s~ecrt’~c.aliy mandatecl in the mun=c=pa= NPDE$ pared an~:l are not a requirement
ass¢c;ate0 wrth other mun=cipal NPDE$ permits issued ~n the State of California;

WHEREAS, nether the regional board nor any other Jntereste~l per17 has
prowOe¢ compelling justification for the use of numenc lim~ for treating or retaining
storm water runoff from new development=; and

WHEREAS, neither the regmnal board nor any other interest party has
~lemonstrate¢ that storm water retention~treatment numeric limits would msul~ in the
~ml~rovemen! or protection of a beneficial use of a ravening water, and

WHEREAS, imposing such unproven end questionable numeric lim~ on ~ies
const~utes an unfunded state man,late, one that has not I:~en evaluat~:~ in cost-
effective terms, as required by’ state law.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF LYNWOOD, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DOES HEREBY RESOLVE,
DECLARE, DETERMINE AND ORDER AS FOLLOW~:

SECTION 1. That the City Council opposes storm w~tsr Veat~ent/reter~on
numenc halt=.

SECTION 2. That the City Coundl moommertds ff~t the re~iortal I:x~rd el)prove
the Stan~lard Uman Storm Water Mitigation Plan, which d~ not include numeric lim~,
as proposed by the Execu0ve Advisory Committee on A~ust 11, 1999.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) SS.

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES )

I, ANDREA L. HOOPER, City Clerk of the City of Lynwood, do hereby certify

that the attached is a true and correct copy of:

RESOLUTION NO. 99.145 ENTITLED: "A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY

COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LYNWOOD URGING THE CALIFORNIA

REGIONAL WATER QL’ALITY CONTROL BOARD, LOS ANGELES REGION,

NOT TO IMPOSE NUMERIC LIMITS ON THE TREATMENT OR RETENTION

OF STORM WATER RUNOFF FROM .NEW DEVELOI)MENTS PURSUANT TO

THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY MUNICIPAL NPDES PERMIT".

on file with the City Clerks Office and adopted on the dale and by the vote therein stated.

Dated this lSth ~ay of September, 1999.

Andrea L. Hooper, City
City of Lynwood

R0069135
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City of Maywood
4319 E. Slauson Ave. Maywood, CA 90270 Telephone (213) 562-5000 Fax (213) 773-2806

September i, i999

Iv’u-. De~mis ..........
Executive Officer
Los ~,ngeJes Regional Water WumJt)~ ~_ontro~ Board
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 900i 3

RE: OPPOSITION TO N~-_tv~RiCAL MITIGATION MEASURES

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

The City of Maywood would like to express our strong opposition to the recommendation by
Regional Board staff to incorporate numeric mitigation measures into the Standard Urban
Stormwater Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs). As you kno\s~, the Development Planning Model
Program required the County, in consultation ~vith Cities, to develop the SUSMPs for seven
types of projects listed in the current NPDES Permit. After months of development and countless
meetings, Los Angeles County, on behalf of Permittees, submitted the SUSMPs for your
approval on July 22,1999 with revisions made on August 12, 1999. As submitted and revised,
the SUSMPs did not contain the numeric mitigation measures language that is now being
recommended by Board staff. Such language was discussed at length during the development of
the SUSMPs and was intentionally left out for numerous reasons that will be discussed below.

As proposed, the numeric mitigation measures would require cities to impose on developers
and/or property’ owners structural Best Management Practices (BMPs) aimed at retaining and!or
treating the first .75 inches of rainfall within a 24-hour storm event for the following projects:
100÷ Home Subdivision; 10-99 Home Subdivision; 100,000÷ Square-Foot Commercial
Development; Automotive Repair Shop; Retail Gasoline Outlet; Restaurant; or Hillside-Located
Single-Family Dwelling. Such BMPs would be extremely costly, both in terms of construction
and on-going maintenance.

Mavwood strongly opposes "the proposed language for the following reasons:

The current Los Angeles County NPDES Permit, like all other municipal NPDES permits in
California, contains no language requiring cities to retain and/or treat stormwater runoff from
ne\~ developments. Maxwood feels Board staff has decided to propose such lanbmage as a
result of pressure from ~he environmental community and not sound science or engineering
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Mr. Dennis Dickerson
September 1, 1999
Page 2

practices. Maywood strongly urges the Regional Board to ask staff what data was used in
determining the need for such standards and the level at which the standards were set. In
light of the lack of region specific studies, detailed cost-benefit analysis and a decisive link
between such mitigation measures and improvement of our receiving waters, the Board
should reject the proposed recommendation.

¯ While other NPDES permits, such as Alameda and Ventura Counties, require post-
construction controls for new developments, both permits afford city discretion in
determining which types of projects and which types of structural controls are appropriate for
a specific project. The proposed language would remove city discretion in the Los Angeles
region and mandate how and when cities will require certain structural controls regardless of
local conditions or mitigating factors.

¯ The economic impacts of the proposed requirements have not been fully studied and could
severely hurt regional economic development for many years. Having recently suffered
through the downsizing of the defense industry, State take-aways and the worst recession in
moderu times, Maywood can ill afford to implement any requirements that could jeopardize
our recent achievements in the economic development arena. Without thorough studies on
the effects of such requirements on economic development in the region, such action by the
Board will be strongly opposed by local government and the interests they represent.

¯ As it stands, incorporation of the proposed language will tie the hands of cities and impose
standards in Los Angeles County that are not found anywhere else in the State. Economic
development will not only suffer on a local basis, but as a region Los Angeles County stands
to lose both jobs and revenue to neighboring counties where similar requirements are
nonexistent.

The argument was made by the City of Long Beach during the approval of their permit that
Long Beach would be put at a great economic development disadvantage should they be
required to mandate such mitigation measures while neighboring cities did not. The same
argument holds true on a larger countywide basis. Developers will simply move to Orange,
Riverside or Ventura counties to escape the unjustified requirements should they be
approved.

¯ Similar types of requirements have been tried and found to be nearly impossible to
implement without some flexibility. The City of Santa Monica requires the retaining and/or
treatment of stormwater runoff based on similar numeric mitigation measures to the ones
proposed by Board staff. The City of Santa Monica used a runoff coefficient formula to
determine what structural controls must be constructed on all development projects. Based
on the difficult3’ developers had in siting the necessary facilities and meeting the goals of the
program, the city modified the program to allow developers to make monetary contribution
towards the construction of a low-flow dry weather treatment facility.

¯ The costs associated with the proposed numeric mitigation measures may constitute an
unfunded state mandate. As such, the requirements should have been subject to the same
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Mr. Dennis Dickerson
September l, 1999
Page 3

cost-benefit analysis as other similar programs. To date, no such analysis has been provided
to cities. Lacking such analysis, Maywood feels the numeric measures being considered
were not based on science or engineering practices, but are arbitrary and a direct result of the
influence of the environmental community on Board staff

¯ The structural controls necessitated by numeric measures would be required without regard
to siting factors and may result in other problems much more problematic than the original
issue being addressed. For example, if sited in a high water table area, pollutants that are
leached into the ground through pervious surfaces could contaminate groundwater. Soil
conditions and the susceptibility of an area to liquefaction could impact the implementation
of controls and could create additional problems unforeseen at this time.

Maywood is aware that the Regional Board is under pressure to approve the SUSMPs, which
were required to be implemented by July 30, 1999. Given the aforementioned concerns and
associated questions with regards to the incorporation of the numeric mitigation measures,
Maywood supports the approval of the SUSMPs as originally submitted by the Los Angeles
County without the problematic numeric measures.

As a follow-up to this letler and to more formally express Huntington Park’s opposition to the
proposed numeric measures, the Maywood City Council will be requested to adopt a Resolution
opposing such measures at its September 14th meeting. The Resolution will be presented to the
Regional Board to be formally entered into the public record.

At such time as sufficient information in the form of studies and research is available regarding
the implementation of numerical measurements, the subject could be reopened for evaluation.
Hopefully such research could be completed before the issuance of the next municipal permit

scheduled in two years.

Maywood would like to thank the Regional Board and Board staff for their continued support
and understanding of the concerns of local government. Hopefully, you will agree with us that
without supportive evidence that such requirements will achieve measurable goals and the cost
benefit analysis justifies such mandates, the issue should be tabled.

Should you have an)’ questions regarding Maywoods’s position, please contact Wes Lind,
NPDES Engineer at 626-585-0767.

Respectfully,

Wes Lind
NPDES Engineer
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1600 W BEVERLY BOULEVARD
MONTEBELLO, CA 90640

,(213) 887-1200

September 15, 1999

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer
Los Angeles Regional Water
Quality Control Board
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

REFERENCE: OPPOSITION TO NUMERICAL MITIGATION MEASURES

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

The City of Montebello would like to express our opposition to the recommendation by
Regional Board staff, to incorporate numeric mitigation measures into the Standard
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs). As you know, the Development
Planning Model program required the County, in conjunction with Cities, to develop the
SUSMPs for seven types of projects listed in the current NPDES Permit. After months
of development and countless meetings, Los Angeles County, on behalf of Permittees,
submitted the SUSMPs for your approval on July 22, 1999, with revisions made on
August 12, 1999. As submitted and revised, the SUSMPs did not contain the numeric
mitigation measures language that is now being recommended by Board staff. Such
language was discussed at length during the development of the SUSMPs, and was
intentionally left out for numerous reasons that will be discussed below.

As proposed, the numeric mitigation measures would require cities to impose on
developers and/or property owners, structural Best management Practices (BMPs)
aimed at retaining and/or treating the first .75 inches of rainfall within a 24-hour storm
event for the following projects: 100+ Home Subdivision; 10-99 Home Subdivision;
100,000+ Square Foot Commercial Development; Automotive Repair Shop; Retail
Gasoline Outlet; Restaurant, or Hillside-Located Single-Family Dwelling. Such BMPs
would be extremely costly, both in terms of construction and on-going maintenance.

Montebello opposes the proposed language for the following reasons:

= The current Los Angeles County NPDES Permit, like all other municipal NPDES
permits in California, contains no language requiring cities to retain and/or treat
storm water runoff from new developments. Montebello feels that sound science or
engineering practices should guide this decision. We urge the Regional Board to
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Mr. Dennis Dickerson
LA Regional Water Quality Control Board
September 15, 1999
Page 2

ask staff what data was used in determining the need for such standards, and the
level at which the standards were set. In light of the lack of region specific studies,
detailed cost-benefit analysis, and a decisive link between such mitigation measures
and improvement of our receiving waters, we ask the Board to reconsider the
proposed recommendation.

VVhile other NPDES permits, such as Alameda and Ventura Counties require post-
construction controls for new developments, both permits afford City discretion in
determining which types of projects and which types of structural controls are
appropriate for a specific project. The proposed language would remove City
discretion in the Los Angeles region, and mandate how and when cities will require
certain structural controls regardless of local conditions or mitigating factors.

¯ The economic impacts of the proposed requirements, have not been fully studied,
and could severely hurt regional economic development for many years. Having
recently suffered through the downsizing of the defense industry, State take-aways
and a worst recession, Montebello can ill afford to implement any requirements that
could jeopardize our recent achievements in the economic development arena.
Without thorough studies on the effects of such requirements on economic
development in the region, such action by the Board would be opposed by local
government for the aforementioned reasons.

¯ The costs associated with the proposed numeric mitigation measures may constitute
an unfunded State mandate. As such, the requirements should have been subject
to the same cost-benefit analysis as other similar programs. To date, no such
analysis has been provided to cities.

¯ The structural controls necessitated by numeric measures would be required without
regard to siting factors, and may result in other problems much more problematic
than the original issue being addressed.

Montebello is aware that the Regional Board may be under pressure to approve the
SUSMPs, which were required to be implemented by July 30, 1999. Based on the
information outlined in this correspondence, Montebello supports the approval of the
SUSMPs as originally submitted by Los Angeles County, without the problematic
numeric measures.

At such time as sufficient information in the form of studies and research is available
regarding the implementation of numerical measurements, the subject could be
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Mr. Dennis Dickerson
L.A. Regional Water Quality Control Board
September 15, 1999
Page 3

reopened for evaluation. Hopefully, such research could be completed before the
issuance of the next municipal permit scheduled in two years.

Montebello would like to thank the Regional Board and Board staff for their continued
support and understanding of the concerns of local government. Should you have any
questions regarding Montebello’s position, please contact me, or you may contact Mr.
Carlos Dillon of my staff at (323) 887-1470.

Sincerely,

Richard Chen
City Engineer

SB:CD:ab
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MICHAF~- MENI~EZ
Mayor

CHERI KELLEY
Vice Ma}or

RI’DY BERMI)DEZ
Councilmember

"’ZSSE M LUERA

GORDON STEFENHAGEN
Councilmember

Citx Manager

12700 NORWALK BLVD., P.O. BOX 1030, NORWALK, CA 90651-1030 ¯ PHONE: 562/929-5700 * FACSIMILE: 5621929-5773

September 9, 1999

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Re: OPPOSITION TO NUMERICAL MITIGATION MEASURES

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

The City of Norwalk would like to express our strong opposition to the recommendation by
Regional Board staff to incorporate numeric mitigation measures into the Standard Urban
Stormwater Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs). As you know, the Development Planning Model
Program required the County, in consultation with cities, to develop the SUSMPs for seven types
of projects listed in the current NPDES Permit. Atter months of development and countless
meetings, Los Angeles County, on behalf of Permit’tees, submitted the SUSMPs for your
approval on July 22,1999, with revisions made on August 12, 1999. As submitted and revised,
the SUSMPs did not contain the numeric mitigation measures language that is now being
recommended by Board staff Such language was discussed at length during the development of
the SUSMPs and was intentionally leit out for numerous reasons that will be discussed below.

As proposed, the numeric mitigation measures would require cities to impose on developers
and/or property owners structural Best Management Practices (BMPs) aimed at retaining and/or
treating the first .75 inches of rainfall within a 24-hour storm event for the following projects:
100÷ Home Subdivision; 10-99 Home Subdivision; 100,000" Square-Foot Commercial
Development’, Automotive Repair Shop; Retail Gasoline Outlet; Restaurant; or Hillside-Located
Single-Family Dwelling. Such BMPs would be extremely costly, both in terms of construction
and on-going maintenance.
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Mr. Dennis Dickerson
September 9, 1999
Page 2

The City of Norwalk strongly opposes the proposed language for the following reasons:

i The current Los Angeles County NPDES Permit, like all other municipal NPDES permits in
California, contains no language requiring cities to retain and/or treat stormwater runoff from
new developments. Norwalk feels Board staff has decided to propose such language as a
result of pressure from the environmental community and not sound science or engineering
practices. We strongly urge the Regional Board to ask staff what data was used in
determining the need for such standards and the level at which the standards were set. In
light of the lack of region specific studies, detailed cost-benefit analysis and a decisive link
between such mitigation measures and improvement of our receiving waters, the Board
should reject the proposed recommendation.

i While other NPDES permits, such as Alameda and Ventura Counties, require post-
construction controls for new developments, both permits afford city discretion in
determining which types of projects and which types of structural controls are appropriate for
a specific project. The proposed language would remove city discretion in the Los Angeles
region and mandate how and when cities will require certain structural controls regardless of
local conditions or mitigating factors.

¯ The economic impacts of the proposed requirements have not been fully studied and could
severely hun regional economic development for many years. Having recently suffered
through the downsizing of the defense industry, State take-aways and the worst recession in
modern times, Norwalk can ill afford to implement any requirements that could jeopardize
our recent achievements in the economic development arena. Without thorough studies on
the effects of such requirements on economic development in the region, such action by the
Board will be strongly opposed by local government and the interests they represent.

¯ As it stands, incorporation of the proposed language will tie the hands of cities and impose
standards in Los Angeles County that are not found anywhere else in the State. Economic
development will not only suffer on a local basis but as a region, Los Angeles County stands
to lose both jobs and revenue to neighboring counties where similar requirements are
nonexistent.

The argument was made by the City of Long Beach during the approval of their permit that
Long Beach would be put at a great economic development disadvantage should they be
required to mandate such mitigation measures while neighboring cities did not. The same
argument holds true on a larger countywide basis. Developers will simply move to Orange,
Riverside or Ventura counties to escape the unjustified requirements should they be
approved.
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Mr. Dennis Dickerson
September 9, 1999
Page 3

i Similar types of requirements have been tried and found to be nearly impossible to
implement without some flexibility. The City of Santa Monica requires the retaining and/or
treatment of stormwater runoff based on similar numeric mitigation measures to the ones
proposed by Board staff. The City of Santa Monica used a runoff coefficient formula to
determine what structural controls must be constructed on all development projects. Based
on the difficulty developers had in siting the necessary facilities and meeting the goals of the
program, the City modified the program to allow developers to make monetary contribution
towards the construction of a low-flow dry weather treatment facility.

i The costs associated with the proposed numeric mitigation measures may constitute an
unfunded state mandate. As such, the requirements should have been subject to the same
cost-benefit analysis as other similar programs. To date, no such analysis has been provided
to cities. Lacking such analysis, We feel the numeric measures being considered were not
based on science or engineering practices, but are arbitrary and a direct result of the influence
of the environmental community on Board staff.

¯ The structural controls necessitated by numeric measures would be required without regard
to siting factors and may result in other problems much more problematic than the original
issue being addressed. For example, if sited in a high water table area, pollutants that are
leached into the ground through pervious surfaces could contaminate groundwater. Soil
conditions and the susceptibility of an area to liquefaction could impact the implementation
of controls and could create additional problems unforeseen at this time.

Norwalk is aware that the Regional Board is under pressure to approve the SUSMPs, which were
required to be implemented by July 30, 1999. Given the aforementioned concerns and associated
questions with regards to the incorporation of the numeric mitigation measures, Norwalk
supports the approval of the SUSMPs as originally submitted by the Los Angeles County without
the problematic numeric measures.

As a follow-up to this letter and to more formally express Norwalk’s opposition to the proposed
numeric measures, the Norwalk City Council is scheduled to adopt a Resolution opposing such
measures at its September 21= meeting. This letter will be presented to the Regional Board at
their September 16~’ meeting to be formally entered into the public record, followed by submittal
of the aforementioned Resolution.

At such time as sufficient information in the form of studies and research is available regarding
the implementation of numerical measurements, the subject could be reopened for evaluation.
Hopefully, such research could be completed before the issuance of the next municipal permit
scheduled in two years.

R0069144



Mr. Dennis Dickerson
September 9, 1999
Page 4

The City of Norwalk would like to thank the Kegional Board and Board staff for their continued
support and understanding of the concerns of local government. Hopefully, you will agree with
us that without supportive evidence that such requirements will achieve measurable goals and the
cost benefit analysis justifies such mandates, the issue should be tabled.

Should you have any questions, please contact Gerald Stock, City Engineer, at (562) 929-5727.

Respectfully,

Michael Mendez                ~
Mayor

Norwalk City Councilmembers
Ernie Garcia, City Manager
Kurt Anderson, Director of Community Development
Gerald Stock, City Engineer
Central File
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GENE DANIELS
Mayor

MANUEL E. GUILLEN
Vice Mayor

HENRY HARKEMA
Counc~lrnember

PEGGY LEMONS
Councilmember

DIANE J. MARTINEZ
Councilmember

City Meneger
(562) 220-2222

September 16, 1999

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

RE: OPPOSITION TO NUMERICAL MITIGATION MEASURES

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

The City of Paramount would like to express our strong opposition to the recommendation
by Regional Board staff to incorporate numeric mitigation measures into the Standard
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs). As you know the Development Planning
Model Program required the County, in consultation with Cities, to develop the SUSMPs
for seven types of projects listed in the current NPDES Permit. After months of
development and countless meetings, Los Angeles County, on behalf of Permittees,
submitted the SUSMPs for your approval on July 22,1999 with revisions made on August
12, 1999. As submitted and revised, the SUSMPs did not contain the numeric mitigation
measures language that is now being recommended by Board staff. Such language was
discussed at length during the development of the SUSMPs and was intentionally left out
for numerous reasons that will be discussed below.

As proposed the numeric mitigation measures would require cities to impose on developers
and/or property owners structural Best Management Practices (BMPs) aimed at retaining
and/or treating the first .75 inches of rainfall within a 24-hour storm event for the following
projects: 100+ Home Subdivision; 10-99 Home Subdivision; 100,000+ Square-Foot
Commercial Development; Automotive Repair Shop; Retail Gasoline Outlet; Restaurant;
or Hillside-Located Single-Family Dwelling. Such BMPs would be extremely costly, both
in terms of construction and on-going maintenance.
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The City of Paramount strongly opposes the proposed language for the following reasons:

The current Los Angeles County NPDES Permit, like all other municipal NPDES
permits in California, contains no language requiring cities to retain and/or treat
stormwater runoff from new developments. Paramount strongly urges the Regional
Board to ask staff what data was used in determining the need for such standards
and the level at which the standards were set. In light of the lack of region specific
studies, detailed cost-benefit analysis, and a decisive link between such mitigation
measures and improvement of our receiving waters, the Board should reject the
proposed recommendation.

While other NPDES permits, such as Alameda and Ventura Counties, require
post-construction controls for new developments, both permits afford city discretion
in determining which types of projects and which types of structural controls are
appropriate for a specific project. The proposed language would remove city
discretion in the Los Angeles region and mandate how and when cities will require
certain structural controls regardless of local conditions or mitigating factors.

The economic impacts of the proposed requirements have not been fully studied
and could severely hurt regional economic development for many years. As it
stands, incorporation of the proposed language will tie the hands of cities and
impose standards in Los Angeles County that are not found anywhere else in the
State. Economic development will not only suffer on a local basis, but as a region
Los Angeles County stands to loss both jobs and revenue to neighboring counties
where similar requirements are nonexistent.

The argument was made by the City of Long Beach during the approval of their
permit that Long Beach would be put at a great economic development
disadvantage should they be required to mandate such mitigation measures while
neighboring cities did not. The same argument holds true on a larger countywide
basis. Developers will simply move to Orange, Riverside, or Ventura counties to
escape the unjustified requirements should they be approved.

Similar types of requirements have been tried and found to be nearly impossible to
implement without some flexibility. The City of Santa Monica had required numeric
limits on retaining/treating storm water runoff through rigid runoff coefficients on all
development projects. Based on the difficulty developers had in meeting the
required goals, the city modified the program to allow developers to make monetary
contribution towards the construction of a low-flow dry weather treatment facility.
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¯ The costs associated with the proposed numeric mitigation measures may
constitute an unfunded state mandate. As such, the requirements should have
been subject to some form of cost-benefit analysis. To date, no such analysis has
been provided to cities.

¯ The structural controls necessitated by numeric measures would be required
without regard to siting factors and may result in other problems much more
problematic than the original issue being addressed. For example, if sited in a high
water table area, pollutants that are leached into the ground through pervious
surfaces could contaminate groundwater. Soil conditions and the susceptibility of
an area to liquefaction could impact the implementation of controls and could create
additional problems unforeseen at this time.

Paramount is aware that the Regional Board is under pressure to approve the SUSMPs,
which were required to be implemented by July 30, 1999. Given the aforementioned
concerns and associated questions with regards to the incorporation of the numeric
mitigation measures, Paramount supports the approval of the SUSMPs as originally
submitted by the Los Angeles County without the problematic numeric measures.

At such time sufficient information in the form of studies and research is available regarding
the implementation of numerical measurements, the subject could be reopened for
evaluation. Hopefully such research could be completed before the issuance of the next
muQ!cipal permit schedule in two years.

Paramount would like to thank the Regional Board and Board staff for their continued
support and understanding of the concerns of local government. Hopefully, you will agree
with us that without supportive evidence that such requirements will achieve measurable
goals and the cost benefit analysis justifies such mandates, the issue should be tabled.

Should you have any questions regarding the Paramount’s position, please contact Harry
Babbitt, Public Works Director at (562) 220-2020.

PARAI )UNT

Patrick H. West
City Manager

G:~,DMIN~.E’I-TERS~BL~ITIGATI .WPD
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PUBLIC WORKS AND TRANSPORTATION

January 13, 2000

Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4m Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

SUSMPs and Numerical Limits

The City of Pasadena would like to acknowledge the challenge that the Board has
encountered in developing requirements for the cities in Los Angeles County in regards to
the Planning and Development procedures. As a regulatory agency, the City itself has
been involved with various policy-making issues, which are o~en controversial or difficult
to implement because of various social and economic reasons.

The City engages in many events, which create a more transient situation in the
City. As the result of these activities, the City has no option other than implementing a
very active maintenance program as well as continuously updating and reviewing its
policies to insure both the quality of its urbanization and the restoration of its natural
resources. This makes the City conscious of the environmental and urban runoff issues.

The City supports the Board in reference to the Standard Urban Stormwater
Mitigation Plans or SUSMPs with the understanding that details such as design
requirements may have to be worked out in the future. The numerical limit guidelines
must be practical, efficient, and implementable. SUSMPs and their requirements may
work in some areas or projects and not in all in others. The SUSMPs’ requirements will
have to be flexible, yet efficient, with the notion that "one size may not fit all".

The City hopes that the Board’s staff recognizes that problems may occur in the
future, which may act as obstacles towards implementing the subject requirements. The
goal of imposing such requirements on development/redevelopment will be to reduce or
mitigate potential pollution runoff from urbanized areas. This will be a very dynamic and
progressive procedure that will only improve with time and practice.
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Mr. Dennis Dickerson
January 13, 2000
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City of Pasadena will work in a cooperative spirit with everyone involved. We hope
this letter serves as an appreciation of all your efforts. Please feel free to contact Mr. Jim
Valentine of this office at (626) 744-4265 regarding our storm water/urban runoff
program.

Sincerely,

DANIEL A. RIX
City Engineer

Cc: Cynthia J. Kurtz, City Manager
Jack Udyard, Acting Director of Public Works and Transportation
Darrell Lewis, Director of Planning and Permitting
Sheila Kennedy, John L. Hunter and Associates

JEV:kf
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January 4, 2000

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 West 4t~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Proposed Standard Urban Stormwater Plans (SUSMP)

As a coastal community, the City of Rancho Palos Verdes appreciates
the Regional Board’s ongoing effort to improve the quality of
stormwater runoff. In the City’s continuing effort to do its part, the
Planning Department has received training in and developed an
extensive interim SUSMP program. This program, which closely
parallels your proposed program, went into effect in early 1999. Upon
the anticipated approval of your program, we will make the few
changes needed to standardize our program.

As with any regulatory program, a small segment of the public will
always look for exceptions to or ways of challenging requirements. As
a city with a very large proportion of hillside areas compared to other
cities, we expect many questions regarding the definition of "Hillside".
The proposed definition:

"Property located in an area with known erosive soil
conditions, where the development contemplates grading
on any natural slope and where grading contemplates cut
or fill slopes ’"

is somewhat open to interpretation and is likely to necessitate a
lengthy review for projects on an individual basis. This could be a
considerable undertaking for our City’s small staff. In the interest of
avoiding lengthy evaluations, we ask that consideration be given to the
inclusion of a numerical criteria for triggering the hillside SUSMP
process for projects of 1 acre or less. This will make implementation
smoother and avoid challenges to the SUSMP requirements by
contractors and developers. Projects over 1 acre are large enough that
a case by case evaluation can be made.
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With the deadline for comments less than two weeks away, the
preparation and submittal of a detailed proposal for your review is not
feasible. However, we will prepare recommendations for your staff’s
review upon your acknowledgment that a numerical criteria may be
acceptable. In the interim, we will continue to implement the SUSMP
program with the enthusiasm of a city concerned with creating the best
possible environment for our citizens.

Sincerely,

Dean Allison, P.E.
Director of Public Works
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T°mLee ByrdMarilynHOIlingswOrth "Lyon-" May°rcouncilmemberPr° TemMayOr

John C.Barbara Ferraro -McTaggartcouncilmember" Councilman

September 9, 1999

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board

~) Awn.g~trReeegt i~u ,te 200

Los Angeles, CA 90013

SUBJECT: OPPOSITION TO SUSMP NUMERIC LIMITS

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

The City of Rancho Palos Verdes (hereinafter "City") understands that the
regional board will be considering incorporating numeric limits into the Standard
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) at its September 16, 1999 meeting.
The numeric limits proposed by regional board staff are aimed at retaining and/or
treating .75" of storm water during a 24-hour storm event from seven (7)
categories of new developments. The City also understands that the County of
Los Angeles - the principal permittee under the Los Angeles County Municipal
NPDES Permit ("NPDES Permit") -- has already agreed to this standard by way
of its settlement agreement with the environmental community.

The City writes to inform you that at a City Council meeting on september 7,
1999, it considered the above matter and voted to oppose this proposed
requirement. This letter is for opposition to this proposed requirement for the
following reasons:

¯ The NPDES permit contains no language requiring cities to retain/treat any
volume of storm water runoff from new developments.

¯ No other municipal permit in California requires a numeric limit for the
retention or treatment of storm water runoff.

¯ Although other counties in California, such as Alameda and Ventura, require
post-construction controls for new developments, they afford cities broad
discretion in determining which types of projects and structural controls to
impose on developers.
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¯ Although the City of Santa Monica has required numeric limits on
retaining/treating storm water runoff through rigid runoff coefficients, its
experience with developers has proven that such requirements are difficult to
meet.

¯ If approved, the numeric limits would require cities to impose upon 7 types of
new developments costly structural controls (infiltration/detention basins or
similar devices, oil/water separators, vegetative swales, catch basin inserts,
pervious materials, or a combination thereof), without regard for whether such
controls are needed or whether they would be effective or necessary insofar
as protecting a beneficial use of a receiving water.

¯ The structural controls required to meet a numeric retention/treatment limit
would (1) require a high degree of maintenance, which cities would be
responsible for enforcing; and (2) if not properly maintained, could become
sources of pollution rather than pollution mitigants.

¯ The numeric limits constitute an unfunded state mandate and have not been
evaluated for cost-effectiveness- as required under California law.

¯ The numeric limits now being considered were not based on science or
engineering, but on a negotiated agreement, and are therefore arbitrary.

¯ The structural controls necessitated by numeric limits would be required
without regard to siting factors (soil conditions and other environmental
considerations).

¯ The use of some structural controls such as detention basins/ponds and
vegetative buffers are even more undesirable because they reduce the
amount of developable area.

¯ Because cities and developers have little experience in the use of detention/
treatment structural controls- coupled with the effect that the SUSMP would
require their immediate imposition- there is the danger that such controls
could be mis-prescribed, as has happened in other parts of the country.

It should be noted that the Rancho Palos Verdes City Council voted 4-0 in favor
of this opposition, with Councilmember Marilyn Lyon abstaining from that vote.

Finally, it should also be noted that the NPDES municipal permit Executive
Advisory Committee (EAC) has also taken a position against numeric limits.

Mayor, City of Rancho Palos Verdes

Cc: City Councilmember
Les Evans, City Manager
Dean E. Allison, Director of Public Works
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239~0 Valencia Blvd. Phone
Suite 300 (661) 259-2489
Santa Clarita Fax
California 91355-2196 . (661) 259-8125
Website: www.santa-clarita.com

( tyof -- "--
Santa Clarita

September 9, 1999

Dr. Xavier SwAm~lcannu
California Regional Water Quality
Control Board - Los Angeles Region

320 West 4= Street, Suite 200
Lu~ A~isule~, CA 90013-II05

Dear Dr. Swamikannu:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed Standard
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs) submitted to you for
approval. The City of Santa Clarita is concerned that the proposed
SUSMPs include inappropriate measures that will limit the City’s ability
to approve development projects and potentially impose costly and
inappropriate mitigation measures.

It is the City’s understanding that an across-the-board quantitative
design standard for treatment control BMPs is being contemplated by the
Regional Board staff for incorporation in the final version of the SUSMPs.
The anticipated approach would require all runoff from new development
(or certain categories of development) up to a design depth (which
translates to a design volume) to be captured and treated. The City
recognizes that a single water quality depth/volume standard concept was
proposed to provide a simple, uniform ~baseline~ for all permittees and
developers. However, the approach has several difficulties in application.

If a standard is to be applied, it should be limited to the volume of runoff
from impervious surfaces. This addresses runoff from areas of a site that
result in the greatest increase in both runoff and pollutant loadings
compared to pre-development conditions. Furthermore, such an approach
provides a direct incentive to reduce impervious surfaces, one of the key
criteria for post-construction BMPs called out in the permit.

Second, many developments, particularly medium to small residential
land use may have very limited flexibility in site planning and subdivision
layout to effectively convey all to a point where it can be treated. There
needs to be a greater flexibility in applying blanket criteria to all
development.
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Dr. Xavier Swsrn~l~Rnnu

September 9, 1999
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Third, establishing a criteria based only on runoff depth/volume provides
a starting basis for sizing volumetric-based controls (e.g. detention basins,
infiltration), but gives no consistent basis for sizing flow-based controls
(e.g. vegetated swales, catch basin inserts). For many sites, flow based
controls may be more appropriate to consider than volumetric-based
controls. Design criteria for flow-based controls must be expressed in
terms of an associated return period and event duration. There are
methodologies that could be applied to establish criteria that in the long
run would yield treatment of approximately similar quantities of runoff as
the volume-based criteria.

Finally, a uniform capture volume does not recognize, nor allow flexibility
to take into account all the variables such as location, site conditions and
constraints, local hydrology, and the sensitivity of the receiving water.
Alternative design sizing approaches should be considered and allowed
including the approach used in the California BMP Handbook (Municipal)
and the WEF/ASCE Urban Runoff Quality Management Manual of
Practice both of which target a percent capture volume. Using such
methods, the required capture volume is usually set at the ~knee of the
curve~, the point beyond which the incremental capture of runoff
diminishes relative to the incremental increase in required basin volume
and, therefore basin cost and land requirements. It is important to note
that pollutant removal effectiveness is not highly, sensitive to selection of
the percent capture. Refinement of the BMP Handbook approach can be
accomplished at the community level by redoing the analysis using local
rainfall statistics and hydrologic parameters.

While treatment control may be an effective method of treating
stormwater runoff, it should not be considered the only method. Previous
versions of the SUSMPs included source cc~ntrol BMPs appropriate to the
land use. We believe that an effective stormwater program should
include source control as an effective method of addressing runoff in land
development. Removing source control BMPs limits our ability to
consider all possible mitigation alternatives, such as the much more cost-
effective source control BMPs, combined with appropriate treatment
BMPs.
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In addition to the technical issues we have raised, there are more far
reaching policy issues that must be resolved prior to the implementation
of this program. The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act states,
"No waste discharge requirement or other order of a regional board or the
state board or decree of a court issued under this division shall specify the
design, location, type of construction, or particular manner in which
compliance may be had with that requixement, order, or decree, and the
person so ordered shall be permitted to comply with the order in any
lawful manner...~ This language allows cities to select the methods it
wishes to use to control discharges to the maximum extent practicable.

SUSMPs should be used as guidance, allowing for flexibility for each City
to establish conditions based on actual site specific conditions for each
proposed land development project. This flexibility ensures that the City
can address site specific conditions and allow the City to select the actual
methods it plans to use for controlling discharges to the maximum extent
practicable.

To reiterate a statement made in a letter to you from the Executive
Advisory Committee, the imposition of numeric limits and costs to the
public that will result from these limits without supporting information is
poor public policy. The Regional Board, County of Los Angeles and the
cities in the County all exist to serve and to protect the health, safety and
well being of the same public. It is to our advantage to work together to
gather and analyze the information that is needed to support
requirements with scientific fact.

This program will have significant fiscal impact on the development
community, as well as local agencies. This will lead to market impacts,
likely eliminating the "business-friendlf’ atmosphere necessary for local
government to exist and thrive in today’s global economy. Many local
governments are struggling to become more sustainable, balancing
economic viability, environmental preservation and social equity. The
proposed SUSMPs put local government in a situation where the balance
no longer exists and environmental preservation, at the urging of
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environmental groups, has taken precedent. We request that the
Regional Board take the time to study the issue and develop a cost-
effective, efficient and legally defensible program which will ultimately
enhance the water quality in the Los Angeles region, without sacrifices to
other programs or efforts.

Sincerely,

Anthony J. Nisich
Director of Transportation & Engineering Services

AJN:JCG
S: \PBS \ENVSRVCS\NPDES2 \ SUSMPS.DOC

cc: Jeffrey Lambert, Director of Planning & Building Services
Amelia Rietzel, Environmental Services Coordinator
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City of santa Fe Springs
11710 Telegraph Road ¯ CA ¯ 906v0-36"~9 ° (562)868-0511 ¯ Fax (562)868-7112 ° w~,.santafesprings.org

September 2, 1999

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board                             ~-
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles. CA 90013

Subject: NPDES - Opposition to Numerical Mitigation Measures Proposed for
Incorporation into SUSMPs

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

The City of Santa Fe Springs would like to express our strong opposition to the recommendation
by Regional Board staff to incorporate numeric mitigation measures for BMP design criteria into
the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs).

As you are aware, the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LACDPW), in
consultation with Cities, was required, under the Development Planning Model Program, to
develop SUSMPs for several categories specified in the Permit. After a lengthy development
process, the SUSMPs were submitted for your approval, on July 22,1999. After receiving
comments, revisions were made. and the SUSMPs were resubmitted on August 12, 1999.
Neither the original nor the revised SUSMPs contained numeric mitigation measures language.
Ironically’. such language was discussed at length during the development of the SUSMPs and
intentionally omitted.

The City of Santa Fe Springs strongly opposes the incorporation of the proposed language for the
following reasons:

The Los Angeles County NPDES Municipal Permit, like other California permits, currently
contain no language requiring cities to retain and/or treat stormwater runoff from new
developments. Santa Fe Springs believes that Board staff is proposing this language as a
result of pressure from the environmental community, not sound science or engineering
practices. Therefore, it is requested that the Regional Board ask staffto provide the data used
in determining the need for such standards and the level at which the standards were set. In
the event this information is not provided, the Regional Board should reject the proposed
recommendation.
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Mr. Dennis Dickerson
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While other NPDES permits, such as Alameda and Ventura Counties, require post-
construction controls for new developments, these permits also afford city discretion in
determining the type of project and structural controls that are appropriate. The proposed
language would remove city discretion in the Los Angeles region and mandate how and
when cities will require certain structural controls regardless of local conditions or mitigating
factors.

¯ The economic impacts of the proposed requirements have not been fully studied and could
severely hurt regional economic development for years to come. By implementing these
requirements the City could jeopardize recent achievements in economic development.
Without thorough studies on the effects of such requirements on the economic development
of the region, the requirements by the Board will be strongly opposed by local governments
and the interests they represent.

¯ The incorporation of the proposed language would have not only a local effect, but a regional
one as well. (The argument was made by the City of Long Beach during the approval of their
permit that Long Beach would be put at a great economic development disadvantage should
they be required to mandate such mitigation measures while neighboring cities did not. The
same argument holds true on a larger countywide basis. Developers may simply move to
Orange, Riverside or Ventura counties to escape the unjustified requirements should they be
approved.)

¯ Similar types of requirements have been tried and found to be nearly impossible to
implement without flexibility. The City of Santa Monica requires the retaining and/or
treatment of stormwater runoff based on similar numeric mitigation measures as those
currently proposed by Board staff. The City of Santa Monica used a runoff coefficient
formula to determine which structural controls would be required on all developments.
Based on the difficulty developers had in siting the necessary facilities and meeting the goals
of the program, the city modified the program to allow developers to make monetary
contribution towards the construction of a low-flow dry weather treatment facility.

¯ The costs associated with the proposed numeric mitigation measures may constitute an
unfunded state mandate. As such, the requirements should have been subject to the same
cost-benefit analysis as other similar programs. To date, no such analysis has been provided
to cities. Lacking such analysis, the recommendation should be disregarded.

¯ The structural controls necessitated by numeric measures would be required without regard
to siting factors and may result in other problems much more problematic than the original
issue being addressed. For example, if sited in a high water table area, pollutants that are
leached into the ground through pervious surfaces could contaminate groundwater. Soil
conditions and the susceptibility of an area to liquefaction could impact the implementation
of controls and could create additional problems unforeseen at this time.
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Although the Regional Board is under pressure to approve the SUSMPs because of the July 30,
1999 implementation date, the aforementioned concerns and associated questions provide
substantial reasons not to incorporate numeric mitigation measures at this time.

The City of Santa Fe Springs therefore supports the approval of the SUSMPs as originally
submitted by the LACDPW without the numeric mitigation measures.

In conjunction with this letter and to more formally express Santa Fe Springs’ opposition to the
proposed numeric mitigation measures, the Santa Fe Springs City Council is scheduled to adopt
a Resolution opposing such measures at its September 9, 1999 meeting. The Resolution will be
presented to the Regional Board at their September 16, 1999 meeting to be formally entered into
the public record.

At such time as sufficient information in the form of studies and research is available regarding
the implementation of numerical mitigation measures, the subject could be reopened for
evaluation. Hopefully such research could be completed before the issuance of the next
municipal permit scheduled in two years.

Santa Fe Springs would like to thank the Regional Board and Board staff for their continued
support and understanding of the concerns of local government.

Should you have any questions please contact Sarina Morales-Choate, of this office at (562) 868-
0511, extension 281.

Resp~ctf~

~0h,~ R. Price, --
Dlrec- "" tor of Public Works

JRP/smc!at

Xc: Scott Pomrehn. City of Lakewood, 5050 N Clark Avenue, Lakewood, CA 90712
fax (562) 866-0505
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council Meeting: January 25, 2000                   Santa Monica, California

TO: Mayor and City Council

FROM: City Staff

SUBJECT: Recommendation to Adopt a Resolution to Support the Efforts of the Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board to Establish a Numerical
Standard for Stormwater Runoff Reductions in the Standard Urban
Stormwater Mitigation Plan.

Introduction

This report recommends that the City Council adopt a resolution in support of the Los

Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board’s effort to establish a numerical standard for

reducing stormwater runoff from a parcel during each storm event.

Background

Approximately 50 percent of rainfall in the greater Los Angeles area becomes urban runoff,

carrying a mixture of heavy metals, organic chemicals, pathogens, nutrients and sediments

from parking lots, streets, sidewalks, rooftops and yards into the Santa Monica Bay. Urban

runoff, according to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, is the single greatest

source of water pollution in the ocean, contributing 50-60 percent of the pollutant load.

Visitation rates to Santa Monica beaches have dropped dramatically during the past 15

years in large part due to more frequent and larger incidents of beach and ocean

contamination. Recent studies have concluded that people who swim near flowing storm

drains are more susceptible to contracting certain illnesses.

In 1993, Santa Monica adopted one of the nation’s first urban runoff pollution control
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ordinances to reduce ocean pollution from both new construction ~. :1 existing parcels. The

Santa Monica ordinance requires a minimum 20% reduction in urban runoff from all newly

developed parcels in addition to specific runoff reduction requirements for surface parking

lots and also specifies guidelines for existing properties and new construction sites.

The Executive Officer of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board has

recommended a numerical standard for onsite rainfall retention to capture a larger

percentage of runoff events, that is, runoff volume and pollutant loads. The current

recommendation to the Board includes a numerical standard of 0.75 inches per 24-hour

pedod of rainfall - the first three-quarters inch of a rain falling in 24 hours must be retained

on site for percolation. By requiring a numerical standard for new development, such as

that found in the City’s Urban Runoff Pollution Ordinance, less urban runoff finds its way to

the Bay, thereby reducing the overall amount of ocean pollution.

Discussion

Many of the co-permittees and regional building associations oppose a numerical standard

for stormwater reduction, citing the potential for excessive costs to be imposed on cities

and private construction projects, concern that BMPs are not effective in removing specific

pollutants, and inadequate information on whether certain pollutants are a problem in the

Bay and need to be controlled in the first place. They support, instead, a regulation that

would require retention to the =maximum extent practicable’.

Supporters of the proposed requirements include many individual citizens and major
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environmental groups including Heal the Bay, NRDC, BayKeeper and TreePeople. The

environmental groups called for a 100% retention standard originally, but support the

highest possible standard. Many of the interested environmental groups fear that without a

specific numerical standard municipalities will not aggressively require urban runoff

retention since interpretation of maximum extent practicable will be inevitably ambiguous.

The City is the only co-permittee city where staff has publicly expressed support for the

Board’s efforts to approve a numerical standard. The City of Calabasas has a municipal

ordinance similar to Santa Monica’s and has expressed at various meetings its support of

strategies to put more storm runoff back into the ground, but has not publicly commented

on the proposed requirements. The City of Los Angeles opposes a numerical standard.

Los Angeles County has already adopted the same numerical standard for unincorporated

Los Angeles County areas. The current proposal before the Regional Board pertains to

incorporated cities within Los Angeles County.

In their proposal for a numerical standard, Board staff has provided examples of successful

BMP implementation in projects throughout the United States, including the San Francisco

Bay area. Board staff has received authoritative presentations on engineering and

hydrology standards and principles from the Water Environment Federation and the

Amedcan Society of Civil Engineers to calculate the optimal rainfall retention amount, and

has drawn from professional publications on proper BMP design and successful practices,

including a national BMP database.
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The guiding premise of Santa Monica’s ordinance, and the proposed Regional Board

requirements, is to focus on the reduction of runoff quantity, which will in turn result in

concomitant pollutant reductions in the storm drain system. In terms of BMP effectiveness,

much empirical data is available to aid in the design and maintenance of systems that

maximize storm harvesting and infiltration. Reducing stormwater pollution through the

intelligent planning and design of new construction, which is the objective of the City’s

ordinance, is the most cost-effective approach to reducing runoff and associated pollutants.

Incorporating BMP systems into future development prevents the existing problem from

getting worse by reducing future runoff and preventing increases in future costs to

remediate the problem.

Budcjet/Financial Impact

No specific financial impact to the City is anticipated as a result of the City Council’s

support of a numerical standard for the SUSMPs.

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the City Council adopt the attached Resolution in support of the Los

Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board’s effort to establish a numerical standard for

stormwater runoff reductions from a parcel during a storm event.

Attachment: Resolution of the City Council of the City of Santa Monica in support
of the LA Regional Water Quality Board efforts to establish a
numerical standard

Prepared by: Craig Perkins, Director of Environmental & Public Works Management
Neal Shapiro, Urban Runoff Management Programs Coordinator
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EPWM:CP:NS:f/EPWM/ADMIN/Staffrpt/1-25-00/SUSM PS.doc
City Council Meeting 1-25-00

Resolution Number (CCS)
(City Council Series)

Resolution of the City Council of the City of Santa Monica in Support of the Los Angeles
Regional Water Quality Control Board to Establish a Numerical Standard for Stormwater

Runoff Reduction in the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan

WHEREAS, the City of Santa Monica has a Sustainable City program and a

General Plan Conservation Element that promote long-term efficiency and

environmental-responsibility in the use of all water resources, including urban runoff;

and

WHEREAS, the City supports and encourages efforts to maximize the amount of

rainfall and urban runoff put back into the ground and to minimize the runoff pollution that

enters the ocean; and

WHEREAS, the City’s Urban Runoff Pollution Control Ordinance requires a 20

percent reduction of total runoff for new development as well as significant reduction of

total runoff from new parking lots and is working to reduce total runoff and pollutants

entering the Santa Monica Bay; and

¯ WHEREAS, numerous studies, design documents and a national database

demonstrate BMP effectiveness and successes, including significant reductions in

pollutants.of concern; and
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WHEREAS, a numerical standard, which includes all portions of a new

development site including all roof areas and surface parking lots, is necessary in the

Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs) to ensure that a minimum

baseline amount of runoff is captured for percolation, based on sound and widely

accepted principles of hydrology; and

WHEREAS, the up-front amount spent on BMPs is a small percentage of total

construction costs with region-wide benefits, and site-specific BMPs are-more cost-

effective than =end-of-the-pipe" mitigation and treatment; and

WHEREAS, each new development project must become part of the urban

runoff solution and not continue to-be part of the growing problem;

NOW THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA MONICA

DOES HEREBY RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. The City of Santa Monica is committed to restoring and preserving

the health of the Santa Monica Bay, which is vital to the health of both residents and

visitors.

SECTION 2. As an expression of this commitment, the City of Santa Monica,

hereby formally supports the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board efforts

to establish a numerical standard for stormwater runoff reduction in the Standard Urban
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Storm Water Mitigation Plan.

SECTION 3. The City of Santa Monica hereby formally supports the December

7, 1999, SUSMP Draft prepared by the Regional Board Executive Officer. The City

opposes proposed amendments which would considerably weaken the requirements

through the exclusion from the numerical standard of roof runoff and most surface

parking lot runoff as well as delay full implementation of the requirements, all of which

would dramatically compromise the goal of maximizing the amount of stormwater runoff

diverted into the ground.

SECTION 4. The City Clerk shall certify to the adoption of this Resolution, and

henceforth and thereafter the same shall be in full force and effect.

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

MAR~HA JONE~]MOUTRIE
City Attorney.

7                     R0069169
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CITY OF

SANTA MONICA
CALIFORNIA

Administrative $~rviees Division 1685 Main Street, P.O. Box 2200
Enviromental and Public Works Santa Monica, CA 90407-2200
Management Department (310) 458-82~ Fax (310) 576-3598

September 13, 1999

ATTN.: Xavier Swamikannu
LA Regional Water Quality Board

(2,3") ~~,- <,,{o
Xavier:

Sorry for the delay, but there was a communication mix up last Thursday and we
were closed Friday.

If you can forward this to the members of the Board for their review, we would
greatly appreciate it. If there is a better way to get this to the members, please
let me know.

Thank you for all your assistance, sincerely,

¯ Neal Shapiro
Acting Urban Runoff Management Programs Coordinator
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¯
CITY OF

SANTA MONICA
CALIFORNIA

Administrative Services D1vision 1685 Main Street, P.O. Box 2200
Envitomental and Public Worb Santa Monica, CA 9~07-2200
Management Department (310) 458-8221 Fax (310) 576-3598

September 13, 1999

Dennis Dickerson
Xavier Swamikannu
LA Regional Water Quality Board

Dear Dennis Dickerson, Xavier Swamikannu

The City of Santa Monica supports the efforts of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality
Board to approve SUSMP measures that prescnbe a set of BMPs for ANY new, retrofit or
actditional (on a pre-existing project) development in Los Angeles County. Specifically, the
City of Santa Monica supports and encourages your efforts to maximize the amount of
rainfall and urban runoff put back into the ground and to minimize how much runoff enters
the ocean. The city believes that the sustainable and environmentally-responsible strategy
is to prescribe a list of BMP options and prescnbe that these measures, whether one or a
combination of BMPs, be implemented to the maximum extent practicable at each new
development project or site. The focus should be on the quantity of precipitation captured
and infiltrated, not on the quality of the runoff entering receiving waters.

Moreover, the city does not agree with arguments Of some city representatives that more
studies are needed before the Board takes action. Specifically, the city disagrees that more
studies are needed on the effectiveness of BMPs, on what is the measurable benefit of
pollution concentration reduction of BMPs, on what is the optimal amount of precipitation
capture per site, and on whether the cost of BMPs produces a greater benefit of pollution
reduction and water quality improvement of receiving waters. These studies can occur
concurrently, but should not prevent BMP use now. Numerous studies on BMP
effectiveness and examples exist nationally and internationally - in the San Francisco Bay
area, Texas, East Coast, Australia and Japan to name a few. The publications, Start at the
Source and Design of Storrnwater Filtering Systems, document BMP successes and
effectiveness, including pollution reduction percentages for some pollutants of concern.

The critical issue is that cities act to reduce runoff volume, and therefore reduce pollution. If
runoff volume is not COntrolled, flooding and water supply problems will not be addressed.
The Board needs to cleady and strongly state that BMPs should be for volume first and
pollutants of COnCern incidentally. The primary issue is putting water back into the ground.
Designers, planners and developers must be instructed to maximize what BMPs can
accomplish within economic reason - minimize runoff, maximize harvest. On an individual
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development project basis, the amount spent on BMPs is most likely a small percentage of
total construction costs. The benefits, however, are region-wide.

The debate amongst cities on whether a site can minimize a specific amount over
consecutive storm events, or whether spending sums of money on BMPs will give
significant results misses the goal - repairing the hydrologic cycle by connecting
precipitation and infiltration. Each development project is different and is site-specific.
Flexibility must be pad of the system. Project developers and managers should not be
forced to use BMPs if they will not be effective, vis-a-vis volume and cost, in which case in
lieu minimization fees should be instituted by the cities for offsite BMP projects.

The City of Santa Monica encourages the Board to make a strong statement in the
SUSMPs by approving language that prescribes the use of BMPs for each new
development, with Jess regard for a performance standard in terms of rainfall captured.
Each land use impacts the regional hydrologic cycle, and new development is part of the
long-term solution.

Thank you for your continued efforts. If you have any questions, please contact Neal
Shapiro, the acting Urban Runoff Management Programs Coordinator, (310) 458-8223.

Craig P,,,~rkin$, I~irector
Environmental & Public Works Management
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CITY OF
VALLEY

2929 Tapo Canyon Road, Simi Valley, CA 93063-2199 ° (805) 583-6700 ° http://www.simivalley.org

January 26, 2000

California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

SUBJECT: PROPOSED STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
PUBLIC HEARING

Dear Board Members:

The purpose of this letter is to bring to your attention the impacts of the potentially restrictive
procedures for the California Regional Water Quality Control Board’s public hearing to consider the
proposed Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan. Due to the changes in procedures
implemented within the last few days, we feel that the Regional Board may not receive an adequate
or weighted representation of the public’s input on this matter.

Although we understand the desire to structure a process to receive public input within a limited time
period, we are concerned that with the potentially large number of speakers with varying concerns
on the issue, the Board may not hear adequate testimony from all the public, whether opposing or
assenting. As such, we believe there is a potential for the process to produce an inaccurate picture
by not allowing all interested parties to voice their concerns.

We request the Board conduct this process in a manner that enables a complete dialogue on this

important issue.

Sincerely,

Mike Sedell~.
City Manager

cc: Dennis A. Dickerson. Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board. Los Angeles Region

Winston H. Hickox, Secretary R0069173
California Environmental Protection Agency
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City of South Gate
8650 CALIFORNIA AVENUE ¯ SOUTH GATE, CA 90280-3075 ¯ (213) .~53-9537

FAX (213) 563-9.572

FROM THE OFFICE OF

JAME~ A. BIERY ~ E..

January 12, 2000

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 West 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

Proposed Standard Urban Stormwater Plans (SUSMP)

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

The City of South Gate has been requiring SUSMP Best Management Practices for
"Planning Priority Projects" since early last year. South Gate’s review process and
requirement have been essentially identical to most of those contained with your
proposed standards (see attached booklet-"Improving Stormwater Quality by
Design"). As part of the City’ s program, developers have been allowed the choice
of capturing the first 0.75 inch or rain or installing inserts in catch basins and area
drains. Your clarification that mitigation includes either infiltration or treatment
confirms that the City’s NPDES program is proceeding on the correct path.
Already having implemented this program, South Gate supports the Board’s efforts
to standardize and improve the SUSMP process.

As with any program of this magnitude, unanticipated problems may arise in the
future and we trust that the Board’s Executive Officer will continue to have the
flexibility to work with municipalities to solve problems unique to individual cities.
Examples of potential future difficulties include:

The requirement to "Conserve Natural Areas." What constitutes
adequate compliance will depend on whether your perspective is from
the environmental or the building community. The available standards in
references are too vague for effective implementation. Specific
standards with clear, strong definitions are needed to aid in the
implementation of this BMP. Without sufficient standards, this will be
difficult to enforce on a consistent basis.

From our experience, your section on Waivers which requires Board
approval for individual projects with unique characteristics requesting
exemptions may result in an overwhelming workload for Board staff.
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This should be rewritten so that the Executive Officer can also authorize
BMP modifications for an individual project or class of projects at the
City level.

Currently the South Gate is requiring BMPs only for the specific area
being modified at redevelopment projects unless the project valuation is
over the pre-existing Public Works threshold of $30,000 in which case
additional BMPs may be required for the entire site. This is consistent
with the previous iteration of the SUSMP guidelines allowing cities to
establish threshold criteria. There is no clear threshold mechanism in the
proposed SUSMPs. We do not believe it is the Board’s intent or even
feasible to require a 10 acre site to undergo a full BMP retrofit if only a
few square feet are being modified. A specific reasonable threshold
should be established to trigger BMP retrofits (either a 50% valuation
change or exceedance of an existing value-based threshold).

The City appreciates how difficult task of developing a workable program can be
and will continue to work with the Board to overcome difficulties as we work
together to reduce pollution in stormwater runoff..

Sincerely,

Director of Public Works/City Engineer
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¯ _ City of South Gate
~

~ CAIJFORNIA AVENLE¯ SOLrI’H GA’TF_ CA 90280-30"75 ¯ (323) E~3-9502
FAX (323) 569-267B

ANDREVV G. PASMANT
~ MANAGER

August 26, 1999

Mr. Denis Dickerson, Executive Officer
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL QUALITY CONTROL BOARD -~ ~;: "--’-
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 ~:.-
LOs Angeles, CA 90013

Subject: The New Munidpal NPDES Permit

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Thank you for discussing the new permit for the municipalities at the July watershed meeting. The new
permit and its potential impact on the cities’ existing operations raised a few concerns.

The Countywide model programs have been the primary documents and guidelines for the cities to
incorporate in their existing protocols for the current permit. The extensive process period for these
models to be developed and approved has brought us to the second half of the permit implementation life

As an active Co-permiuee and member of the Executive Advisory, Subcommittees and the Los Angeles
River Watershed Committee, the City of South Gate has been involved with the challenging development
process. Although the model programs have just recently been approved, the City had an interim plan at
all times. This plan has always been parallel to the existing arafts of these models.

This process could have been more strenuous for the City if the County was not designated as the Principal
Permiuee. Although the individual cities are ultimately responsible for the implementation of the permit in
their jurisdiction, Los Angeles County had established a base line for consistencies between the cities.

The annual fee and the Monitoring Plan elements were also part of the County’s responsibilities. This
eliminated a tremendous fiscal impact for cities.

The City of South Gate would like to request a Permit prescribing the county as the Principal Permittee
with the City as a Co-permittee. The Board should consider the following benefits to the cities:

1. The annual cost will be paid by the County Flood Control, which is allocated by the cities.
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Mr. Denis Dickerson                       -2-                           August 26, 1999

2. The Monitoring Program will be conducted, evaluated and funded by the County as in
previous years. (Cities can contribute if additional funding is necessary).

3. Consistency within the Los Angeles County cities will make implementation easier and
more efficient.

4. The cities will benefit from the continuity of the Countywide Model program.

The new Permit should be written to address the following issues:

¯ Establish a more comprehensive monitoring program, which addresses pollutant(s) of
concern (303d list) and TMDLs.

¯ Establish water quality standards in cooperation with the County.
¯ Evaluate the program to establish baseline date and effectiveness of the best management

practices.

This will provide data and more technical expertise, as well as a solid foundation for the future
development of the permit.

Whether the Board ultimately elects to group cities by SCAGG, COGG or by watershed, the County
should continue as Principal Permittee. Grouping by watershed, which joins cities with common drainage
areas, would make the most sense.

The City of South Gate recognizes lhe importance of the common goal of improving the environment and
its dynamic process. We at the City hope the Board will consider the above-proposed process for
development of the new permit.

Please call James Biery, Director of Public Works, at (323) 563-9537 if you have any questions.

Sincerely, ~

Andrew G. Pasmant
City Manager

AP/JB:lc
l-jbla4

cc: Mayor H. Gonzalez
Vice Mayor H. De La Torre
Council Member B. De Witt
Council Member R. Moriel
Council Member X. Ruvalcaba
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¯ CIT~ COUNCIL DAVID B. BREARLEY
City Attorney

LEONIS C. MALBURG FAX: (626) 330-5818

Mayor
KEVIN WILSON

THOMAS A. YBARRA Director of Community Services & Water
Mayor Pro-Tern IAX: (323) 588-2761

Wm. "BILL" DAVIS KENNETH J. DeDARIO
Councilman Director of Munidpal Utilities

H. "LARRY" GONZALES FAX: (323) 583-1983

Coundlman
DAVE TELFORD

W. MICHAEL McCORMICK Fire Chief
Councilman FAX: (323) 581-1385

CITY HALL
BRUCE V. MALKENHORST BRUCE W. OLSON
City Administrator / City Clerk 4305 SANTA FE AVENUE, VERNON, CALIFORNIA 90058 Police Chief

FAX (323) 581-7924 TELEPHONE (323) 583-8811 FAX: (323) 583-5236

January 14, 2000

VIA FACSIMILE AND
U.S. MAIL

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive officer
California Regional Water Quality

Control Board
Los Angeles Region
i01 Centre-PlazaDrive        ¯ " -
Monterey Park,:CA    91754-2156

Dear Mr. Dickerson: "

The City of Vernon has reviewed the Final Tentative
Draft of the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP)
dated December 17, 1999. As you are aware the City of Vernon is
one of eighty-five co-permittees involved in the Municipal
Stormwater and Urban Runoff Permit issued under Board No. 96-
054(NPDES No. CAS614001). The following are the City’s comments
to the SUSMP.

The Regional Water Quality Control Board is seeking to
approve the SUSMP and incorporate the 0.75" numerical mitigation
measure at its next meeting. The plan as drafted will require
that millions of dollars be spent in order to implement the
strategies outlined in the Mitigation Plan. The city of Vernon
is concerned thatsound technical studies have not been conducted
prior to implementing Best Management Practices (BMPs). The BMPs
have not been provento effectively prevent further impairment of
the beneficial uses of the receiving waters. Thus, the approval
would be based upon inadequate evidence in the record.
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Mr. Dennis Dickerson
January 14, 2000
Page 2

The City of Vernon believes that a receiving water
study should be performed to more effectively understand urban
stormwater and anthropogenic impacts to the receiving water. The
study would identify appropriate monitoring designs to assess
stormwater discharges, receiving water impacts, and effectiveness
of BMPs. Further, the study would identify which pollutants
significantly impair the beneficial uses of the receiving waters.
Until such studies are conducted it would be premature to
implement BMPs that are targeted to remove pollutants without
knowledge of their effect to the receiving waters. The City
believes that millions of dollars should not be spent on BMPs
that remove pollutants that may not impair the beneficial uses of
the receiving waters. Finally, the study must include a baseline
against which to measure the effectiveness of stormwater
pollution mitigation programs.

The City of Vernon believes it is poor public policy to
implement strategies without first determining that the
requirements will have the intended results. The SUSMP outlines
several BMPs to minimize the introduction of pollutants of
concern to the storm water conveyance system. A recently
released document from the Southern California Coastal Water
Research Project reiterates this fact by stating in part t.Best
Management Practices (BMPs) have been and still are, being
applied without regard to whether the change in stormwater
quality will have any meaningful impact on beneficial use
protection. Stormwater managers need to know which BMPs are
effective at reducing loads and concentrations for individual
constituents. Next, managers need to assess what the most
efficient use of BMPs within their watersheds will be whereby the
greatest improvement in stormwater quality is achieved at the
most reasonable cost. Finally, there will need to be an
evaluation if these expenditures on BMPs and improvement in
stormwater quality will promote beneficial use protection.."

Until a thorough study is completed on the
effectiveness of the BMPs, implementation of them could cost
developers millions of dollars on controls that do not protect
the beneficial uses of the receiving waters.

Additionally Section 3 of the SUSMP requires that a
development must be designed so as to minimize, to maximum extent
practicable, the introduction of pollutants of concern that may
result in significant impacts generated from site runoff. The
Board has defined pollutants of concern. However a determination
has not been made as to what concentrations of pollutants
produce a significant impact to beneficial uses, or what the
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Mr. Dennis Dickerson
January 14, 2000
Page 3

maximum extent practical means. Without a comprehensive study to
define these items the permittee has no guideline to determine if
the proposed BMP is adequate or cost effective.

The Clean Water Act and the Porter Cologn Water Quality
Act are designed to protect the beneficial uses of the receiving
water. Nevertheless, the imposition of mandatory treatment,
regardless of pollutant loadings, is inconsistent with these
acts. Vernon also believes that these Acts require that a cost
benefit analysis be conducted prior to imposing mandatory
requirements.

It appears that the SUSMP was revised to incorporate
mainly comments from the environmental community. On the other
hand, the comments of public agencies, such as the City of
Vernon, were, for the most part, disregarded.

The SUSMP has been amended to include two additional
categories into the discretionary projects. The SUSMP now
includes parking lots of 5,000 square feet or more. The addition
of small parking lots virtually requires the SUSMP to be applied
to all development projects which require discretionary approval.
The cost for the implementation of BMPs for such small parcels
may make such parcels non-developable. The requirement of legal
agreements or covenants will also bring the streamlined permit
process that most cities strive for to a standstill.

The City of Vernon, like most cities in Los Angeles
County, is virtually built out. Most new developments that are
constructed within Vernon are infill projects or redevelopment of
existing sites. The infrastructure is virtually complete. The
hydrology and hydraulic calculations that were performed for the
design of the storm drain pipeline systems were based on a
certain time of concentration. Any changes to this time of
concentration could potentially cause flooding. Additionally,
certain BMPs require direct connections into the storm drain
pipeline system. The vast majority of sites do not have storm
drain pipes within their street frontage. These pipeline
systems, in most cases, cannot be extended, making these BMPs
impractical. In such cases, if a numerical mitigation measure of
0.75" is incorporated into the SUSMP, there may not be enough
space available to implement BMPs that will meet SUSMP criteria.

The SUSMP also contains a section on alternative
certification for storm water treatment mitigation. In order to
sign a certification that the plan meets criteria established in
the SUSMP, the professional signing the plan must attend training
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Mr. Dennis Dickerson
January 14, 2000
Page 4

on the design of BMPs. The training must be approved by the
Regional Board Executive officer. The City agrees that training
is appropriate. However, we are concerned that it may take many
years before appropriate curriculum is developed and the required
number of professionals are trained in order to meet the
construction industry demand. This will only serve to slow
development within our community and could have a potentially
detrimental effect on the regional economy.

Finally, the City disagrees with the methodology used
to determine the amount of rainfall to be treated. No scientific
study has been produced that accurately depicts the pollutant
runoff from a site.    How was it determined that the 85th
percentile of a runoff event contains a concentration of a
pollutant of concern that will significantly impact the
environment and not the 86th percentile? Until such a
comprehensive study is conducted the design of BMPs are flawed
and not supported by substantial evidence in the record. Again,
BMPs as proposed by the Board may not produce the appropriate
cost benefit ratio to warrant such a requirement.

The City of Vernon has previously submitted comments on
the proposed SUSMP. Many of those comments are still applicable.
In order to avoid repetition, and in order to assure that Vernon
does not unintentionally waive any issue previously raised, all
comments previously raised by Vernon are hereby incorporated by
reference.

The City of Vernon appreciates the opportunity to
comment on the SUSWMP. We are committed to working with your
staff to reduce pollutants in storm water. However, we must
emphasize that sound scientific studies should be completed prior
to implementing the SUSMP.

Very~/~ i~/~our~ ~.

~mUe~evin Wilson, P.E.~ ~irector of Community Services &
Water

SKW:mc
Enclosure
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DAVID B. BREARLEY
CITY COUNCIL City Attorney

LEONIS C. MALBURG
FAX: (626) 330-5818

Mayor
KEVIN WILSON

THOMAS A. YBARRA Director of Community Services & Water

Mayor Pro-Tern FAX: (323) 588-2761

Wm. "BILL" DAVIS KENNETH J. DeDARIO
Councilman Director of Municipal Utilities

FAX: (323) 583-1983
H. "LARRY" GONZALES

Councilman                                                                                   DAVE TELFORD

W. MICHAEL McCORMICK Fire Chief
Councilman FAX: (323) 581-1385

CITY HALL
BRUCE V. MALKENHORST BRUCE W. OLSON
City Administrator / City Clerk 4305 SANTA FE AVENUE, VERNON, CALIFORNIA 90058 Police Chief

FAX (323) 581-7924 TELEPHONE (323) 583-8811 FAX: (323) 583-5236

September 8, 1999

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Regional Water Quality Control Board -
Los Angeles Region ---:
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200 ~. .._
Los Angeles, CA 90013 -~-~-. :

RE: Standardized Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans

Dear Mr. Dickerson,

We have reviewed the amendments that Regional Board staffproposes to add to the
Standardized Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs) that were submitted by the
County of Los Angeles on behalf of the g5 citie¢ participating in the L~ County
Municipal Stormwater Permit. These amendments are related to treatment controls mad
numerical mitigation measures. We oppose the inclusion of these amendments.

The intent of the Clean Water Act is to prevent the degradation of the beneficial uses of
the receiving waters of the watershed. There is no credible evidence to show that the
treatment control Best Management Practices (BMPs) proposed in the amendment to the
SUSMPs will improve the beneficial uses of the receiving waters. Not only is there
insufficient data on exactly which pollutants are causing impairments in the beneficial
uses of the receiving waters, we are aware of no scientific study on the real world
effectiveness of many of the approved BMPs. It is inappropriate to blindly mandate the
use of costly structural treatment systems without properly identifying the cost benefit of
these systems.

R0069182
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Numerical mitigation measures, in the form of required rainfall capture standards, have
no basis in the actual preservation of the beneficial uses of receiving waters. These
numerical standards are derived from hydraulic standards used in storm drain design and
are unrelated to actual pollutant loads. There is no evidence to suggest that processing
85% of stormwater runoff through some sort of treatment BMP will result in a
quantifiable reduction in the impairment of the beneficial uses of the receiving waters.
As noted above, the treatment control BMPs offered in the SUSMPs have not been
shown to be effective in any meaningful way.

We are not alone in this opinion. A recently released document from the Southern
California Coastal Water Research Project (SCCWRP) reiterates our position by stating:

Best Management Practices (BMPs) have been, and still are, being .
applied without regard to whether the change in stormwater quality will
have any meaningful impact on beneficial use protection. Stormwater
managers need to know which BMPs are effective at reducing loads and
concentrations for individual constituents. Next, managers need to
assess what the most efficient use of BMPs within their watersheds will
be whereby the greatest improvement in stormwater quality is achieved at
the most reasonable cost. Finally, there will need to be an evaluation if
these expenditures on BMPs and improvement in stormwater quality will
promote beneficial use protection.

The notice of public hearing infers on page 2 that numerical mitigation measures are
intended to "..facilitate the development of BMP design criteria." This statement
indicates that your agency understands that the BMPs offered have not been sufficiently
developed with regard to design details, not to mention effectiveness issues. For
instance, by placing a requirement for 0.75 inch of stormwater in a 24-hour period to be
treated, the developer is faced with insufficient information upon which to base a design.
Should the treatment facility be sized for the full volume of water averaged over the
entire 24 hour period or should the facility be sized to accommodate the entire 0.75 inch
over a one or two hour period? How will the variation in flow rates affect the efficacy of
the BMP? Since the exact pollutants of concern have not been identified, how will a
developer know what contaminal~ts are required to be removed from the runoff?.

Further, the requirement of treatment control BMPs on non-industrial sites is inconsistent
with the Regional Board’s lack of such requirement for sites covered under the General
Industrial stormwater permit. Why should a small restaurant be held to a higher standard
than a large industrial facility?

In short, it is improper to mandate the use of treatment control BMPs without first
identifying the cost benefits of these requirements. We have no problem in mandating
source control and other proven structural BMPs, such as spill containment and covering
trash areas. However, the proposed amendments to the SUSMPs are unacceptable.

R0069183
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We should instead heed the thoughtful advice from SCCWRP and study the actual
pollutants of concern that affect the beneficial uses of the receiving waters. We are all in
favor of reducing pollutants in stormwater; the challenge is to do so without causing
undue economic disruption. Our policies must not only be effective in an environmental
sense, they must also provide the greatest environmental benefit at the lowest cost. To
some, these competing aims seem to be impossible to reconcile. However, with a sound
scientific approach, we can define the problem in such a way that we can achieve the
greatest environmental benefit possible with the limited finds available.

If you have any questions please call me at 323-583-8811.

Very m 117 yours,

.~~;1 Kevin Wilson, P.E., L.S.

Director of Community Services and Water

cc: City Attorney

R0069184
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Department
Division

January 11, 2000

Mr. Dennis Dickerson, ExecutorDirectot
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013-1105

RE: STANDARD UBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

We have reviewed the proposed Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan as revised
and dated December 7, 1999 and have comments on the plan. Rather than provide you
with a separate compilation of comments, we refer you to the attached letter, which was
sent to you on January 5, 2000 from Rufus C. Young, Jr. of Burke, Williams & Sorensen,
LLP. Our comments generally conform to those contained in that letter.

If you have any questions on this matter, please contact me at (626) 814-8422.

W. Collier
Services Director

JWC:TMM :ct:Doc2000-503

R0069185
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[:STY I::OI.INI:IL Dennis Dickerso~ Executive Director
Regional ~Water Quality Control Boardjo.x H~u.~.~ 320 W. 4~’ Street, Suite 200Mayor
Los Angeles, CA 90013

J E~F’RIE~Y
Mayor Pro Tempor¢

s,~. O~’,~.Lo Dear Mr. Dickerson:Cow~cilmembcr

c,,~,ca,,,,~,~. I am proud to share with you the news that the City Council of the City of West
sr~,,~ M~rr~-~ Hollywood r~cenfly passed a resolution I authored that supports design standards
Co~,,~,r~, that reduce runoff from new and redevelopment sites and tit3’ propert3’ in the Ci~"

of West Holly~’ood.

The City of West Hollywood has always been at the forefi:ont of prote~ng the
environment. The adopt, d standards require water quali~’ treatment or
infiltration onsite of 100% of the runoff generated by the first three-quarters of
inch of rain to prevent polluted runoff from traveling to the ocean. These
standards were developed with help and support fi’om Heal the Bay, an
environmental organization dedicated to making Southern California’s coastal
waters safe for people and marine life.

I encourage all Southern California cities to adopt these envixonmentally sound
standards. Our City has takea’a the lead in the battle to reduce arbart runoff. It is
now time for the incorporated portions of Los Angeles Coun~ to adopt these
standards so that all cities in the county vail conform to the standards that
sigaificanfly reduce urban runoff.

If you have any questions please feel free to contact my deputy Scott Svor~kin at
(323) 8a8-6315.

Paul Koretz
Councilmember



Standard Urban Stormwatzr Mitigation Plan
Page 2 of 3

¯ If approved, the numeric limits would require cities to impose upon 7
types of new developments costly structural controls
(infiltration/detention basins or similar devices, oil/water separators,
vegetative swales, catch basin inserts, pervious materials, or a
combination thereof). These controls will be imposed without reason
if they are needed or if they would be effective or necessary for
protecting a beneficial use of receiving water.

¯ The structural controls required to meet a numeric retention/treatment
limit would require a high degree of maintenance, which cities would
be responsible for enforcing and if not properly maintained, could
become sources of pollution rather than mitigating pollution.

¯ The numeric limits constitute a state mandate that is not funded and
has not been evaluated for cost-effectiveness as required under
California law.

¯ The numeric limits now being considered were not based on science
or engineering, but on a negotiated agreement, and are therefore
arbitrary.

¯ The structural controls necessitated by numeric limits would be
required without regard to siting factors (soil conditions and other
environmental considerations).

¯ The use of some structural controls such as detention basins/ponds
and vegetative buffers are even more undesirable because they reduce
the amount of developable area.

¯ Cities and developers have little experience in the use of
detention/treatment structural controls. The fact that the SUSMP
would require their immediate imposition mr.), impose a danger that
such controls could be mis-prescribed, as has happened in other parts
of the country.

The NPDES municipal permit Executive Advisory Committee (EAC) has
also taken a position against numeric limits.

The City is aware that the regional board is under pressure to approve the
Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans because the permit
required approval by July 30, 1999. Since there are problems associated
with numeric limits, their absence in the SUSMPs would be in the best
interest of the City of Whittier and other cities. This subject matter could
be reopened for evaluation during the discussion of the next municipal
NPDES.

R0069187
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In the future, regional board staff should provide cities sufficient time to
allow the Council of Govemments (COG) to review and comment on
NPDES permit issues with a significant cost impact. The COG meets
monthly and 30 days notice is not enough time for member cities to take
action on such important issues. As you know, this was an issue raised by
the City of Long Beach in its writ of mandate complaint against the
regional board.

And as you may also be aware, two years ago the Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG) petitioned the State Water
Resources Control Board to involve it and its sub-regional COG in the
discussion of NTDES permit matters. This action was taken because
storm water management is an important regional planning issue that
demands the involvement of SCAG.

Sincerely,

JGN:GN
(Admin: LARWQCB - S~ndard Urban Stormwater Miligation Plan)

R0069188



City of Whittier .
13230 Penn street, whittier, California 90602-1772 . _ r._~..~ f,~ ... -:.
(562) 464-3301

! ;~j+! tr. -,, , :.~,~ ..........

.......... :.-L::,., r,.’-GlO’~+

Greg Nordbak            September 14, 1999
Mayor

0av~ O. ~ter Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Mayor Pro Tern Executive Officer

California Regional Water Quality

Bob L. Henderson Control Board - Los Angeles Region
Counc, Member 320 W. 4th Street Suite 200

Los Angeles, CA 90013

Janet R. Henke Dear Mr. Dickerson:
Council Member

Subject: Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan
¯qan R Zolnekoff
,mncil Member The City of Whittier (City) is concerned that the regional board will be

considering incorporating numeric limits into the Standard Urban
Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) at its September 16, 1999 meeting.

~ ~masG. Mauk The numeric limits proposed by regional board staff are aimed at
city Manager retaining and/or treating .75" of storm water during a 24-hour storm event

from seven (7) categories of new developments. The City opposes
numeric limits for the following reasons:

The N-PDES permit contains no language that requires cities to
retain/treat any volume of storm water runoff from new
developments.

¯ No other municipal permit in California requires a numeric limit for
the retention or treatment of storm water runoff.

¯ Although other counties in California, such as Alameda and Ventura,
require post-construction controls for new developments, they also
allow cities broad discretion in determining which types of projects
and structural controls to impose on developers.

¯ Although the City of Santa Monica has required numeric limits on
retaining/treating storm water runoff through rigid runoff coefficients,
its experience with developers has proven that such requirements are
difficult to meet.

R0069189
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Adminbtrstive Record: SWRCBIOCC Files A-1280, A-1280(a), A-1280 (b)

VOLUME 06

Item Date                           Document
1 04/02/99 Alameda County Urban Runoff Clean Water Program- Stormwater Inlet Insert

Devices Literature Review
2 01/20100 California Coastal Commission- State of California Resources Agency
3 01/10/00 California Coastal Commission- State of California Resources Agency
4 12/17/99 California Regional Water Quality Control Board Los Angeles Region
5 12/07/99 California Regional Water Quality Control Board Los Angeles Region
6 01114100 California Stormwater Quality Task Force
7 01/11/00 Center for Watershed Protection
8 09115199 County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors
9 01/11/00 County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works
10 12/28/99 County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works
11 08/12/99 County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works
12 07/21/99 County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works
13 07/12100 County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works
14 06117/99 County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works ~

15 01/17/00 County of Venturn Public Works Agency- Email regarding comment letter:6n
SUSMP

16 01/14/00 County of Ventura Public Works
17 08/11/99 Los Angeles County Urban Runoff and Stormwater NPDES Permit Standard

Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan
18 09/15/99 San Gabriel Basin Water Master
19 09/14/99 San Gabriel Basin Water Quality Authority
20 12/16/99 San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments
21 12/16/99 Santa Monica Mountain Conservancy State of California Resources Agency

22 12/20/99 South Bay Cities Council of Governments
23 01/21100 Southern California Association of Governments
24 01/18100 Southern California Association of Governments- Meeting of the Water Quality

Task Force
25 01106100 Southern California Association of Governments
26 12/14/99 Southern California Association of Governments
27 10/19/99 Southern California Association of Governments- Meeting of the Water Quality

Task Force
28 01/13/00 USEPA- Region IX
29 01/14/00 Ventura Countywide Stormwater Quality Management Program

30 09/13/99 Ventura Countywide Stormwater Quality Management Program

R0069191
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Prepared for
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SECTION  O                               Methods

All known manufacturer/vendors of inlet insert devices were contacted by telephone and/or fax
and asked for information on cost and effectiveness of their devices. The nature of this literature
review was explained to the vendors and any possible leads for scientific studies were requested.
All leads were followed up with phone calls. In addition, all readily available stormwater BMP
studies and databases were reviewed for relevance. The manufacturers used in this review, and
the contact names and phone numbers are given in Table 1. A complete list of the material
reviewed is included in the last section of this report.

Table 1. Manufacturer/Vendor Contacts

Manufacturer Contact Phone Number
AbTech Industries Lynne L’Esperance 800 545-8999
Aqua Treatment Systems Paul Geisert 206 343-5221
Best Management Technologies Rod Butler 888 237-8648
Builders Environmental Marketing Jon Dougal 510 532-8554
Enviro-Drain Jim Hutter 800 820-1953
EP International Udo Jaehrling 305 892-0325
Foss Environmental Services John Macpherson 206 768-1451
KriStar Enterprises Rebecca Eccles 800 579-8819
Revel Environmental Marketing Kevin Chandler 510 706-8115



SECTIONTH EE Findings and Discussion

In this section the construction and target pollutants for each unit are described, the manufacturer
claims and the available supporting evidence are outlined, the scientific studies and their findings
are summarized, anid the estimated costs for each unit are given.

3.1 CONSTRUCTION AND TARGET POLLUTANTS
The construction of the devices reviewed are summarized below. Several of the devices are
similar in their construction and are grouped together in the following discussion.

3.1.1 Bag Filter Inserts

The StreamGuard (Toss Environmental) and the Storm Watch (Builders Environmental
Marketing) consist of a geotextile bag with an adapter fabric (called skirt or boot depending on
the manufacturer). The bag is inserted in the catch basin, and the adapter fabric is placed under
the grate to direct the stormwater into the insert. The geotextile bag absorbs oil and retains
sediment, as it flows through the insert. Floating oil and grease are also absorbed by the media,
and sediment is collected in the bottom. The StreamGuard offers three types of inserts: for oil
and sediments (with oil-absorbent polypropylene filters in the bottom), for sediment only, and for
floatables and debris. The Storm Watch offers oil and sediment, and sediment only inserts. The
Gullywasher Geotextile Catch Basin Insert (Aqua Treatment Systems) has the same mechanism of
pollutant removal as the StreamGuard and Storm Watch, but is supported by a stainless steel
funnel. The bag can be removed, emptied and/or backflushed, and reinstalled. Units are available
for oil and sediment, and for sediment only control (Figure 1).

Ultra-Urban Filter with OARS OnBoard (AbTech Industries) units consist of OARS polymer oil-
sorbing filter media packaged into filter canisters, bags, blankets, or booms that are deployed in
catch basins. Stormwater flows through the unit, coming into contact with the oil sorbing media.
The units can also be equipped with a basket for capturing sediment and debris (Figure 1).

3.1.2 Basket Filter Inserts

The Gullywasher basket (Aqua Treatment Systems), Fossil Filter (KriStar Enterprises) and the
SIFT Filter (Revel Environmental Marketing), units consist of various configurations of a basket
filled with a single filter media (Figure 2). The Gullywasher baskets are available with oil-
absorbent pillows constructed of either an oil-selective polymer or a cellulose filter media,
screens, and bag filters for sediment soil and debris, or specialty media for site specific pollutants.
The Fossil Filter is available with alumina silic~ite filter media and/or with a silt basin and a heavy
metals filter skirt. The SIFT Filter is available with alumina silicate filter media. In each case, the
unit is suspended below the inlet by a support frame, which also directs water into the filter
basket. The water passes through the filter media before being discharged.

R00691953.1.3 Tray Filter Inserts

The Enviro-Drain (Enviro-Drain) is a multi-tray inlet insert, which is available in a variety of
configurations (Figure 3). Up to four trays filled with various filter media can be stacked on top
of each other. The stormwater flows through the filters, and is discharged through the bottom.
Typically the top tray is screened to capture large material while subsequent trays may hold
&~ ;tether Woodward~’lyde                        ":"~O~ECTS~’UED*,~SE~TS~,~.~.A~,,0~OO,~ 3-1



SECTIONTH] E                     Findings and Discussion

Absorbent W, a wood fiber filter material intended to remove hydrocarbons; or activated carbon,
intended to "neutralize fertilizers, pesticides and trap sediments and heavy metals" (Enviro-Drain
literature).

.

¯ ’ Double stitching

I’qon woven needle punc:hecJ
potyptopylene geotextile

(a) Aqua Treatment Systems Oullywasher Geotextile Catch Basin Insert

. Lateral by-pass to

l
modules :

mounting
pla{e

23.00

Sediment and
debds basket

’,S® Smart Sponge"
hydrocarbon filtration
media

(b) AbTech Industries Ultra-Urban Filter with OARS OnBoard

Figure 1. Bag Fiher Inserts

R0060106

I1~ Gr:;_-_;; Wood~id Clyde
H: ~PROJECTS~LAMEDA~INSE RTS~NLET2. DOCk2. ApR.~941020ND~OAK 3-2



SECTIONTH] E Findings and Discussion

Figure 2. Basket Filter Inserts -- KriStar Enterprises Fossil Filter

Figure 3. Tray Filter Inserts -- Enviro-Drain R0069197



SECTIONTH] E Findings and elscussion
3.1.4 Cartridge Inserts

The Hydro-Cartridge (EP International) is a bi-directional fiberplastic cartridge which is available
with or without oil-sorbing polymer fill pads (Figure 4). Stormwater is funneled into the center of
cartridge and is forced up in both sides of the funnel once it reaches the bottom of the cartridge.
Water flows out through the two side openings, where it spills out into the catch basin.

The BMT Storm Clenz Filter is an industrial plastic cartridge with cellulose filter media attached
by stainless steel quick release clamps. As water enters the unit, sediment settles in the cartridge,
and floating petroleum products are captured by the cellulose media.

The unit construction and target pollutants for each device are summarized in Table 2.

Figure4. Cartridge Filterlnsen--EPlnternational Hydro-Cartridge
R00~I~8
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SECTIONTH]~E Findings and Discussion

Table 2. Construction and Target Pollutants of Inlet Insert Devices

Device Manufacturer Construction Target Pollutants
BMT Storm Best Management Industrial plastic cartridge withSediment and petroleum
Clenz Filter Technologies cellulose filter media, hydrocarbons
Env~ro-Dram Envaro-Drain Multi-tray stainless steel unit Petroleum hy~i~’~s’i .......

available with or wSth. out oil-sorbingand/or other organics,
wood fiber filter material (Absorbentand/or sediments, and/or
WTM) and/or activated carbon, heavy metals and/or

fertilizers and pesticides
and/or debris

Fossd Fdter KriStar Plastic filter troughs containing    Petroleum i~;~i~~’~ ........
Enterprises alumina silicate. Also available with and/or silt and debris

silt basin and heavy metal filter skirt, and/or heavy metals
~’fiiig:~;~i: ............X~i~’~"~:~’gi .......Vi~i:i.~.~i.g~i.;~gi:g..g;~.~i~..i~i~..i~gg.~/g....i;g~i:gi~.~..~i:a;~.g~ggg.g. ........
basket Systems available vdth different filter media, and/or sediments and/or

including oil selective pol)raer ordebris
cellulose, and specific pollutant
filters.

-~’;;iig~;~i~ ............X~i~’~"~:V~’gi .......X"~’~;~:~ii~"i;~"~’~i"g"~ii’~’~’~’ii’"’g’g~i~’~g~’g"~’dd; ........................
geotextile bag -Systems basin and supported by a stainlesspetroleum hydrocarbons

steel funnel. Available \\ith or
without oil absorbent pillow.

’i:i~l-;~:~’~i~’"i~’i~"i~i~;~i~;~’i .......ii’i:~iii:~’~i~;~i’~’~"~’~i’l’~i~i~ ............g~’~"~i"i;~i’~;i~ .........
v, sth or without oil-sorbing pobaner hydrocarbons
fill pads (Rubberizerrra).

SIFT Fdter Revel Galvanized zinc-coated frame with Petrole~ ~:~~~ ........
Environmental alumina silicate filter material
Marketing (XSORB® Select).

-~-t~,~"~i’~f~" .........."fi’&’iia’~;g .........................X.~i~..~.~.~.~.~..~..~.H.~i~.~....g~.~i...~.~.~.;..p..d~.~.i~.~...
Environmental basin and supported by an adapter hydrocarbons
Marketing fabric. Available with or without oil

sorbent filter pack.

StreamGuard Foss A mesh or geotextile bag inserted in Petroleum ~’~~~i .......
Environmental the catch basin and supported by an and/or sediments, or trash
Services adapter fabric. Available with or    and debris

\~thout oil absorbent pillow.

0ii’;~"O~i~ .............Xi~’g~i;"fg~i;’;~ii:i~~"i~]ii’g~"~i~(g~:~"i~g~"’i;i~gi’~i"~’~ ...........i~g~;~’i~’gg"i;~:~i’~;~~~i~&’~ ........
Filter with booms containing oil-sorbing and/or sediments and
OARS OnBoard material, available with sedimcnt and debris

debris basket.
R0069199



SECTIONT E                     Findings and Discussion

3.2 MANUFACTURER CLAIMS
Some manufacturers make specific claims for their products in marketing literature which range
from vague (i.e., "will trap sediment and remove some oil from water") to specific (i.e., "can
effectively eliminate 99.4% of contamination by oil and all other petroleum-based products"). In
many cases these claims are not substantiated by readily available material. Manufacturer claims
and supporting material are summarized in Table 3.

In no case were specific claims substantiated by adequate available supporting documentation. A
demonstration of OARS appeared to remove free product, however, no laboratory reports were
available which quantified the efficiency of this removal process. In addition, what little
information could be gleaned about how manufacturer tests were carried out did not indicate that
tests replicated the conditions likely to be found in actual installations. Therefore, manufacturer
claims were not used to evaluate removal efficiencies for any inlet insert device.

R0069200
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SECTION THREE                      FI.ndlngs and Discussion

Table 3.     Manufacturer Claims and Supporting Material

Device Manufacturer Manufacturer Claims Supporting Material
BMT Storm Best "It is capable of absorbing five No additional information was
Clenz Filter Management times its weight in available.

Technologies hydrocarbons"

’~~;D~~ ..........i~k~i;~:~;~i~ ............=i~ ..........: ...........................................................................................: .......................: .................ollutlon Removal Rate: Up to A lab report wtthout quahty
97%" control data was obtained,

however, the study description
was not available.

-~:.
.......: .......: ..........................:. ..................................= .........................: ...................................................................................: ......:......: ........................ossd Fdter KriStar Removes off and grease from A lab report which indicates

Enterprises ~vater flo~ entering the drain"55.0% and 53.6% removal ofoil
and grease at "low" and "high"
concentrations respectively.

"6"fiii~’~i~g;: ............X~fi’~;"~’iG~’gV’~;"g~’g~’ig’~"fi’~i~i .............................................................................................................
basket Systems

’~’fiii~i~:.;~i~ ............X~’;;"~’;~gi’""~i~;"~ii~’~"~i’g~i .............................................................................................................
geote~ile bag Systems

Hydro-Cartridge EP International "Over 90% pollution control" ~e l~~:~’~~~~’~"~j~
based on letter from GM. Selby judgment was not available.
& Associates to Geoteclmical
Marine Corporation.

SIFT Filter Revel ¯ "Can effectively eliminate    A la~~"~’~’~"~ii~; .............
Environmental 99.4% of contamination by oil control data was obtained;
Marketing and all other petroleum-based however, the study description

products" based on a lab report, was not available.
................................................. : ..................................;7"’"’: .......................: .................................................". .....................................................................Storm Watch Builders Wdl trap sediment and remove This statement appears to be

Environmental some oil from water" based on lab data for Foss
Marketing StreamGuard unit. which is

similar in construction.

StreamGuard Foss Test summaries indicate Test \~as p~rt ~~"l~ii~’~-~i~ ...........
Environmental removal efficiencies of 68% to study. The original laboratory
Services 82.5% for oil and grease, and reports were not available.

99.6% for total solids.
’i3i~;~ij~i~ .............~i~=~i; ........................::~~;~~i~;~~ii~~:~= ........................~::::=;:~;"-::-:=:; ...............
Filter with Industries hydrocarbons floating on the water was obsetwed in demo.
OARS OnBoard water surface" based on studies Technical notes on four studies

using free product, were provided, including a

"’Oil and grease removal ranged summary of the methodology
from 78 % to 87%. averaging and results. Original iaboratoc,
83%"                       reports \vere not available.

R0069201
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SECTIONTHREE Findings and Discussion

3.3 SCIENTIFIC STUDIES
Only four complete scientific studies which evaluated the effectiveness of specific inlet insert
devices were unearthed. Scientific studies for each device are referenced in Table 4.

Table 4. Scientific Studies of Inlet Insert Devices

Device                 Manufacturer                 Studies/Laboratory TestsI

BMT Storm Clenz Filter Best Management Technologies None

-i~a~;~6f~ ..................................i~~;g-iS;~ia----r .............................................~~i~Ti~g~aiei~i~Ti~~i .................
l~;];iiisi)ig ....................................-~g;-gag~a-~g .......................................~-i~bii~ig~igTg~ ...........

tested by WCC, UCLA, and Psomas
& Associates, 1998.

~i~-~aie~i~5~i~~i .................
......................... ........................................................................

 i aeaaaa ; .......................... ............................................... .......................................................................
..................... "~’gYgi;’i~’a’~;’.~g’;~ ..........................................."~e’i"~i~’E~"£;i-i;~;~"g ..................

Associates, 1998.
SIFT Filter Revel Env, ronmental Marketing None. Similar filer gg~~’~lg~; ......

WCC, UCLA, and Psomas &
Associates, 1998.

Storm Watch Builders Environmental Marketing Similar to Str~;~;aa~~gg ...............
g~;;~~ii;;a .................................i~;~;i~i;;~;;~~~i~g; .................R;~eTi~g~aie~iiUi~~i .................
1. WCC - Woodward Clyde Consultants

ICBIC - Interagency Catch Basin Insert Co=mnittee
LWA - LarD. Walker Associates
UCLA - University of California, Los Angeles

The Gull)washer basket (Aqua Treatment Systems), StreamGuard (Foss Environmental), and the
Enviro-Drain (Enviro-Drain) units were compared in two studies completed by ICBIC (1995),
and WCC (1996). The Storm Watch insert is similar to the StreamGuard insert, however, it has
not been specifically tested. A study of the Fossil Filter unit (KriStar Enterprises) was recently
completed by LWA (1998). Several catch basin retrofits were compared in a study recently
completed by WCC, UCLA~ and Psomas & Associates (1998). This study includes tests ofthe
OARS unit (AbTech Industries) and tests of an alumina silicate filter media, similar to the filter
media used in the Fossil Filter (KriStar Enterprises) and SIFT filter (Revel Environmental
marketing) units. The results of these four studies are summarized and compared below in the
following text and in Table 5.



SECTIONTH] EE Findings and Discussion

3.3.1 Evaluation of Commercially-Available Catch Basin Inserts for the
Treatment of Stormwater Runoff from Developed Sites, ICBIC, 1995

¯ Study Design: Inlet inserts were bench-tested in new condition. Then the units were installed
in the field and subjected to a real-life conditioning period, aider which they were removed
from the field for follow up bench testing. The devices drained areas ranging from 0.30 to
0.73 acres. The study also included analyses of the weight and material captured in the inserts
while installed in the field.

¯ Sediment: With inflow TSS concentrations ranging from 52 mg/L to 157 mg/L the inserts
tested generally did not reduce the concentration of fine sediment (less than 60 gm in
diameter) by more than 20 mg/L. The Enviro-Drain unit had TSS reductions ranging from -
25% (influent TSS 114 rag/L) to +28% (influent TSS 140 rag/L). The Gullywasher had TSS
reductions ranging from -41% (influent TSS 52 mg/L) to +15% (influent TSS 130 rag/L).
The StreamGuard had TSS reductions ranging from -15% (influent TSS 110 rag/L) to +25%
(influent TSS 86 rag/L). Although the study was not designed to evaluate removal of coarse
sediment, visual observations and panicle size distributions indicate that inserts do in fact
capture these materials. The ability of the inserts to retain trapped sediment appears to be
compromised by washout of previously trapped sediment.

¯ Petroleum Hydrocarbons: The inserts varied in their ability to remove petroleum
hydrocarbons. Removal rates for inserts in new condition ranged from 30% to 90% when
exposed to oil concentrations near the high end for urban runoff(34-85 mg/L). For most
configurations tested, performance dropped offrapidly with use. The StreamGuard unit was
able to reduce oil and grease concentrations below 10 mg/L when new, however, the overall
removal may be less than observed in the bench tests because it appears that oil previously
captured gravitationally is washed out during subsequent large storms. The Enviro-Drain unit
provided some oil and grease removal when in new condition but was unable to reduce
concentrations to below 10 mg/L. The Gullywasher basket units maintained a removal
capacity of around 35% for oil and grease concentrations ranging from 34 mg/L to 85 m~,~.

¯ Metals: There was no discernible removal of the total or dissolved fraction of copper, lead,
and zinc in any of the units studied.

¯ Maintenance: The maintenance cycle was limited more by clogging ofthe filter surface or
screens than by actual oil saturation &the absorbent. Units configured for sediment and
debris removal may need to be cleaned more frequently than once every three months. Using
a target efficiency of 50% removal, and an effluent objective of 10 mg/L of oil and grease, the
maintenance interval for these devices ranged from after nearly every rainfall event (1/2 to 3/4
inch) to after five or more inches of rain. Wood fiber absorbent contributed to the blinding of
the screen. In addition, wood fiber becomes saturated and decomposes limiting the field life
to one or two months.
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3.3.2 Parking Lot Monitoring Report, WCC, 1996
* Study Design: Inlet inserts were installed in storm drain inlets in a parking lot. The devices

drained areas that ranged from 0.34 to 2.50 acres. Stormwater runoffand outlet samples
were collected onsite. Water that bypassed the filter was also collected.

¯ Sediment: A substantial amount of overflow from the inlet filters was observed by field crews
during the first storm sampling event. Aider the storm, the inlet filters were clogged with fine
sediments, leaves, and pine needles. As a result, it is unclear how much of the runoff was
actually treated by the inlet filters.

¯ Petroleum Hydrocarbons: The filters appeared to be effective at removing hydrocarbons from
the stormwater, however, the post-inlet sampling method may have artificially reduced the
hydrocarbon concentrations found. All observed concentrations, both inlet and outlet were
less than 10 mg/L for TPH.

¯ Metals: Total concentrations of copper, lead, and zinc were higher aider passing through the
inlet insert devices tested for the first storm event with one exception (lead concentration
decreased 10% in the Enviro-Drain unit). In the second storm event concentrations of
copper, lead, and zinc decreased by 7%, 75%, and -9% respectively. Dissolved
concentrations of copper, lead, and zinc were the same or higher after passing through the
inlet insert devices tested for both storm events. The sample size (two events) is too small to
draw any conclusions regarding these data.

¯ Maintenance: Observations suggest that clogging-and subsequent bypassing significantly limit
the effectiveness of the units in removing metals. Overall, however, the problems with
clogging and resultant flooding indicate that these filters did not perform well as tested,
limiting the overall effectiveness of the units for these purposes.

3.3.3 NDMP Inlet/In.line Control Measure Study Report 1997-98, LWA, 1998
¯ Study Design: A Fossil Filter was installed in a storm drain inlet draining approximately l

acre of a parking lot. Stormwater runoff and outlet samples were collected onsite.
¯ Sediment: The Fossil Filter consistently.reduced sediment load for the three events sampled.

TSS concentrations decreased by 40% on average for concentrations between 25 mg/L and 47
mg/U

¯ Petroleum Hydrocarbons: TPH-diesel concentrations decreased by 50% on average (n=2) for
concentrations less than 1 mg/U The small number of samples makes it difficult to generalize
from this observed reduction.

¯ Metals: Total copper and total lead concentrations were reduced by 28% and 33% on
average (n=3). Inlet copper concentrations ranged from 5.2 l~g/L to 15 l~g/L and inlet lead
concentrations ranged from 2.2 I~g/L to 3.3 pg/L. Dissolved zinc concentrations were
reduced 13% on average, however, reductions were not consistent among the three samples
taken. Dissolved zinc concentrations fell from 50 ~g/L to 16 ~g/L for one storm exent and
rose from 35 ~g/L and 59 l~g/L to 46 pg/L and 63 ~jL respectively in the other two events
sampled.
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¯ Maintenance: Flow bypassed the Fossil Filter in those storm events generating above 0.05
inches of rainfall per hour. Filter media had to be replaced before each monitoring event due
to debris buildup. Ifgradin8 is uneven around the inlet, bypass flows are more likely to occur
as water preferentially flows to the filter from one direction.

3.3.4 Santa Monica Bay Area Municipal Storm WaterlUrban Runoff Pilot
Project-Evaluation of Potential Catchbasin Retrofits, WCC, UCLA, and
Psomas and Associates, 1998

¯ Study Design: This testing program used full scale simulations, bench scale tests, and shake
tests, to determine removal efficiencies of the OA_,KS polymer (AbTech) and alumina silicate
media (similar to the filter media used in the SIFT Filter and Fossil Filter). In all t~ee
laboratory tests controlled flow of water with known concentrations of used motor oil were
passed through the filter media. Water with used motor oil was shaken to create emulsified
oil and grease for the shake tests.

¯ Sediment: Not "studied.

¯ Petroleum Hydrocarbons: The OARS polymer had oil and grease removal efficiencies of 83%
and 74% in full scale simulations and up to 91% in bench scale tests. However, the OARS
polymer only had a 3% removal efficiency for emulsified oil and grease (intluent concentration
of 20 mg/L) in the shake test. The alumina silicate media removed up to 91’/, ofoil and
grease in full scale simulations and up to 86% in bench scale tests. The alumina silicate media
had a 0% removal efficiency for emulsified oil and grease (irffluent concentration of 20 mg/L)
in the shake test.

This study only reported the average removal efficiencies. The laboratory reports were not
available for this literature review.

¯ Metals: Not studied.
¯ Maintenance: The study indicated that the sorbent breakthrough time depends on several

factors, including mass of oil applied (flow and concentration), mass of sorbent, and packing
density. No other information regarding maintenance was included.

These studies suggest that while some inlet insert devices may reduce petroleum hydrocarbon
concentrations, they also have high maintenance requirements. If a particular installation is not
properly maintained, at best the insert will fail to remove additional pollutants, and at worst it will
reintroduce previously captured pollutants.
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Table 5.     Summarized Results of Studies

Device            Sediment Findings          Petroleum Hydrocarbon Findings Metals Findings                    Maintenance

Evaluation of Commercially-Available Catch Basin Inserts for the Treatment of Stormwater Runoff from Developed Sites.

w/screen & I-2 trays -25% to +28%. condition but unable to reducc and zinc. by clogging oftbe filter
of Absorbenl WTM & concentrations to < ! 0 mg/L. surface or screens.
0-1 of GAC

w/we Absorbent WTM -41% to + 15%. 35%. and zinc. by clogging filter surface.

w/oii-sorbing strips -15% to +25%.             mg/L when in new condition,       and zinc.                          by clogging filtcr surface.

Parking Lot Monitoring Report                                                                                             ’

w/screen & 2 trays of observed. 0.6 mg/L. copper, lead, nickel or zinc. by leaves and pine
Absorbent WTM

ne~lles.
"’~;i’i.~:~;~’i~’~’i~;i~ .......6;’~’i~’i~i’~’~"~:~i;~’i~’~ .......~’~i:i’"~i~i~’~’~"i~:~’~"’i’i’:~"~"~; ............~’~"~i’~ii~i~"~:~;~;~i"~’~i~:~’i~’i;~" ..........."~"~’~i~’F~i’i~:’~’~’~’~l" ...........
w/Absorl~nt WTM obscrved. 0.82 mg/L. copper, lead, nickel or zinc. clogging of thc unit.

"’gi~:~;;~:~i ......................i~;~.i~.i~.~.~.~..~.~i;~.i~.~.~.....~.~.i~.fi.~i;~i.~;~..i~./~]..~..~ ............~’$~ii~i~"~:~;~i"~i~’~:~i;~" ........... "~"i~’i~";i~’~"6i~’~" .........
w/oil-sorbing strips observed. 0.73 mg/L. copper, lead, nickel or zinc. bag broke during a storm.
NDMP Inlet/In-line Control Measure Study Report 1997-9#

"’i~’ii"i~i’i~’;" ........................:fgg~-~iG~i~"~P~ib~~~ ............~Pf~-~i~~i"~~~~iG~"G~~6~)o"~~ ...........X~i~6~G~;i"~~PGF~G"~~~"~i~ ........~~~i;E;~~86~~i;~ ....
~v/alumina silicate average for concs betw~n 25 average for cones below I mg/LI~g/L to 15 pg/L; 33% for Pb from 2.2 before each event due to
media mg/L and 47 mg/L (n=3). (n=2). p.g/L to 3.3 l~g/L; & 13% for diss Zn. debris buildup.

Santa Monica Bay Area Municipal Storm Water/Urban Runoff Pilot Project-Evaluation of Potential Catchbasins Retrofits

and 74% in full scale simulations, conducted.
"’Xi’~’~’i~"~i’ii’~i~ ...............~i"~’~i’~dl ......... ~ ........i ..........~"~:~’i~’~’~;~i"~i~’~:’~"’~’i’~’~’~""’"’~’~’~i~’i ....................................................................~Gi~i~i~k~~;,;~i-6 ...................
media (SIFT Filter ~ full scale simulation, conducted.
and Fossil Filtcr)

o
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3.4 ESTIMATED COSTS
Inlet insert devices,must be periodically maintained and replaced. Some geotextile bag units
(StreamGuard and Storm Watch) are single use devices while other units depend on replaceable
filter media and/or hydrocarbon-sorbing material to remove pollutants. The useful life of the
geotextile bag units depends on sediment and debris loads while the useful life of filter media and
hydrocarbon-sorbing material depends primarily on hydrocarbon loads. In addition, these units
may be bypassed if sediment and/or debris loads are sufficiently high, in other words, filter media
and hydrocarbon-sorbing materials can be plugged or coated by sediment and debris which
reduces their effectiveness. The replacement rates vary depending on a variety of site specific
conditions including sediment, debris, and pollutant loads; volume of media; and stormwater flow
rates. Maintenance frequencies noted in fceld studies ranged from once every storm event to four
times a year. Therefore, capital costs of alternative units must be compared on a site specific
basis. Estimated capital costs to install the devices and purchase filter media and hydrocarbon-
sorbing materials are summarized in Table 6. Note: Labor costs are not included. Labor for
installation and maintenance would be site dependent.

Table 6. Estimated Costs to Purchase Inlet Insert Devices and Replace Media

Device Manufacturer Type of Unit Capital Costs Media Costs

Gull)~’asher Aqua Treatment Geotextile bag $275-$360 per Maintenance costs
Systems unit. of $150 per year.

’~’~"~;~’~i; .................ii’~’ii’~i~i:;"i~i;~;~i;; ...........~’~ii’i;’g~ ..........ig]’-’ii"~g"i~i:’~;7"’gi~i~-~’~i~’;i’~’i ........
mental Marketing

Services

w/OAKS OnBoard filter media about $99 per unit.
i~’~i’i"i~’ii’~ ....................~’g~"i~i;~;~g;~ ........i~i"~’~"i~i;;~’"’Xi;~;~"g;i’]~"~i: ..........gi’~;’;:~’i~;~g; .....

media unit. $1 S0 per year.

Systems media- $150 per )’car.

Marketing media unit. $60-$ ! 50 per unit.
i~~-i~~;~g .................. g;i~;~:~i;i ...................... ~;.~ii:~~~i:~:i~ ........g~,ig~i~g;;~;~;~ ....... gi~ii~;~~;~i~;~;;~;;i; .....,,.

filter media     three trays. $20-$50 per unit.-

Filter Technologies with filter media unit. $20-$55 per unit.
’fi’~;~i~:;,’2"i~’~i:i~i~g ..........i~’i;"i~;~;ig~;~’i ...............i~i’~i~’;:g~ii~~i ............g~’i~’6"~’~’i"i’g6"~g’~" .........i~g"~’g"i:~i~’~;gi’i .........

unit w/sorbent unit. absorbing pads.



SECTIONFO UR                Conclusions and Recommendations

The inlet inserts reviewed vary greatly in construction and target pollutant(s). The units reviewed
included geotextile bags, baskets filled with filter media, fabric mesh bags containing oil sorbing
material, multi-tray inlet inserts filled with various filter media, and a bi-directional plastic
cartridge. Filter media included oil-absorbent pillows constructed of an oil-selective polymer or a
cellulose filter, alumina silicate beads, and activated carbon. Target pollutants were mainly
sediment and debris and petroleum hydrocarbons. Other pollutants that may be captured are
heavy metals and fertilizers and pesticides.

Some manufacturers make specific claims for their products in marketing literature that, for the
most part, are not substantiated by readily available material. In no case, were specific
manufacturer claims substantiated by adequate available supporting documentation. In addition,
what little information was available about how manufacturer tests were carried out, did not
indicate that likely field conditions were replicated. Therefore, manufacturer claims were not used
to evaluate removal efticiencies for any inlet insert device.

The four completed scie~atific studies available suggest that while some inlet insert devices may
reduce petroleum hydrocarbon concentrations, they also have high maintenance requirements. If
a particular installation is not properly maintained, at best the insert will fail to remove additional
pollutants, and at worst will reintroduce previously captured pollutants.

Inlet insert devices, in the case ofgeotextile bag units, and filter media and hydrocarbon-sorbing
material must be periodically replaced. The useful life of a particular insert or filter media batch
varies depending on several site specific conditions including sediment, debris, and pollutant
loads; volume of media; and stormwater flow rates. Therefore, capital costs of alternative units
must be compared on a site specific basis and could easily range from as little as $50 to as much
as $5,000.

More scientifically defensible information is needed to make meaningful recommendations about
which particular unit, if any, is most appropriate for a specific field situation. But perhaps more
importantly, a commitment to adequately maintain any device installed is required to achieve the
best pollutant removal possible from any given inlet insert device.
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SECTIONFI                            Sources Reviewed

Brown, Whitney and Thomas R. Schueler. 1998. BM~P pollutant removal database. Developed
by the Center for Watershed Protection. Silver Spring, Maryland.

EOA. 1997. Catalog of structural stormwater quality control measures. Oakland, California.

Interagency Catch Basin Insert Committee. 1995. Evaluation of commercially-available catch
basin inserts for the treatment ofstormwater runofffrom developed sites. October.

Lau, S. and M.K. Stenstrom. 1995. Application ofoil sorbents in oil and grease removal from
stormwater runoff. Water Environment Federation 68th Annual Conference and Exposition.

Larry Walker Associates. 1998. NDMP inlet/in-line control measure study report 1997-98.
Prepared for County of Sacramento, City of Sacramento, City of Folsom, and City of Gait. June.

1997. Technical notes: new stormwater retrofit technologies may extend life of urban
developments. Nonpoint Source News. January/February 1997, Issue//-47.

Woodward-Clyde. 1994. Storm inlet pilot study. Oakland, California.

Woodward-Clyde. 1996. Parking lot monitoring report. Prepared for Santa Clara Valley
Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program. June 11.

Woodward-Clyde. 1996. Parking lot BMP manual. Prepared for Santa Clara Valley Nonpoint
Source Pollution Control Program. June 1 I.

Woodward-Clyde. 1997. Catch basin assessment: phase II -- literature review and maximum
extent practicable evaluation. Oakland, California.

Woodward-Clyde, UCLA, and Psomas and Associates. 1998. Santa Monica Bay area municipal
storm water/urban runoff.pilot project-evaluation of potential catch basin retrofits. September 24.

Companies that provided literature for inlet insert devices:

* Aqua Treatment Systems on the Gullywashers

¯ Revel Environmental Marketing on the SIFT filter

¯ Builders Environmental Marketing on the Storm Watch catch basin insert

* Best Management Technologies on the Storm Clenz filter

¯ KriStar on the Fossil Filter

* Foss on the StreamGuard

¯ Enviro-Drain on the Envir6-Drain insert

¯ AbTech Industries on OARS

¯ EP International on the Hydro-Cartridge
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
4S FREMONT, ~UITE ~000

Janua~20,2000

California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
320 W. 4~ Street, Suite 20O
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Subject: Proposed StandaKI Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan

Dear Mr.0iCi~:~:~.~ ~’~’.~""z’-~ ,.,~"

In light of your consideration of the proposed Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan for ~ Angeles County and Cities
in Los Angeles County, dated December 7,1999, I wanted you to know that the California Coastal Commission has
adopted, as guidance in caring out its Coastal Act r~sponsibF~’des, a Plan for Controlling Po/lu1~d Runoff(Coastal CPR
Plan). The Coastal CPR Plan outlines the Commission’s authorities to address polluted runoff and identi~es actions, with
timelines and milestones, to achieve the Commission’s obje~ve to reduce polluted runoff.

The Coastal CPR Plan addresses, among other issues, one raised in the proposed $tar~erd Urban Stormwater M~gatJon
Plan. As adopted by Ihe Commission on January 11,1999, the Coastal CPR Plan includes language on c~oturing,
infllt~a~ng or treating urban runoff up to and including the 85= pero~ntile storm, or 10% of the ffty-year storm. This language
serves as guidance for the cese-by-case review of projects pursuant to the Comm~ion’e regulatory and planning
responsibil~es under the Coastal Act.

Accordingly, we want to express support for the language In Section 9 (Design Standards for Trea~ent Control BMPs
(page 8 of 17, Final Tentative, December 7, 1999)) of the Standard Urban Stormwater Mi~gation Plan that states:

Post.construction Treatment Control BMPs sh~ll be designed to:

A. mitigate (infiltrate or treat) storm water runoff from e~er:
1. each runoff event up to ~d including the 85= peroentile 24.hour r’u~off event determined as the maximized

c~pture storm water volume for the are= from the formula recornmend~ in Urban Runoff Quality
Management, WEF Manual of Pracf;~e No. 23/ASCE Manual of Practice No. 87 (1998) or

2. the volume of annuaJ runoff based on unit basin storage water quality volume, !o achieve 85 percent or mor~
volume treatment by the method recommended in California Stormwater Best Management Practices
Handbook./ndustrlaYCommercia/(1993), or ....

Thank you for your consideration of out ¢omment~. Please feel free to call me (415/904.5265) if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Deputy Director,
Energy, O~ean Resources, and Water
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA--THE RESOURCES AGENCY                                                                              GRAY DAVIS, GOVERNOR

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
45 FREMONT, SUITE 2000
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2219
VOICE AND TDD (415) 904-5200                                                                                   ~
i:AX (415) 904- 5400                                                                                          4~

January 10, 2000

California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
320 W. 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Subject: Proposed Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan

The California Coastal Commission staff has reviewed the proposed Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation
Plan (the Plan) for Los Angeles County and Cities in Los Angeles County, dated December 7, 1999. The
Standard Urban Stormwater Plan includes many detailed, innovative policies that will, if the Plan is approved,
improve the quality of California’s coastal waters. Thus, we urge the Regional Board’s adoption of the Plan.

We recognize that polluted ranoff is the number one cause of pollution in coastal waters. We believe the
implementation of the proposed Plan will improve water quality. The Plan will be effective because it defines
stormwater requirements for nine project categories, specifies numerical design standards for post-consu’uction
treatment control best management practices (BMPs), and provides developers and land use professionals with
specific information regarding feasible on-the-ground improvements. The approach that your staff recommends
requires incorporation of BMPs into the design phase of development and redevelopment. This approach will
improve the quality of runoff from each project. In time, this may lessen the need for after-the-fact treatment
measures. We believe that this program can serve as a model statewide.

Therefore we urge the Regional Board to approve the proposed Plan, and adopt the accompanying numerical
mitigation standards, as the minimum design criteria for review of post-construction BMPs in the Los Angeles
Region for construction projects subject to coverage under the state stormwater general permit for construction
activity.

Thank you for the opportunity to express our support.

Sincerely,

Deputy Director,
Energy, Ocean Resources, and Water Quality
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region

~r~/~ ~ ~") ..Gray Davis\\ inston H. Hickox
320 \V 4th Street. Suite 200. Los Angeles. CA 90013                   I~l.~ I~j Goxer,lo.r.~,,c,-ctm? for Phone (213) 576-6600 FAX (213) 576-6640 -4" ~

TO: Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff NPDES
Permittees
Long Beach Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff NPDES Permittee
I ntereste~ .Pa~=~~

FROM: Xav~n n--IT~
~rtO~m Water Program

DATE: December 17, 1999

SUBJECT: Proposed Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan and Supporting
Regional Board Resolution

On December 7, the Regional Board Executive Officer transmitted a memorandum with the
proposed Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan package (the Plan). The memorandum
stated that the Regional Board would conduct a special meeting on January 6, 2000, to
consider the proposed Plan and a tentative resolution to approve it. The Board Meeting has
now been rescheduled to January 26, 2000, and a Public Notice has been sent out notifying the
time and location.

Persons wishing to comment on the proposed Plan are invited to submit them in writing to the
attention of Dr. Xavier Swamikannu. To be evaluated by Board staff and included in the
Board’s agenda folder, written comments or testimony on the proposed Plan must be received
at the Regional Board’s office by January 14, 2000. Comments received after that date will be
provided, ex agenda, to the Board for their consideration.

It is expected that many interested parties will wish to speak before the Regional Board on
January 26. 2000. In an effort to ensure that the Regional Board is provided with a
compre~er~sive understanding of the concerns associated with this proposal, special
arrangements for the presentation of comments are being considered. Specific details on the
presentation arrangements for the January 26th Board meeting will be provided in the regular
agenda notice. Interested parties are encouraged to contact the Regional Board Executive
Officer to suggest consolidation of comments from many parties into a more comprehensive
presentation with an extended time limit.

If you represent a Permittee or other interested party, it would be helpful if you would coordinate
with other co-interested individuals and notify this office by January 14, 2000, of (1) lead
designated speaker: (2) amount of time needed by the lead speaker; and (3) your request for
time for additional speakers and the identity of such additional speakers. The Board will
announce the amount of time available for the submission of oral comments in this matter and
for discussion among the Board members in the formal notice of the Board’s agenda. Upon
receipt of the above information, the staff will recommend an allotment of time for all interested
parties, based upon the information received. Parties who have not submitted the requested
information will be provided any remaining time following allotment.

R0069212
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region ~, i

\\ inston It. Hickox "~/"

~r: ,.,,Z,~.~ ~(,,. 320 \V 4th Street. Suite 200. Los Angeles. CA 00013 Gra.~ Daxis

L ;~’~ ;,c,,~,,;eprtal Phone 121 ? ~ 576-6600 FAX 1213) 576-6640 Go~erno;

TO: Los Angeles CounD Municipal Storm Water and Urban RunoffNPDES Permittees
Long Beach Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff NPDES Permittees
Interested Parties

FROM: Dennis A. Dickerson ~.2 ’~ ~.~.~,..~
Executive Officer ~’ ""

DATE: December 7, 1999

SUBJECT: Proposed Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan and Supporting Regional
Board Resolution

On September 16th. at the Regional Board meeting. I advised the Regional Board that additional time to
develop a rex ised Standard Urban Storm \Vater Mitigation Plan proposal \vould be in the best interest to
ensure that the proposal \\ere more fully documented and supported by the record. At that time, l
indicated that Regional Board staff \vou[d de\elop a revised proposal at the earliest opportunity but
probably not less than 90 days later. This proposal has been developed and is being noticed through this
memorandum to Permittees and Interested Parties. The proposal is also being mailed and placed on the
Regional Board’s Imernet \\ ebsite.

The proposed Standard Urban Storm \Vater Mitigation Plan is designed to ensure that storm water
pollution is addressed in one of the most effective \rays possible, i.e., by incorporating Best Management
Practices (B,XlPs) in the design phase of ne\v development and rede\elopment. The proposal also
provides for numerical design standards to ensure that storm water runoff is managed for water qualits’
concerns in addition to flood protection and that pollutants carried by storm \rater are retained and not
dell\ ered to x~ater\~a\s.

The proposed Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan adds t\\ o additional categories for controls.
Farki:z~: l::s and em ironmentally sensiti\e areas. The proposal also attempts to respond to various
c,~nccrns b.~ incorporating provisions that allow for flexibility thereby recognizing that a single
numerical standard ma3 not be appropriate in e\’e~’ case. Also, the proposed Standard Urban Storm
\\ater Mitigation Plan has taken the original language offered by the Principal Permittee and eliminates
mt~ch of the duplication allowing for a more concise and understandable document.

A Tentatix e Resolution is also being offered to the Regional Board for their consideration at the January
6.2t~ou Board Meeting. This Tentative resolution acknowledges the structure of both the Los Angeles
and Long Beach Municipal Storm Water Permits by allowing the Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plan approval to be accomplished by the Executive Officer for the Los Angeles permit \\bile
the Regional Board itself would approve the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan pursuant to
the Cit\ of Long Beach permit. If adopted by the Regional Board, the Tentative resolution would
approve fl~e Long Beach Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan while encouraging the Executi\e
Officer to approve the Los Angeles Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan. In addition, the
Regional Board is being asked to adopt the numerical design standards as the minimum standards for

California Environmental Protection Agency R0069213
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Permittees and Interested Parties - 2 - December 7, 1999

post-construction BMPs required bx the state\vide general permit for construction acti\itv for
construction projects in the Los Angeles Region.

The September 16. 1999 public hearing was lengthy with many commentors. It is understood that many
interested pa~ies will again wish to speak before the Regional Board. In an effo~ to ensure that the
Regional Board is provided with a comprehensive understanding of the concerns associated with this
proposal, special arrangements for the presentation of comments are being considered. Specific details
on the presentation arrangements for the January 6th Board meeting ~ill be provided in the regular
agenda notice. Interested pa~ies are encouraged to contact the Executive Officer to suggest
consolidation of comments from man) panies into a more comprehensive presentation with an extended
time limit.

If \ ou represent a Permittee or other interested party, it \\ould be helpflfl that by December 20, 1999 \ou
\~ould c~rdinate \~ ith other co-interested individuals and noti~ this office of(l ) lead designated
speaker: (2) amount of time needed by the lead speaker: and (3) your request for time for additional
speakers and the identitx of such additional speakers. The Board \\ill announce the amount of time
ax ailable for the submission of oral comments in this matter and for discussion among the Board
members m the formal notice of the Board’s agenda. Upon receipt of the above information, the staff
x~ill recommend an allotment of time for all interested paraies, based upon the inforrnation received.
Parties \~ ho ha\e not st, bnlitted the requested information \viii be provided an\’ remaining time folio\ring
allotment.

CC: Regional Board Members
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STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

FOR LOS ANGELES COUNTY AN-D CITIES IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY



LOS ANGELES COUNTY URBAN RUNOFF AND STOILM \VATER NPDES PERMIT

STANDARD URBAN STOILM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

BACKGROUND
The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES.) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15. 1996. requires the development and
implementation of a program addressing storm water pollution issues in development planning
for private pro.iects. The same requirements are applicable to the City of Long Beach under its
separate municipal storm water permit, which was issued on June 30. 1999.

The requirement to implement a program for development planning is based on. federal and state
statutes including: Section 402 (p) of the Clean Water Act. Section 6217 of the Coastal Zone
Act Reauthorization Amendments of 1990 ("CZAIL~."). and the California Water Code. The
Clean Water Act amendments of 1987 established a framework for regulating storm water
discharges fi’om municipal, industrial, and construction activities under the NPDES program.
The primary objectives of the municipal storm water program requirements are to:

¯ Effecti\ el.x prohibit non-storm water discharges, and
¯ Reduce t!~e discharge of pollutants from storm \\aler conveyance systems to the Maximuna Extent Practicable.

The Standard Urban Storm \Vater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
municipal storm water program to address storm water pollution from new Development and
Redevelopment by the private sector. This SUSMP contains a list of the minimum required Best
),Ianagc::~::z: Practices (BXIPs) that must be used for a designated project. Additional BMPs
may be required by ordinance or code adopted by the Permittee and applied generally or on a
case by case basis. This SUSMP applies to projects that are Priority Projects (Discretionary
Projects l as defined by the NPDES Permit. The Permittees are required to use this SUSMP to
develop their own citywide SUSMP. Developers must incorporate appropriate SUSMP
requirements into their project plans. Each Permittee will approve an Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plan as part of the development process and prior to issuing building and grading
permits lbr the projects covered by the SUSMP requirements.

Discretionar.v projects, that fall into one of seven categories are identified in the NPDES Permit
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as requiring SUSMPs. These categories are:

Single-Family Hillside Residences
100,000 Square Foot Commercial Developments
Automotive Repair Shops
Retail Gasoline Outlets
Restaurants
Home Subdivisions with >10 housing units*

* (Note: this category is two separate categories in the NPDES Pemlit)

The Regional Board Executive Officer has designated two additional categories subject to
SUSMP requirements. These categories are:

Location adjacent to or discharging to an environmentally sensitive area. and
Parking lot 5.000 square feet or more or with 25 or more parking spaces and potentially exposed to storm water
rtmoff

DEFINITIONS
’Greater than (>) 9 unit home subdixision’" means any subdivision being developed for 10 or
more 10 single-l’amily or nmhi-family dxvelling units.

"100.000 Square Foot Commercial Development" means Developments based on total
impermeable area. including parking areas, as opposed to lot size or building footprint.

"Retail Gasoline Outlet" means a facility primarily engaged in selling gasoline and lubricating
oils. These establishments frequently sell other merchandise, such as tires, batteries, and
automobile parts. Frequently. these establishments also perform minor automotive repair work.
Gasoline stations cornbined with other activities, such as grocery stores, convenience stores, or
car wash facilities, are classified according to the primary activity.

"Hillside" means property located in an area with "known erosive soil conditions, where the
development conternplates grading on any natural slope and where grading contemplates cut or
fill slopes.

’.~.momotive Repair Shop" means a facility that is categorized in any one of the following
Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codes: 5013. 5014, 5541, 7532-7534. or 7536-7539.
Exceptions do apply for SIC codes 5013, 5014. and 5541. For SIC code 5013. if the business
has no outside storage of any recycled oil or other hazardous substances, it is not included. For
SIC code 5014. if the business does not engage in any repair work, it is not included. For SIC
code 5541. if the business does not engage in any onsite repair work, it is not included.

"’Restaurant" means a facility that sells prepared foods and drinks for consumption, including
stationary lunch counters and refreshment stands selling pi’epared foods and drinks for immediate
consumption. (SIC code 5812)
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"’Parking Lot" means land area or facility for the parking of commercial or business or private
motor \elaictes.

"’Environmentally Sensitive Area" means an area designated as an Area of Special Biological
Significance by the State Water Resources Control Board or an area designated as a Significant
Natural Area by the California Resources Agency or an area designated as an area of Ecological
Significance by the Count,, of Los Angeles.

"’Best .Management Practice (BMP)’" means an)’ program, technology, process, siting criteria.
operationa! methods or measures, or engineered systems, which when implemented prevent,
control, remove, or reduce pollution.

Source Control B.XlP’" means any schedules of activities, prohibitions of practices, maintenance
procedures., managerial practices or operational practices that aim to prevent storm \rater
pollution by reducing the potential for contamination at the source of pollution.

"Treatment Control BMP’" means an’,’ engineered system designed to remove pollutants by
simple gravity settling of paniculate pollutants, filtration, biological uptake, media adsorption or
any other physical, biological, or chemical process.

"Structural B.x.IP"" means any structural facility designed and constructed to mitigate the adverse
impacts of storm water and urban runoff pollution (e.g. canopy, structural enclosure). The
category may include both treatment control BMPs and source control BMPs.

"’Treatment" means the application of engineered systems that use physical, chemical, or
biological processes to remove pollutants. Such processes include, but are not limited to,
filtration, gravity settling, media adsorption, biodegradation, biological uptake, chemical
oxidation and UV radiation.

"Infiltration" means the doxvnward entry of water into the surface of the soil.

"’Directl\ Connected Impervious Area (DCIA)’" means the area covered by pavement, building
and other impervious surfaces which drain directly into the storm drain without first flowing
across pervious areas (e.g. lawns).

"New Development" means land disturbing activities: structural development, including
construction or installation of a building or structure, creation of impervious surfaces; and land
subdivision.

Redevelopment" means, on an already developed site, the creation or addition of impervious
surfaces: the expansion of a building footprint or addition or replacement of a structure:
structural development including an increase in gross floor area and/or exterior construction or
remodeling: replacement of impervious surface that is not part of a routine maintenance activity:
land disturbing activities related with structural or impervious surfaces.
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"Discretionary Project" means a project which requires the exercise of judgement or deliberation
when the public agency or public body decides to approve or disapprove a particular activity, as
distinguished from situations where the public agency or body merely has to determine v,h~ther
there has been conformity with applicable statutes, ordinances, or regdlations.

CONFLICTS WITH LOCAL PRACTICES
Where provisions of the SUSMP requirements conflict with established local codes . (e.g..
specific language of signage used on stoma drain stenciling), the Permittee may continue the
local practice and modify the SUSMPs contained hea’ein to be consistent with the code. except
where those practices would defeat or circumvent the intent of the SUSMP requirements.

SUS.MP PROVISIONS APPLICABLE TO ALL CATEGORIES

REQUIREMENTS

1. PEAK STORM \VATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed estimated pre-
development levels for developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate mav
result in a Ibreseeable increased potential for downstream erosion.

2. CONSERVE~’ATURAL AREAS

If applicable, the following items are required and must be implemented in the site layout during
the subdivision design and approval process, consistent with applicable General Plan and Local
.Area Plan policies:

E~ er\ effort shall be made to concentrate or cluster development on portions of a site \vhile leaving the
ren~alni’.~ land in a natural undisturbed condition.

¯ Limi: :!:n:ing and grading of native vegetation at a site to the minimum amount needed to build lots, allow
access, and pro~ ide fire protection.

* Maximize trees and other vegetation at each site by planting additional vegetation, clustering tree areas, and
promoting the use of native and,’or drought tolerant plants. Wherever practical, promote natural vegetation by’
u~,ing parking lot islands and other landscaped areas.

¯ !:~ ~-:=r~ e riparian areas and \vetlands.

3. MINIMIZE STORM WATER POLLUTANTS OF CONCERN

Storm water runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids.
metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the stormwater conveyance system. The
development must be designed so as to minimize, to the maximum extent practicable . the
introduction of pollutants of concern that may’ result in significant impacts, generated from site
runoff of directly connected impervious areas (DCIA), to the stoma water conve,vance system as
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approved by the building official. Pollutants of concern, as defined bv the Permit. consist of an,,
pollutants that exhibit one or more of the following characteristics: current loadings or histori~
deposits of the pollutant are impacting the beneficial uses of a receiving water, elevated levels of
the pollutant are found in sediments of a receiving water and’or have the potential to
bioaccumulate in organisms therein, or the detectable inputs of the pollutant are at a level high
enough to be considered potentially toxic to humans and~or flora and fauna.

In meeting this specific requirement. "’minimization of the pollutants of concern" will require the
incorporation of a BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of
pollutant loadings in that runoff to the Maximum Extent Practicable. Those BMPs best suited
for that purpose are those listed in the California Storm Water Best Management Practices
Handbooks: Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbook. Planning and Design Staff Guide;
.\Icmual .[br Storm lI’ater Management in II’ashington State: The Maryland Stormwater Design
.\lamta]: Florida Development .\Iamml. A Guide to Sound Land and ll’ater Management: and
Gui&mce Spec!lying .~kmagemenl Measures for Som’ces of .Vonpoim Pollution in Coastal
II~ters L’SEPA Report No. EPA-840-B-92-002. as "’likely to have significant impact"
1: eneltc~a~ to water quality for targeted pollutants that are of concern at the site in question..

Examples of BMPs that can be used for minimizing the introduction of pollutants of concern
generated from site runoff are identified in Table 2. An,‘ BMP not specifically’ approved by the
Regional Board in Resolution No. 99-03. "’Approving Best Management Practices for Municipal
Storm \Vater and Urban Runoff Programs in Los Angeles County,", for development planning
may be used if they have been recommended in one of the above references.

4. PROTECT SLOPES AND CHANNELS

If appl.icable, project plans must include BMPs consistent with local codes and ordinances to
decrease the potential of slopes and!or chalmels from eroding and impacting storm water runoff:

¯ Con~ ~\ runoff safely from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.
¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.
¯ Vegetate slopes \vith native or drought tolerant vegetation.
¯ Ins~alI energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of new storm drains, culverts, conduits, or channels that

enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable specifications to minimize erosion, with the approval of
all agencies with jurisdiction, e.g.. the U.S. Arm.,,, Corps of Engineers and the California Department offish
and Game

5. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.
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¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the project area must be stenciled \vith prohibitive language (such
as: "’NO DLMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and ’or graphical icons to discourage illegal dumping

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumpino must be posted at public
access points along channels and creeks within the project area.

¯ Legibilit? of stencils and signs must be maintained.

6. PROPERLY DESIGN OUTDOOR 51ATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

Outdoor material storage areas refer to stora_.oe areas or storage facilities solely for the storage of
materials.                             ~                           "
Improper storage of materials outdoors may provide an opportunity for toxic compounds, oil and
grease, hea’,v metals, nutrients, suspended solids, and other pollutants to enter the stormwater
conve.~ ance system. \Vhere proposed project plans include outdoor areas for storac, e of materials
that may contribute pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the follo\,,’7ing strltctttral
B.XIPs are required:

¯ Area_, x~ here materials are to be stored must be: (1) placed in an enclosure such as. but not limited to. a cabinet.
shed. or similar structure that prevents contact \vith runoff or spillage to the storm water conveyance system: or
(2) protected by secondary containment structures such as berrns, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.
¯ \Vhe:-e feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of stormwater within the

secondar\ containment area.

7. PROPERL’Y DESIGN TRASH STORAGE AREAS

A trash storage area refers to an area v,here a trash receptacle or receptacles are located for use as
a repository tbr solid wastes.
Loose trash and debris can be easily transported b.v the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, charmels, and/or creeks. All trash container areas must meet the following stt:ttctural
B.’~IP requirements:

¯ Tra_~i: ;ontainer areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around the area(s).
¯ Tr_,,~: ~,m~ainer areas must be screened or \vailed to prevent off-site transport of trash.

,~. PI<t~VIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons why water quality controls will not
function as designed or which may cause the system to fail entirely. It is important to consider
\vho will be responsible for maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to
perform the maintenance properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included.
or is required to include, treatment control BMPs in project plans, the Permittee shall require
that the applicant provide verification of maintenance provisions through such means as may be
appropriate, including, but not limited to legal agreements, co\’enants. CEQA mitigation
requirements and/or Conditional Use Permits.
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For all properties, this verification will include the developer’s signed statement, as part of its
project application, accepting responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the
property is transferred and. where applicable, a signed agreement from the public entity assuming
responsibility for structural BMP maintenance. This transfer of property must have conditions
requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for maintenance of an.’,’ treatment control BMPs
to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that property, and will be the o\vner’s
responsibility. For residential properties where the treatment control BMPs are located within a
common area which \vill be maintained bv a homeowner’s association, language regarding the
responsibility for maintenance must be included in the projects conditions, covenants and
restrictions (CC&R’s). Printed educational materials will be required to accompany the first
deed transfer to highlight the existence of the requirement and to provide information on what
stormx\ater management facilities are present, signs that maintenance is needed, how the
necessar\ maintenance can be performed, and assistance that the Permittee can provide. It \rill
also encourage the transfer of this information with subsequent sale of the property.

If treatment control BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer unti! they are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. Treatment control BMPs proposed for transfer must meet design
standards adopted by the public entity for the BMP installed and should be approved by the
Comntv or other appropriate public agency prior to its installation.

9. DESIGN STANDARDS FOR TREATMENT CONTROL BMPS

Treatment control BMPs selected for use at an)’ project covered by this SUSMP shall meet the
design standards of this Section unless specifically exempted.

Post-co~:struction Treatment Control BMPs shall be designed to:

.-\. mizigatc/infiltrate or treat) storm water runoffffom either:

I each runoffe~ent up to and including the 85’" percentile 24-hour runoffevem determined as the
maximized capture storm water volume for the area, from the formula recommended in L)’ban Ru~?(f
(_)~uhO ,~ la.agemem, ~ "EF ,~lam~al of Practice No. 23/ASCE Mammal of Practice .Vo. 8 7, (1998). or

2 ti’,e ~olume of annual runoff based on unit basin storage water quality volume, to achieve 85 percent or
more volume treatment by the method recommended in California Stormwater Best Manageme~t
/~r~ctices Handbook - IndustriaL/ Commercial, (1993), or

5 t!:e \olume of runoff produced from each and ever)’ storm event up to and including 0.75 inch of
rainfall, prior to its discharge to a storm water conveyance system, or

4.the volume of runoff produced from each and eyeD, storm event up to and including a historical-record
based reference 24-hour rainfall criterion for "treatment" (0.75 inch average for the Los Angeles Cotlnt.,,
areal that achieves approximately the same reduction in pollutant loads achieved b.~ the 85’~ percentile
24-hour runoff event.
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AND

control peak flo\\ discharge to provide stream channel and over bank flood protection, based
on flow design criteria selected by the local agency.

The area of roofing surfaces may be excluded from the total area for calculation of rainfall or
runoff volume to be treated provided:

a. the roofing materials will not be a source of pollutants of concern in storm water, and

b. storm water from the roofing surfaces is diverted directl\ to a storm \\ater conveyance
system, and

c. roof based exhaust systems, vents, filters, and air pollution control devices will not
present a significant source of pollutants of concern in storm water, and

d. the storm water conveyance system does not directly or indirectly discharge to a natural
stream or unlined channel or channel segment scheduled for restoration.

Exclusions

Restaurants. where the land area for development or redevelopment is less than 5,000 square
feet. are excluded from the requirements of this Section.

10. PROVISIONS APPLICABLE TO INDIVIDUAL PRIORITY PROJECT
CATEGORIES

A. 100.000 sOt’ARE FOOT COMSIERCIAL DEVELOPMENTS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN LOADING/UNLOADING DOCK AREAS

Loading unloading dock areas have the potential for material spills to be quickly transported to
the storm water conveyance system. To minimize this potential, the following design criteria are
required:

Cox er loading dock areas or design drainage to minimize run-on and runoffof storm water.
Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks (truck wells) are prohibited.
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2. PROPERLY DESIGN REPAIRYMAINTENANCE BAYS

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid. coolant and gasoline from the repair/maintenance bays
can negatively impact storm water if alloxved to come into contact with storm water runoff’.
Therefore. design plans for repair bays must include the following:

¯ Repair maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a \vav that doesn’t allo\~ slorm \rater runon or
contact \vith storm \\ater runoff’.

¯ Design a repair maintenance bay drainage system to capture all washwater, leaks and spills. Connect drains to a
sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection ofth~ repair maintenance bays to the storm drain system is
prohibited If required by local jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit.

3. PROPERLY DESIGN VEHICLE/EQUIPMENT \VASH AREAS

Vehicle equipment washing ’steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease,
solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the storm water conveyance system. To alleviate
this problem, consider including in the project plans an area for \vashing/steam cleaning of
x ehicles and equipment. If such an area is included in the site design, it must meet the following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, covered, equipped \vith a clarifier, or other pretreatment facility, and properly
connected to a sanitary se\\ er.

B. RESTAURANTS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN EQUIPMENT/ACCESSORY WASH AREAS

Outdoor equipment’accessor.v \¥ashingisteam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil
and grease, solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the storm water conveyance system.
To alleviate this problem, include in the project plans an area for the washing/steam cleaning of
equipment and accessories. This area must meet the following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, equipped with a grease trap, and properly connected to a sanitary sewer.
¯ If this \~ash area is to be located outdoors, it must be covered, paved, have seconda~’ containment, and be

connected to the sanitary se~\er.

C. RETAIL GASOLINE OUTLETS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN FUELING AREA

Fueling areas have the potential to contribute oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant
and gasoline to the storm water conveyance system. The project plans must include the
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¯ Fuel dispensing areas should be covered with an overhan~in_ roof structure or canopy. The canopy’s minimum
dimensions must be equal to or greater than the area \vithin t~e _orade break. The canopy must not drain onto
tile fuel dispensing area, and the canop,v downspouts must be routed to prevent drainage across the fueling area.

¯ Fuel dispensing areas must be paved \vith portland cement concrete (or equivalent smooth impervious surface).
and the use of asphalt concrete shall be prohibited.

¯ The fuel dispensing area must have a 2qa to 4% slope to prevent ponding, and must be separated from the rest
of the site b,~ a grade break that prevents run-on of storm water to the extent practicable.

¯ At a minimum, the concrete fuel dispensing area must extend 6.5 feet (2.0 meters) from the comer of each fuel
dispe~ser, or the length at \vhich the hose and nozzle assembly may be operated plus I foot (0.3 meter),
\~hiche\er is less.

D. AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR SHOPS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN FUELING AREA

Fueling areas have the potential to contribute oil and grease, solvents, car batter), acid, coolant

and gasoline to the storm water conveyance system. Therefore, design plans, which include
fueling areas, must contain the following:

¯ Fuel dispensing areas should be covered \vith an overhanoino, roof structure or canopy. The cover’s minimum
dimensions must be equal to or greater than the area within t~e grade break. The cover must not drain onto the
fuel dispensing are, a and the downspouts must be routed to prevent drainage across the fuelin~ area.

¯ Fuel dispensing areas must be paved with portland cement concrete (or equivalent smooth impervious surface),
and the use of asphalt concrete shall be prohibited.

¯ The fuel dispensing area must have a 296 to 4% slope to prevent ponding, and must be separated from the rest
of the site by a grade break that prevents run-on of storm water.

¯ At a minimum, the concrete fuel dispensing area must extend 6.5 feet (2.0 meters) from the comer of each fuel
di_,~enser or the length at \vhich the hose and nozzle assembly may be operated plus I foot (0.3 meter),
~ ]~ichex er is less.

2. PROPERLY DESIGN REPAIR/MAINTENANCE BAYS

Oil and ~rease. solvents, car batter.’,’ acid, coolant and gasoline from the repair/maintenance bays
car~ negatively impact storm water if allowed to come into contact with storm water runoff.
T! ..... :+re. design plans for repair bays must include the following:

¯ ?,, :..;r maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow storm water run-on or
contact \~ith storm water runoff.

¯ Design a repair’maintenance bay drainage system to capture all washwater, leaks and spills. Connect drains to a
sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the repair!maintenance bays to the storm drain system is
prohibited If required by local jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial Waste Discharge Pemfit.
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3. PROPERLY DESIGN VEHICLE/EQUIPMENT \\ASH AREAS

Vehicle equipment washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease.
solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the storm water conveyance system. To alleviate
this problem, consider including in the project plans an area for washing/steam cleaning of
vehicles and equipment. If such an area is included in the site design, it must meet the folloxving:

¯ This area must be self-contained, covered, equipped x~ith a clarifier, or other pretreatment facilit), and properl)
connected to a sanitarx se\~er or to a permitted disposal facilit\,

4. PROPERLY DESIGN LOADING/UNLOADING DOCK AREAS

Loading ’unloading dock areas have the potential for material spills to be quickly transported to
the stoma water conveyance system. To minimize this potential, the folloxving design criteria are
required:

¯ Coxer loading dock areas or design drainage to minimize run-on and runoffof storrn \rater,
¯ Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks (truck \veils) are prohibited.

E. PARKING LOTS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN PARKING AREA

Parking lots contain pollutants such as heavy metals, oil and grease, and polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons that deposi.t on these surfaces from motor vehicle traffic. These pollutants are
directly transported to surface waters.

¯ Reduce impervious land coverage of parking areas
¯ lntSltrn~e r~’,noff before it reaches storm drain system.
¯ Treat rtmoff bet’ore it reaches storm drain system

2. PROPERLY DESIGN TO LIMIT OIL AND PERFORM MAINTENANCE

Parking lots may accumulate oil. grease, and water insoluble hydrocarbons from vehicle
drippings and engine system leaks.

¯ Treat to remove oil and petroleum hydrocarbons at parking lots that are heavily used (e.g. fast food outlets, lots
x~ ith 25 or more parking spaces, sports event parking lots, shopping malls, grocer?.’ stores, discount warehouse
stores)

¯ Ensure adequate operation and maintenance of treatment systems particularly sludge and oil remova!, and
s) stem fouling and plugging prevention control
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11. \VAIVER

A Permittee may. through adoption of an ordinance or code inc incorporating the treatment
requirements of the SUSMP, provide for a waiver from the requirement if impracticability for a
specific property can be established. Recognized situations of impracticability include (i)
extreme limitations of space for treatment on a redevelopment project, (ii) unfavorable or
unstable soil conditions at a site to attempt infiltration, and (iii) risk of ground water
contamination because an underground source of drinking water is less than 10 feet from the soi!
surface. Any other justification for impracticability must be separately approved by the Regional
Board Executive Officer before it becomes recoinized and effecti\’~. A waiver granted to any
development or redevelopment project may be revoked by the Regional Board Executive Officer
lbr cause and with proper notice upon petition.

If a \vaiver is granted for impracticability., the Permittee must require the project proponent to
transfer the savings in cost. as determined b.’, the Permittee. to a storm water mitigation fund to
be used to promote regional or ahernative solutions for storm \rater pollution in the storm
\xatershed and operated by a public agency or a non-profit entity.

12. LIMITATION ON USE OF INFILTRATION B.MP£

Three factors significantly influence the potential for storm water to contaminate ground water.
They are (i) pollutant mobility. (ii) pollutant abundance in storm water. (iii) and soluble fraction
of pollutant. The risk of contamination of groundxvater may be reduced by pretreatment of storm
\rater. A discussion of limitations and guidance for infiltration practices is contained in. Potential
Gromnh:~¢ter (’omamination .f!’om Intentional and .Von-lntentional Stormu’ater Infiltration.
Repor¢ .Vo. EPA ~600"R-94/051, USEPA (1994).

In addition, the distance of the groundwater table from the infiltration BMP may also be a factor
determining the risk of contamination. A ~vater table distance separation of ten feet depth in
(-.,,,orn a presumptively poses negligible risk for stoma water not associated with industrial
acti\itx or high vehicular traffic.

Infiltration B.klPs are not recommended for areas of industrial activity or areas subject to high
~chicular traffic (25.000 or greater average daily traffic (ADT) on main roadwav or 15.000 or
~;?,~re .\DI on any intersecting roadway) unless appropriate pretreatment is pro\Tided toensure
,..:’roundx~ ater is protected and the infiltration BMP is not rendered ineffective by overload.

13. ALTERNATIVE CERTIFICATION FOR STORM WATER TREATMENT
MITIGATION

A Permittee may elect to accept a signed certification that the plan meets the criteria established
herein and that the plan preparer has undergone training on designing BMPs to meet the
numerical mitigation criteria, in lieu of conducting detailed BMP review to verify treatment
control B.’xIP adequacy. The training must have been conducted by an organization’with storm
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\~ ater BNIP design expertise (e.,g.. a University. American Societv of Civil En-oineers. American
Society of Landscape Architects. or the California Water Environment Association) v,ith the
training and curriculum accepted by the Regional Board Executive Officer. For the certification
to be valid, training must have been received not more than two years prior to the signature date
on the plan.
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StGGE~TED RESOURCES HO\V TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1999) bx Bay Area StormwaterBay Area Storm\\ater .Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
ahernati\e drivexvax designs presented. Oakland. CA

510-286-1255

Design of Storm~sater Filtering Systems (1996) b.’, Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Cla.~tor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City. MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different410-461-8323
storm~ater filtering s.~ stems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Dexelopment Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City. MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model de\’elopment 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Storm~ a ter .Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place. Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities, kando\’er. MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Storm~ater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Cra\vfordville. FL 32327
Pro\ ides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations.
pro~:rammatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
co~sidcrations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
ttandbooks (1993) for Construction Acti\,it3., Cashiers Office
Mar~icip~i. and Industrial Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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TABLE 1 (Continued)

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Second Nature: Adapting LA’s Landscape for Tree People
Sustainable Living (1999) by Tree People 12601 Mullholland Drive

Beverly Hills. CA 90210
Detailed discussion of BMP designs presented to 818-753-4600 (?)
conserve water, improve water qualiD, and achieve
flood protection.
Florida Development Manuah A Guide to Sound Florida Department of the Environment 2600 Blairstone
Land and \\ater Management (1988 Road, Mail Station 3570

Tallahassee, FL 32399 850-921-9472
Presents detailed guidance for designing BMPs

Storm~vater Management in Washington State Department of Printing
(1999) Vols. I-5 State of Washington Department of Ecology

P.O. Box 798
Presents detailed guidance on BMP design for new OI,vmpia, \\’A 98507-0798
development and construction. 360-407-7529

Mar.viand Storm~vater Design Manual (1999) Mauland Department of the Environment
2500 Broening Highway

Presents guidance for designing storm water BMPs. Baltimore, MD 21224
410-631-3000

Guidance Specifying Management Measures for National Technical Information Service U.S.
Sources of Nonpoint Pollution in Coastal Waters Department of Commerce
( 1993 ~ Repor~ No. EPA-Sa0-B-92-002. Springfield, VA 22161

800-553-6847
Prox ides an overview of. planning and design
considerations, programmatic and regulatory aspects.
maintenance considerations, and costs.

Caltrans Storm \\"ater Quality Handbook: PlanningCalifornia Department of Transportation
and Design StaffGuide (Best Management PracticesP.O. Box 942874
Handbooks (1998) Sacramento, CA 94274-0001

916-653-2975
Presents guidance for design of storm water BMPs
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TABLE 2: Example Best Mana~,ement Practices (BMPs)
The following are examples of BMPs that can be used for minimizing the introduction of
pollutants of concern that may result in significant impacts, o_enerated from site runoff to the
storm water conve.vance system. (See Table 1: Suggested ReSources for additional sources of
information):

¯ Pro\ ide reduced ~ idth sidex~ alks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas bet\~ een side\\alks and streets.
Ho~ ever. sidex\ alk \vidths must still comply with regulations for the Americans with Disabilities Act and other
life safety requirements.

¯ Design residential streets for the minimum required pavement widths needed to comply with all zoning and
applicable ordinances to support travel lanes: on-street parking: emergency, maintenance, and service vehicle
access: side\~ alks: and vegetated open channels.

¯ Compl.~ x~ ith all zoning and applicable ordinances to minimize the number of residential street cul-de-sacs and
incorpora!e landscaped areas to reduce their impervious cover. The radius of cul-de-sacs should be the
minimum required to accommodate emergenc) and maintenance \ehicles. Alternative turnarounds should be
considered.

¯ Use permeable materials for private side\valks, dri\e\\ays, parking lots. or interior roadway surfaces (examples:
h.x brid lots. parking gro~ es. permeable overflow parking, etc.).

¯ Use open space de\elopment that incorporates smaller lot sizes.
¯ Reduce building density.
¯ Comply ~ith all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce overall lot imperviousness by promoting

ahernati\ e dri\e~ a.x surfaces and shared drive\\ a.vs that connect two or more homes together.
¯ Comply \~ ith all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce the overall imperviousness associated with parking

lots by pro~ iding compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions, incorporating efficient parking lanes, and
using per~ ious m~erials in spillover parking areas.

¯ Direct rooftop runoff to pervious areas such as .vards. open channels, or vegetated areas, and avoid routing
rooftop runoff to the road\\a~ or the storm \rater con\’e,~ance system.

¯ Vegetated s~ales and strips
¯ Extended dr,, detention basins
¯ ln~hration basin
¯ Ip2~ltration trenches
¯ \\et ponds
¯ Constructed \vetlands
¯ Oil \Vater separators

¯ Continuous flo~ deflection’ separation systems
¯ Storm drain inserts
¯ \ledia t’i hration
¯ Bioretention facility

¯ Cis:erns
¯ i ....;:clarion planting
¯ Catch basin screens
¯ Normal flo\~ storage’separation systems
¯ Clarifiers
¯ Filtration systems
¯ Primara \vaste \\’ater treatment systems

~i~l r,,~t, tiv~ R0069231
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STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLANS

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED
AND RESPONSE

The comments received on the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans
(SUSMPs) and Regional Board staff response is divided into two sections. The first
sections, lists main issues and staff response in detail. The second section summarizes
all significant comments received by the Board on SUSMP before December 6, 1999,
and the staff response including any actions taken to address the comment.

A. MAIN ISSUES AND RESPONSE

1. Comment:The Regional Board lacks regulatory discretion to establish a numerical
mitigation measure for storm water treatment.

Response: The municipal storm water permit for Los Angeles County and Cities
requires that SUSMPs achieve specific objectives which include to (i) minimize adverse
impacts to natural communities; (ii) maximize infiltration to the extent practicable; (iii)
minimize parking lot pollution; (iv) provide for appropriate controls to reduce storm water
pollutant loads.’ Staff interprets this provision of the permit, underlying federal law, and
the statutory standard of Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP) as requiring SUSMPs to
incorporate numerical mitigation measures for development planning projects in order to
achieve compliance with water quality standards. Without a numerical mitigation
measure, developers will select no treatment BMPs because there will be no BMP sizing
guideline. Board Resolution No. 99-03 which states that "The Permittees shall select and
require implementation of the most effective BMPs ..... "will then be without effect.-~

The 1987 Clean Water Act amendments give USEPA and States considerable discretion
on establishing provisions for implementation in storm water programs.3 Further, interim
~JSEPA policy guidelines on BMPs for storm water programs explains that the permitting
authority can require more specific conditions or limitations to meet water quality

Waste Discharge Requirements for Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges within the County
of Los Angeles (Board Order No. 96-054; NPDES No. CAS614001). Part 2. IlI.A.2)

The Regional Board adopted Resolution No. 99-03 approving BMPs for Development Planning and
Development Construction on April 22, 1999.

33 U.SC. Section 1342(p)(B)(iii). "require controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximim
extent practicable, including management practices, control techniques and systems, design and
engineering methods, and such other provisions as the Administrator or the State determines appropriate
for the control of pollutants."

Comments Received and Response
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standards where adequate information exists.’ In addition, courts accord administrative
agencies a high degree of deference in the areas of law they regulate.;

2. Comment: Anti-degradation policy prohibits new construction when water quality is
already impaired.

Response: The municipal storm water permit in agreement with federal storm water
regulations requires controls on new development to reduce storm water pollution. There
is no prohibition on new construction.

3. Comment: The numerical mitigation criteria mandates the capture of storm water
which will require expensive land acquisition cost.

Response: The numerical mitigation measure defines the definite volume of storm water
that must be treated for water quality benefits. Treatment is the application of any
physical, biological, or chemical method that can be used to remove pollutants in storm
water. Providing storage volume for the runoff or capture is one form of treatment. It is
not mandatory and other options may be considered such as reducing impervious cover
and promoting infiltration.

4. Comment: The proposed numerical mitigation measure is not based on science and
is an arbitrarily agreed to number in settlement of a lawsuit.

Response: The proposed numerical measures are technically defensible. The measures
are based on the principle that most rainfall events are in the smaller range and higher
rainfall runoff producing events are less frequent. Designing storm water treatment
controls for the smaller events will reduce storm water pollutant loads significantly while
optimizing BMP costs. The primary numerical method to determine BMP design criteria
is the maximized water quality treatment volume method recommended by the American
Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE). The 0.75-inch rainfall event method happens to be
also the one that was agreed to in a lawsuit settlement agreement between the NRDC
and the County of Los Angeles. The four methods proposed as choices are equivalent
variants and in a technical comparison were in agreement to within 10% of one another.
It is highly probable that parties that settle a litigation select a numerical criterion that is
reasonable and factual.

5. Comment: The numerical mitigation measure will require implementation of BMPs
treat ~qave not been proven to be effective in the region.

Response: The proposed numerical mitigation measure defines the quantity of storm
water (volume) that has to be treated to remove pollutants. This criterion does not in
a~T,’.ay describe the effectiveness of BMPs to be used. The effectiveness of any
particular BMP is dependent on design parameters and the range for its applications
Physical geography has little influence on the effectiveness of BMPs while proper

4 61 Fed. Register 43761. "The interim permitting approach uses best management practices in first-round
strom water permits, and expanded or better-tailored BMPs in subsequent permits, where necessary, to
provide for the attainment of water quality standards. In cases where adequate information exists to
develop more specific conditions or limitations to meet water quality standards, these conditions or
limitations are to be incorporated into storm water permits, as necessary and appropriate."

~ See, eg., Chevron USA v. Natural Res. Def. Council, (1984) 467 U.S. 837
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maintenance is a big factor. Information on BMP effectiveness can be ,~ound in research
reports and national BMP databases. The numerical mitigation measure in combination
with the effectiveness of a BMP determines the overall annual load of pollutant that can
be removed.

6. Comment: The post-construction treatment BMPs will require costly maintenance

Response: Treatment BMPs do require proper maintenance and maintenance costs are
BMP specific. Poor or non-existent maintenance will result in an ineffective BMP.
Information on BMP maintenance costs can be obtained from national databases and
reports. See references in the Record of Decision. A cursory review indicates that
maintenance costs are reasonable.

7. Comment: The Regional Board did not perform an economic analysis required by
State and Federal law.

Response: The implementation of a federal regulation does not require separate
economic analysis. A relative quantitative comparison performed with similar criteria for
storm water management or flood control, sediment removal from construbtion,
combined animal feedlot operations, and State of Washington water quality criteria
indicated that the numerical mitigation criteria would cost about three to ten times less.
In addition~ staff performed BMP cost calculations for an actual site in Los Angeles in the
process of development and determined that the mitigation criteria cost is less than 0.5
percent of the project cost.

8 Comment: The Regional Board did not provide adequate public notices to interested
parties.

Response: Regional Board action was not contemplated at the September Regional
Board meeting and thus no public notice was necessary. Nevertheless, Board staff
provided a 30-day public notice and mailed a copy to all parties on file. Staff was unable
to verify the claim by some that they did not receive copies of the public notice or provide
an explanation. Staff will again provide 30 day-notice of the proposed action on the
SUSMPs scheduled by the Regional Board for January 6, 2000.

B. SUMMARY OF ALL SIGNIFICANT COMMENTS AND RESPONSE

COMMENTER COMMENT RESPONSE ACTION
1 Conduct first a quantitative The categories are designated in

Ger~eral review of the basis of designation the permit and were selected based No actionCity of Los Angeles. Western of selected categories as priority- on risk sources data compiled in necessary
States Petroleum Association planning projects, the first term of permit

implementation.
Los Cerr~tos Channel Task Force 2. Provide level playing field for Four methods of determining the Four equivalent

unincorporated and incorporated mitigation measure are provided to methods included
cities within LA County ensure some flexibility. The as mitigation

methods are equivalent. See ROD criteria in SUSMP

Comments Received and Response
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COMMENTER ~, COMMENT i RESPONSE ACTION
Bellflower, Claremont. Commerce. ~ 3 No other MS 4 permits in All MS4 permits are required to
Cowna, Diamond Bar, Downey, i California require numerical criteria have controls on new development No action
Huntington Park, Industry,

I          for runoff mitigation and redevelopment that will reduce necessary
Irwindale, Lakewood, La Mirada, pollutants to the MEP. The USEPA
Lomita, Lynwood, Maywood, has identified the lack of specific
Montebello. Paramount. Norwalk, criteria as a deficiency in its Report
Rancho Palos Verdes. Santa Fe to Congress ON Phase II (1999) ISprings Whittier
SCAG 4, Provide the opportunity for the May be considered by Board in a Wilt suggest

development of regional BMPs Resolution interest to
instead of site by site requirements Regional Board

SCAG 5. Make the numerical mitigation Federal laws and regulations No action
measure voluntary pilot program for require that controls on new necessary

I the first two years, development and redevelopment
’ be enforceable

Santa Momca ’ 6 More studies not necessary to We agree that there exists No action
establish mitigation criteria and sufficient information to establish necessary
evaluate BMPs numerical mitigation criteria and to

design BMP for optimum
performance and effectiveness.

Bellflower. Claremont. Commerce, 7. Numerical m~tigation measure is Implementation of a federal permit No action
Covina Diamond Bar, Downey, an unfunded mandate program is not an unfunded necessary
Hunt,~;:on Park. Industry. mandate as described in the State
Irw~ndate Lakewood. La Mirada. constitution. See memo from legal
Lom~ta, Lynwood. Maywood. counsel.
Montebello. Paramount. Norwalk,
Rancho Palos Verdes. Santa Fe
Springs, Whittier
Bellflower. Claremeont Commerce. 8 Numerical m~tigat~on measure =s Disagree. Our review of local data References to
Cowna Diamond Bar. Downey. not based on sound science and implementation programs in important
Huntington Park, Industry. states such as WA, FL, and MD documents
trw~ndate Lakewood. La Mirada, indicates that the approach to provided in the
Lom~ta Long Beach, Los Angeles, establishing numerical mitigation SUSMP. A
Lynwood, Maywood. Montebello, measure is scientific and bibliography of
Paramount. Norwalk. Rancho Palos reasonable. The methods have references
Verdes, Santa Clarita. Santa Fe also been endorsed by national reviewed for the
Springs, Vernon, Whittier. BIA, science and engineering action ~s included
EAC. New Hall Land and Farming associations in the ROD
Long Beach Chamber of
Commerce
Beiiflower Cerritos. Claremont. 9 Treatment controls will be Site conditions will determine what Waiver provision
Commerce Covina, Diamond Bar. required irrespective of siting BMPs are appropriate. A provision has been included
Downey Huntington Park. Industry, factors limiting application, for waiver is provided where in the SUSMP
Irwi’~,:ale. Lakewood. La Mirada. mitigation may be infeasible, where
Lom=;a,. Long Beach, Lynwood, Mitigation banking may be an impracticability is
Maywood, Montebello, Paramount, alternative, established,
Norwalk Rancho Palos Verdes.
Sa’~ta Fe Springs, Whittier
Covina Irwindale. La Mirada, 10. Provide sufficient time for Staff wilt mail and e-mail copies to Staff will mail
Lomita. Norwalk, Whittier Council of Governments to review SCAG for distribution to COGs. public notice of

and comment proposed action to
SCAG and COGs

Cerr~tos Diamond Bar 11 Developers will move to build in The mitigation measure No action
counties without numerical requirement for new development necessary.
mitigation measures, is based on federal law. Other

Regional Boards are likely to
develop and evaluate compliance
using similar criteria. The USEPA
consider~ the absence of numerical
storm water BMP design criteria for
new development a deficiency.
See USEPA Phase II Final Rule
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COMMENTER i COMMENT I RESPONSE ACTIONBellflower, Cerritos. Claremont, 12. BMPs will require costly Maintenance of BMPs is essential No actionCommerce Covina, Diamond Bar, maintenance and strategies to support ~ necessaryDowney. Hunt ngton Park, Industry,
maintenance activities areIrwindale. Lakewood. La Mirada,

i discussed in USEPA’s Phase IILomita,, Long Beach. Lynwood,
Final Rule.Maywood Montebello, Paramount

Glendora., Norwalk Rancho Palos
Verdes San:a Fe Springs, Whittier,
Truxaw and Associates, Long
Beach Chamber of Commerce
Azusa. Claremont, EAC 13 Perform cost benefit analysis The implementation of federal law No action

does not require a separate cost necessary
benefit analysis Relative cost
comparisons and BMP cost
calculations performed indicate that
the cost of the mitigation measure
is reasonable for the water quality

~ benefits it will brinc,:j.

Csntex Homes, Desert Partners, 14 SUSMP is stringent enough Without the numerical mitigation No actionB~!I Ehrhch FORMA. Engineering without the numerical mitigation measure the SUSMP does not necessaryContractors Association~ Greystone measure provide adequate guidance on
Homes. John Laing Homes, Mid- design criteria for BMPs. Thus nocities Escrow. JTL, New Hall Land

treatment BMPs or BMPs
an3 Farming New Urban West, inadequately sized may be selectedPace Engineering. Pacific bay with no benefit to water quality The
Homes. Pacific Soils Engineering, USEPA in the preamble to Phase II
David Placek. Psomas. Ramseyer, Final Rule makes the same
Rasmussen. Shea Homes. Sikand, observation.
Southern California Contractors,
Southern California Ready Mix
Concrete Assoc, South Place
Corp, SunCal Co., Taylsor
Woodrow, Tetra Tech, Van Tilburg
an~ Associates, Warmlngton
Homes, Western Pacific Housing.
LA County Supervisor Knabe.

Technical 15 Establish for all municipalitiesin The proposed criteria provide for Criteria is madeHeat the Bay American Oceans LA County the 0.75-inch mitigation the treatment of 075 inch or applicable to allCaml3a~gn Friends of the LA River measure or similar criteria for equivalent volume of runoff from MS4 permittees =nNRDC Kudo and Daniels. Fusion development planning currently in new development for all areas of LA countyFdms, Santa Monica BayKeeper, effect for the unincorporated areas. LA County within the jurisdiction of
Ba’,;ona Wetlands Foundation, the Regional Board.
AHHA, H & K Interiors, Kinsella &
Associates AKERS Entertainment,
Bai~esteros Stenstrom-UCLA,
ChattenBroan&Assoc,, South
Bay SurfR=der (13 members), Shatz
Hea! the Bay. American Oceans 16. Require SUSMPs for The requirement is included for the This category hasCam#a~g,~ Friends of the LA River, development in environmentally City of Long Beach but was not one been added to the

sensitive areas of the priority categories specifically SUSMP.
identified in the LA County MS4
permit.

Hea’. t~e Bay American Oceans 17. Require mitigation of runoff This is not one of the priority This category hasCampa~g~ Friends of the LA River, from parking lots separately in each categories specifically identified in been added to the
SUSMP the LA County MS4 permit. SUSMP.

Commercial categories specifically
included have indicated that they
are no different than parking lots. In
addition, the Coastal Commission
has often consulted the Board for
appropriate BMPs and criteria.

Comments Received and Response
December 7, 1999 Page 5 of 8

R0069236



COMMENTER COMMENT RESPONSE ACTION
~ ~ 18 Apply SUSMP requirement A BMP checklist is already required Two categories

broadly rather than limit it to seven for other priority projects, have been added:I categories Expanding the SUSMP requirement locations ~n
may be appropriate once TMDLs environmentally
have been allocated and other sensitive areas.
significant sources need to be and parking lots
controlled.

Cou,~ty cf Ventura a"~ cities 19. Include an alternative method An equivalent volumetric method is Eight five percent
based on volumetric and flow which provided based on annual volume treatment of
uses capture of annual runoff and capture. Flow rate controls are left annual runoff

i peak flow rate control to the judgement of the local volume is provided
agency, as an equivalent

mitioation criteriaHea! the Bay. American Oceans 20. Define hillside development and Will provide a general definition Defined in
Cam;a.;n Friends of the LA River, not defer definition to the local SUSMP.

municipality                      ~
Heal the Bay American Oceans 21 Apply requirements for retail This is not one of the priority No action
Campaign Friends of the L.A River gasoline outlets to any facility with categories specifically identified in necessary

a fuelling dispenser, the LA County MS4 permit.
Expansion of the applicability may
be appropriate once TMDLs have
been allocated and other s~gnificant
sources need to be controlled.

,’.aFt, San Ga~nel Basra Water 22. Requirement for infiltration will Risks for ground water A section is
Qua’,rty Authority promote pathways for groundwater contamination exist under certain included in the

and soil contamination situations. These are identified in a SUSMP describing
report by the USEPA (1993). Pre- the limitations of
treatment of storm water will reduce infiltration BMPs
such risks. The soil acts as a
natural filter and self regenerates

Truxaw and Associates 23 Promote non structural BMPs SUSMPs already require source No action
control BMPs in addition to necessary
structural BMPs and treatment
control BMPs

Lan~ Tech Engmeenng 24. Provide design specifications Expect that BMP design ’ No action
for BMPs based on criteria specification will be developed by necessary

the municipalities based on the
numerical mitigation measure.
Interim BMP design information
may be obtained from manuals
developed by other states.

Centex Homes, Eng~neenng 25. Staff proposal requires capture Storm water capture is not No action
Co~tractors Assoc. John Laing which is not the same as infiltration mandatory. The proposal only necessary.
HOMES Lar~d Tech Engineenng or treatment requires that a certain quantity of
Pace Engineering. Pacific Soils storm water be treated with BMPs
Eng,’~eer:r’~ Dawd Piacek. to remove pollutants in one of
Ramseyer Rasmusen Sikand, several ways.
Southern California Contractors,
Southern Cahfornia Ready Mix
~o~ ..e Assoc, Tetra Tech.
So~,tr~ Place Corp, Taylor
.’.::-=:~,; Western Pacific
Ho,:s ~; LA New Car Dealers Ass
Ve’-:o’~ Los Angeles ~ 26 Require similar criteria for The requirements are for new Will propose to the

USEPA Phase I industrial facilities development in selected Board to consider
categories. Expansion to other in its Resolution
categories may be considered for that the same
the next permit term. Will
recommend application to
construction permits in the LA
Region covered by the State
General Storm Water permit for
construction activity.

Brash, 27 Filter media is not an effective    Disagree. Filter media are effective No action
BMP BMPs if properly configured. See necessary.

letter to Brash from RB Executive
Officer date Oct 19. 1999

Comments Received and Response
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COMMENTER COMMENT ~ RESPONSE ACTIONSanta Clar~ta 28 Provide criteria for flow based i Flow based controls which are A statement hascontrols in addition to volumetric = essential to maintain BMP been included =nbased controls effectiveness, reduce flow the SUSMP that
velocities, minimize downstream I flow design criteriai erosion potential, and prevent over be determined by
bank flooding are left to the the local agency

Ijudgement of the local agency’.Santa Clar=ta 29 Limit application of criteria to The criterion is applied to the whole No actionimpervious surfaces area Credit for the pervious areas necessary
=s automatically considered through
the runoff coefficient. Roofing areas
have been excluded for commercial
facilities.Santa Clar~ta EAC 30. Prowc~e greater flexibility in The four methods of selecting the Provide in theapplication of the mitigation criteria numerical mitigatio through criteria SUSMP four
and waiver procedures offer equivalent
sufficient flexibility in application methods of

determimng the
numerical
mitigation
measure.Los Angeles 31 The numerical mitigation Federal laws and regulations No actionmeasure should be a guidelines require that controls on new necessary.and not a requirement for land development and redevelopment

development be enforceable.
I 32 Setting a numerical mitigation The requirements under an NPDES No action

~ ! measure is a discretionary action, permit are exempt from review necessary.Los Angeles I Provide cost estimates of impacts under CEQA Preliminary costing
and benefits and release estimates indicate that they are

,, documentation for public comment reasonable.
I and review under CEQA

33. Identify the regulatory authority. Regulatory requirement is found at
Los Angeles which authorizes the Regional 40 CFR 122.26 (d)(2)(iv)(A) (2).

Board to establish the numerical Statutory authority is at 33 USC No actionm~t=gation measure. 342(p)(B)(iii). See also court’s necessary
opinion in Defenders of Wildlife v.
Browne.._.~r (No. 98-71080) (9’" Cir.
1999) and in NRDC v. USEPA 966
F2d. 1292 (9tn Cir. 1992)

34. Setting a numerical mitigation The requirements under an NPDES No actionLos Angeles measure ~s a discretionary action, permit are exempt from review necessary.
Provide cost estimates of impacts under CEQA. Preliminary costing
and benefits and release estimates indicate that they are
documentation for public comment reasonable.
and review under CEQA
35. Postpone consideration I A thirty-day notice on this action No action

’ "=’~ t                                                       has been provided. A thirty-daynecessaryV~.es,~ S’,ates Petroleum because of inadequate notice.
Associated’~ (WSPA) notice on the September 1999

Board meeting was provided even
though it was not required for a
Regional Board Information item.

Apartment Association, BIA 36, There is no regulatory Disagree. See detailed explanation No actionrequirement that there be a under main issues and response, necessary.
numerical measure

NRDC 37. Receiving water limits and anti- Agree that mitigation standards are No action
degradation policies apply separate from the numerical necessary
independently from mitigation mitigation measure. The Office of
criteria. Chief Counsel confirms that MS4

programs must meet water quality
standards in a memo dated
October 14. 1999

Burke W~ll~ams & Sorenson 38, Provide broad legal authority for We will include legal citations that Relevant laws are
the SUSMP requirement are relevant to the jurisdiction of the cited in the

Regional Board ’ SUSMP to prowde

I legal ~ustfficahon.Burke, Wilhams & Sorenson 39, Delay SUSMP requirements in The USEPA has already submitted No action
light of PL 106-74 requiring USEPA the reports to Congress and thus necessary.
to submit reports to Congress. no delay is warranted.
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COMMENTER COMMENT i RESPONSE i ACTIONSanta Mon,ca BayKeeper 40 New development can be Disagree. See detailed explanation i No action
prohibited under the Federal Anti- under main issues and response, necessary.
degradation policy if it degrades or
adds pollutants to local waters

EAC. Downey, Lakewood 41. Provide authority in the Clean The US. Supreme Court has held No action
Water Act to regulate flow to that regulation of flow to protect necessary
address water quality, beneficial uses is within the

authority of the Clean Water Act
PUD No. 1 v WA Dept of Ecoloqy.
511 U.S. 700 (1994)

Comments Received and Response
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TENTATIVE
State of California

CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, LOS ANGELES
REGION

Resolution No. xx-xx

APPROVING THE RECORD FOR
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

FOR
MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND URBAN RUNOFF MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS

IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY

\VHEREAS, THE CALIFORNIA REGIONAL \VATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD,
LOS ANGELES REGION FINDS:

]. OH Jtl]v 15. 1996. a municipal storm water permit was issued to the Count)’ of Los Angeles and ~5
incorporated cities to control and minimize the discharge of pollutants associated \vith storm water and
urban runoff. This permit became Regional Board Order No. 96-054, Waste Discharge Requirements
for Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges within the County of Los Angeles.

2. On June 30, 1999. a municipal storm water permit was issued to the City of Long Beach which
removed the City of Long Beach from Board Order No. 96-054, giving the City of Long Beach its own
distinct Municipal Storm Water and Urban RunoffNPDES permit, Regional Board Order No. 99-060.
Waste Discharge Requirements for Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges within the
Cit5 of Long Beach.

3. On August 19, 1999, a state\vide general storm \rater permit for construction activity was adopted by
the State Water Resources Control Board (State Board). This permit became State [~oard Order No.
09-08-DWQ. and applies to construction projects that disturbs five acres or more or is part of a larger
common plan of sale in the Los Angeles region.

4. .~lanv of the rivers and streams in Los Angeles Count,’,’ are formally designated as impaired, pursuant
to Section 303 (d) of the federal Water Pollution Control Act, for specific pollutants that are commonly
found in storm \rater and urban runoff.

5. Stoma water runoff carries with it many pollutants in varying concentrations that are suspended in, and
or dissolved, in the runoff. The sources of these pollutants include nearly all properties that have been
developed since the pollutants originate through the man)’ diverse activities of habitation and land use.
Pollutants generated from individual property developments vary greatly in the concentration or
loading of each pollutant. Generally, the relative contribution of the pollutant from runoff from any
individual property development will represent only a small portion of the entire loading of a water
hod5 given the man)’ square miles of land upon which storm water runoff is generated. W%en the
individual contributions from tens of thousands of discrete property units are aggregated, the pollutant
loading becomes significant. The resultant pollutant loads results in the impairment of that water body
and the conveyance of pollutants, including sediments, metals, complex organic compounds, oil and
grease, nutrients, and pesticides to the ocean and harbors within Los Angeles County. The loading of
pollutants generated in the Los Angeles area are being measured through the monitoring program
being conducted by the Los Angeles Count)’ Department of Public Works in conformance with its
obligations as the Principal Permirtee under the Los Angeles Count)’ Municipal Storm Water and
Urban RunoffNPDES permit.
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6. The nature ofpropert,x use is related to the types and quantities of pollutants that are transported from
that property during a rainfall event.

7. As property is developed or redeveloped, the utilization of Best Management Practices provide an
opportunity to reduce the loadin_a of pollutants to water bodies. This is accomplished b\’ various
techniques’and can be passive (s~urce reduction) or active (treatment). As propert\ is c~e\’eloped from
undisturbed lands, the project can be desi,oned to incorporate structural BMPs that "would normall\’ not
be available or practical to use on property, that has been in urban use.

8. BMPs are effective means of reducing pollutants and treatment control BMPs can be "designed-into’" a
project in a cost effective way and in a manner that is either transparent to or which enhances the use to
\\hich the propert3.’ has been placed. Some BMPs encourage the setting aside of areas as a greenbelt to
allow storm water runoffto flow over areas which are permeable, lhereby allowing all or a portion of
the runoff to infiltrate. Other BMPs can be designed and built into structures such as catch basins that
incorporate replaceable filters to absorb oily wastes or by installing screens to prevent filler from
passing through the system and into the water body.

9. Array s of treatment control BMPs are available to developers of both new and redevelopment
properties. The use of BMPs is alread\ required b) the terms of the Los Angeles Count\’ and Long
Beach ,Municipal Storm \\’ater and Url~an RunoffNPDES permits.                  "

I0. The abi]it,x of any BMP to be effective is limited by the volume of water that the BMP is exposed to in
anx discrete period of time. A BMP that can onl\’ ~e effective for a small volume of storm water
runoff is inherentl\ less effective than one sized to accommodate a ]arger volume of water.

] I. Storm water runoff\rill normally convey a disproportionate loading of pollutants in the initial period
runoff" is generated during a storm event. Storm events generating up to 0.75 inches of precipitation.
measured o\ era 24-hour period, constitute 85 percent of the total amount of runoff that can be
expected during an average \vet season. Designing a BMP to be ab e to accommodate this amount of
runoti" x~ dl result m the a hcanon ofa BMP mtervPP "    ention to all but ]5 Vo of the total runoffdurin,o ayear, and usuall\ all of the critical runoff that occurs in the early phase of the precipitation event,*

commonlx reterred to as the "’first Flush."                   "

12. Both the Los Angeles Count) (Part III.A.l.c) and the Long Beach Municipal Storm Water and Urban
Runoff perm its contain provisions related to the adoption of Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation
Plans (SUSMPs) requiring their development and implementation.

]-~. Standard Urban Storm Water Miti_oation Plans are required for a specified set ofdiscretionaD, "Priority
Pro.iects’" and the permit specifical~, identifies seven distinct categories for which SUSMPs are
required to be prepared. The permit specifically states that the seven categories of"Priorib. ProJects"
are the minimum categories requiring SUSMPs.

]4. Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans are also required for development or redevelopment of
Parking Lots 5.000 square feet or areater and Locations in Environmentally Sensitive Areas. These
categories have been added to advance efforts to control storm water pollu~ion beyond the minimum in
Los Angeles County.

] 5. Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans are required to be approved by the Regional Board
Executive Officer following which the), are to be implemented by the Permittees and used by the
Permirtees as the minimum criteria for the approval of proJect specific Urban Storm Water l~liti~ation
Plans and the issuance of grading or building permits to project applicants,

t 6. The state\vide general storm water permit for construction activity requires that Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plans (State SWPPPs) contain post-construction BMI~s that will be implemented after
construction is complete.
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I T. Section 402 (p) of the Clean Water Act requires the Administrator of the United States Environmental
Protection Agency or her designated agent, in this instance, the Regional Board, to require as part of
the storm \~ater program "’controls to reduce the discharo, e of pollutants to the maximum extent
practicable, including management practices, control tec~hniques and system, design and engineering
methods, and such other provisions as the ,Administrator or the State determines appropriate for the
con:rol of such pollutants." [USC Section ]342 (p)(3)(B)].

18. A recent decision of the United States 9th Circuit Court of Appeals, Defenders of Wildlife v. Browner
(1999) Case No, 98-71080. provides additional support and clarification of the authority of the
Administrator and the Regional Board to impose additional controls on storm water poilution. The
Court in Defenders of \Vi]dlife v. Browner said that the USEPA and the States have discretion under
fl~e la~ to determine \vhat pollution controls are appropriate to achieve compliance.

19, Pursuant to the requirements of Regional Board Order No. 96-054. Waste Discharge Requirements for
Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharo_es \vithin the County of Los Angeles, the Reg onal
Board Executive Officer received a proposal for Standard Urban Storm Water Mitio, ation Plans
submitted bx the Principal Permittee.

20. L’pon the re\ iew of the Regional Board Executive Officer, the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation
Plan submitted for the seven applicable categories was deemed inadequate. A revised SUSMP
proposal \vas de\eloped subsequent to a discussion of the proposal’s conceptual foundation at a public
~ orkshop held on ,August I0, ]999. This workshop was well attended \vith over 80 municipal
representati\es and imerested parties participating.

2], On August ]6. 1999. a public notice was issued indicatino,9, that the Standard Urban Storm Water
.Mitigation Plans proposed b,~ the Principal Permittee \vo~Id be augmented b\’ the addition of criteria
related to speci~ ing numerical design criteria for BMP constructi~)n. The m’atler was noticed for the
R~gional Board’s September meeting to allow the issue to be discussed before the Board although no
lbrmal action of t]~e Regional Board kself is required for SUSMP approval.

22. On September 16. 1999, the Regional Board conducted a public hearing on the Standard Urban Storm
\Valet Mitigation Plan proposal as amended b,v the Executive Officer. At that hearing, the Regional
Board Executive Officer suggested additional time would be necessary to develop a more
comprehensive proposal incorporating the comments received at the p’ublic hearing.

2.:. Bet\~een Sep[ember 16 and December 3, ]999, the Reo, ional Board Executive Officer met with
interested par~ies to discuss comments and concerns from interested parties.

~4. I-he Southern California Council of Governments (SCAG) has indicated its interest in obtaining
funding to prepare a regional plan(s) to address storm water pollution and identify regional treatment
solutions for implementation.

2-~. On December 7. 1999. the Regional Board Executive Officer released a revised Standard Urban Storm
\Vater Mitigation Plan document to interested parties.

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT:

1. The Regional Board endorses the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan prepared by the
Regional Board Executive Officer and noticed to the public on December 7, 1999 and the concepts
therein relating to numerical storm water mitigation standards for Best Management Practices; and

2. The Regional Board encourages the Regional Board Executive Officer to approve the Standard Urban
Storm \\’ater Mitigation Plan at the earliest opportuni~, incorporating any specific changes
recommended and formally approved by the Regional Board at the January 6, 1999 Board Hearing:
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3. The Regional Board adopts the approved requirements as provisions applicable to the SUSMP
requirements for the CiD of Long Beach.

The Regional Board adopts the numerical mitigation standards for storm water, endorsed herein, as the
minimum design criteria for review ofpost-construclion BMPs in the Los Ano~eles Reo, ion for
construction projects s’ubject to coverage under the state storm \\ater general permit fo~ construction
activit).

5. Tlne Regional Board encourages the Permirtees and all interested parties to \york together in a spirit of
cooperation to effect the implementation of the Standard Urban Storm \Vater Mitigation Plan at the
earliest possible date. and                                                ~

6. The Reo,.ional Board encouraoes the efforts by the Southern California Council of Governments and
area Council of Go\ernments (COGs) to de\’~]op regional plans and identify regional solutions to
address storm \rater pollution from new development and redevelopment.

I. Dennis Dickerson. Executive officer, do hereby certify that the fore_ooing is a full, true and correct cop)’
of a Resolution adopted by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Ano, qeles Re,oion. on
Januarx 6. 2000.                                           "                      ~      ~

DENNIS A. DICKERSON
Executi\ e Officer
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January 14, 2000

Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson
California Regional Water Quality Contro! Board,

Los Angeles Region
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013-1105

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Proposed Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan

The California Stormwater Quality Task Force was formed to provide guidance to the State
Water Resources Control Board on the development of NPDES permit and regulatory
guidelines for stormwater discharges. The Task Force is officially recognized by the state in
this role through Administrative Procedures Update 90-004, which states our common goals of
developing feasible control programs which provide significant environmental benefits and
protect designated beneficial uses, promote the advancement of stormwater management                "
technology, and effect compliance with state and federal law. The Task Force is composed of
stormwater quality management personnel from cities, counties, and special districts, and other
interested professionals.

The Task Force strongly urges the LA Regional Board to consider the comments, concerns, and
recommended revisions submitted by the Task force, local agencies, and stormwater
professionals concerning the proposed stormwater mitigation plan.

The Task Force’s primary interest in the Regional Board’s proposed requirements lies in
protecting the locally-driven process of determining, adopting, and enforcing: 1) appropriate
stormwater quality controls as envisioned by the federal NPDES municipal stormwater permit
regulations and in compliance with Porter-Cologne, 2) land use controls and development
standards, and 3) regional, cost-efficient storm drainage master plans where appropriate. The
Task Force believes the Regional Board’s proposed requirements create an intrusion into this
area of local government responsibility and therefore have more than regional significance.
The Task Force also believes the proposed standard requirements will have environmental
effects (e.g., land use .densities) which have not been evaluated in a public forum.
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Mr. Dennis Dickerson
January 14, 2000
page 2

The permits subject to the proposed stormwater mitigation plan provide appropriately for local
creation of development standards, and provides the Regional Board Executive Officer
opportunity to review and approve or disapprove such plans. Specific requirements beyond
those enumerated in adopted permits should not be added to permits without a proper
reopening process.

Rather than the Regional Board dictating specific local urban design ~tandards, the Board
should provide a process through which local communities select-with public stakeholder
discussion-those design strategies and standards which address the permit objectives. This
assures development of workable programs which are legally defensible and publically
supported. By contrast, reviews of the proposed standards by engineering and stormwater
professionals conclude they are difficult to verify and ambiguously worded.

Local agency boards and councils have the legal duty and must be given the opportunity by
means of Regional Board policy to exercise jurisdiction over land use and development
standards. These agencies have the duty to determine, implement, and enforce local land use
policies to meet permit objectives. The Board is strongly urged to ensure a process consistent
with this duty of local government.

The Task Force recommends the following more appropriate approach to mitigating stormwater
impacts resulting from development:

1) The Regional Board’s proposed stormwater mitigation plan should be returned to the
local agencies required in LA Region NPDES permits to develop such plans. The
agencies should be provided the opportunity to revise the plan, target specific problems,
work with local constituencies, develop site-specific and regional control strategies, and
secure the direction and involvement of their decision-making bodies. This process
should also ensure review pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.

2) The Regional Board should maintain its oversight role by establishing processes within
permits for review and approval (or denial) of stormwater quality control programs
submitted by local agencies. If circumstances require additional controls, the Regional
Board should provide appropriate means to reopen the affected permit, ensuring due
process and public and agency participation.

3) There needs to be an inclusive process, working with the Regional Boards, to develop
guidelines, provide evaluations of practices found to be cost-effective, and provide for
the analysis of hydrology and land use, considering site-specific and regional approaches
and infrastructure resources. The Task Force will work actively and collaboratively
with the boards on any advisory panels they would convene for that task.
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4) The policies produced by this effort should be subject to evaluation of economic and
technical feasibility in compliance with the Porter-Cologne Act and review pursuant to
CEQA.

The Task Force supports the requests of affected municipal stormwater management agencies
to reconsider and revise the proposed standard requirements, allowing for adaptation to and
coordination wi~ land use authorities. We further urge the LA Regional Board to work with
those agencies to resolve these matters.

If you have any questions or would like to discuss this matter further, please call me at (559)
456-3292.

Respectfully,

Melinda S. Marks
Chair, Stormwater Quality Task Force

c: LA Regional Water Quality Control Board Members
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Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los An.geles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for StaffProposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

You have the opportunity to significantly reduce urban runoff, the number one source of
pollution to our coastal and inland waters. In January 2000, I urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your own staffto curb urban runoff: Ensure that
specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or infiltrate 100% of the runoff
generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards
worsening water pollution.

Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoff that builds in toxicity as
it crosses parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas
stations before it is channeled and runs untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous
urban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable requirements in the municipal
storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for swimming,
creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that
pose health risks to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6th editorial as
a "promising new approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening
and help prevent beach closings," and a "good start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing stoma water pollution
in the planning phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff
problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles County
coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion" dollars annually, but
these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract
their customers. As the health of the coastline declines, so does business dust ask any

11777 SAN VICENTE BLVD. SUITE 555 ,~ Los ANGELES, CA, 90049
(310)820-2322 FAX (310)820-1452

CACOAST@ENVIRON MENTNOW.ORG
VV~V~V.COAST1KEEPER .ORG              R0069247



businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with billions of dollars at stake, the health
of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will
soon have a transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoff that invades our
streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of
the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually, for the health of
our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your ,~taff’s
proposal to mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sirij~,. ]y., iz

Director
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WATERSHED

)~l~rzell~n[e]~ Dens Dickerson 1~ 3~ 1 8 P l: 3q
Executive Director
Los ~geles Regional Water Quality Control Board

~9A~F OIRE~ 320 W. 4~ Street, Suite 200

~NVIRON~ENTAL CONSULTANT

.o. v,.G,.,a so,u n.o wn~. Re: Suppo~ for the 3/4 inch st~d~d to reduce runoff ~om new and
co.s~.~.~,o..o..o redevelopment

JAMES W. MEEK. SECRETARYD~ ~. Diekerson;.

E.~,.O.~.~.LOO"SUL~ I re~ntly have had the ch~ce to renew the stand~d ~ sto~water
~.*.E.. co..,~. ~tigation pl~. for ~s ~geles Coun~ ~d Cities ~ ~s ~geles. County.
0""~" ~"~ "~’~ Tr~tment of the sto~water qu~i~ is ~ ess~ti~ element for prot~t~g
~.~.~ru.~C~SE~.C~ 1o~ watersheds, and is ~dely us~ by m~ m~cip~ties ~ound the
~,~,.==~,~o~ countw. I ~ronNy suppo~ the t~Nu~erineh mnofftr~tment s~d~d
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANT

based on p~t scient~c res~ch on the peffo~ of sto~w~er be~
~ANCE$ H. ~LANIGAN

~ ~ strateNes for ~d and se~-~d watersheds tgat may be help~l in adapting
CliO, WILKS & BENN

ROBERT J. a~ON eff~tive sto~water practices for your re~on.

~E~’°~ ~.FO~,.ES ,~c Th~ g~u f~r the oppo~N~ to ~ent on the propos~ sto~water
~tigati~ ply. Adoption of the thr~ queer ~ch ~d~d ~l help to~ROGER PLATT

NATIONAL REALTY COMMI~EE prot~t the creeks ~d ~astl~es of ~s ~g¢les ~om the impacts of
ELIZABETH RAI~BECK.,~..~o~ sto~water pollutams, and represems a fair, ~uitable ~d acNevable
~.~ .. s.~.~, t~eshold for sto~water treatment.
CHESAPEAKE BAY FOON~ATION

WILLIAM STACK
BALTI~RE DEPARTMENT .Sin~rely.

Th~m~ R. Sc~ueler
HEADQUARTERS Exe~tive Dk~or

839~ MAtN SrnEET

(4~01 ~-8~3
(410) 461-8~4 F~
~.CWP.ORG a~ae~ent

EXEC~lVE DIRECTOR

PRI~IPAL ENGINEER

HYE YE~G KW~
ASSIST~ OlRE~OR
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III. Stormwater Strategies for Arid
and Semi-Arid Watersheds

W ater supply and flood control have traditer manager. [Note: in some arid and semi-arid water-
tionally dominated watershed planning insheds, most precipitation falls as snow and evapora-
arid and semi-arid climates. Until recenttion rates are much lower. These watersheds are found

years, stormwater quality has simply not been much ofin portions of Alaska and at higher elevations of the
a priority for water resource managers in the west. ThisRocky Mountains and Sierra Nevada. Guidance on
situation is changing rapidly, as fast growing commu-stormwater strategies for these dry but cold watersheds
nities are responding to both emerging water qualitycan be found in Caraco (1997)].
problems and new federal regulations. In particular, ~r.z.~:.’:x-..-:.:,~:’,~~.;’~.’-~’.’,’~:~
larger cities in the west have gradually been dealing This article reviewsstrategies
with stormwater quality to meet the requirements offor managing stormwater in re- Soon, thousands more smaller
the first phase of EPA’s municipal stormwater NPDESgions of scarce water based on an communities will need to

program. Soon, thousands more smaller communitiesextensive survey of 30 stormwa- develop stormwater quality
will need to develop stormwater quality programster managers from arid and semi- proorams.
when the second phase of this national stormwaterarid regions. Next, the article ex-~r.~-z:~.z-::~~.:’~:-~’:,~.~
regulatory program is rolled out later this year. plores how source control, better

site design and stormwater prac-
At first glance, it seems ludicrous to considerrices can be adapted to meet thedemandingconditions

managing the quality of stormwater in arid regionsposed by arid and semi-arid climates. It begins by
where storms are such a rare and generally welcomeexamining the environmental factors that make storm-
event-- sort of like selling combs at a bald convention,water management in arid and semi-arid watersheds so

The urban water resources of the southwest, however,unique and challenging. As a consequence, stormwa-
are strongly influenced by stormwater runoff and byter strategies for the west are often fundamentally
the watershed development that increases it. Indeed,different from those originally developed for more
the flow of many urban streams in the southwest ishumid regions. Some of the fundamental differences
generated almost entirely by human activity: by urbanare outlined in Table 1 and are described in detail in the

storm flow, irrigation return flow and wastewaterfollowing text.
effluent. Thus, the quality of both surface water and
groundwatei" in urbanizing areas of arid
and semi-arid regions of the southwest is
strongly shaped by urbanization.

For purposes of this article, arid wa-
tersheds are defined as those that receive
less than 15 inch~,s of rain each year.
Semi-arid watersheds get between 15 and
35 inches of rainfall, and have a distinct
dry season where evaporation greatly ex-
ceeds rainfall. In contrast, humid water-
sheds are defined as those that get at least
35 inches of rain each year, and often
much more. There are many arid and /,
semi-arid watersheds, most of which are
located in fast growing regions of the
western United States (Figure 1). Low
annual rainfall, extensive droughts, high [] ~.~ -: ~5 ~n
intensity storms and high evaporation rates

[] ~a~ ~ 5 m - ~ ,~
are characteristic of these watersheds, and

[] I~ain[alt > 35 mpresent many challenges to the stormwa-
R0069250
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drainage network of arid watersheds. Without such
indicators. +t is difficult to dcftnc the qualities that
inerit protection m cphcme,al streams. Clearly, tile
goals and purposes of stream protection need Io be

Aquatic resources and management objectivesreinterpreted for ephemeral st,cam channels, and can-
are fundamentally different not be imported from humid regions.

Rainfall depths are much lower In humid watersheds, the first obiective of storm-

Evaporation rates are much higher water management is the protection of perennial
streams, with goals such as maintaining pre-develop-

Pollutant concentrations in stormwater are much ment flov,’ rates, habitat conditions, water quality and
greater biological diversity. In contrast, the obiectives for

stormwater management in most arid watersheds are
Vegetative cover is sparse in the watershed ultimately’ driven either by flood control or the quality

Sediment movement is great of a distant receiving water, such as a reservoir, estu-
ary, ocean, or an underground aquifer. Witness some

Dry weather flow is rare, unless return flows are of the recent water quality problems in arid and semi-
present arid watersheds for which stormwater is suspected to

be primarily responsible: beach closures along the
Aquatic resources and management objectives areSouthern California coast, trash and floatables washed
fundamentally different into marinas in Santa Monica, nutrient enrichment in

The rivers of arid regions are d,amatically differ-recreational reservoirs like Cherry Creek Reservoir in
ent from their humid counterparts. Some idea of theseDenver and Town Lake in Austin, trace metals viola-
differences can be seen by comparing the dynamics oftions in the estuarine waters of San Francisco Bay, or
an arid river to a humid one (see Box 1 ). The differ-concerns about the quality and quantity of groundwa-
ences are even more profound for the smaller urban ter recharge in aquifers of San Antonio and Austin.
streams in arid watersheds. In fact, it is probablyUsually, the only local concern is preventing the loss of
appropriate to refer to them as gullies or arroyos rathercapacity of irrigation channels or storage reservoirs
than streams, since they rarely have a perennial flow ofcaused by sedimentation.
water. Many of the physical, chemical and biological
indicators used to define stream quality in humid Groundwater is a particularly valued water re-
watersheds simply do not apply to the ephemeralsource in arid and semi-arid watersheds. Many fast-
washes and arroyos that comprise the bulk of thegrowing western communities are highly reliant on

Box 1 An Arid River Runs Through It

Consider, for a moment, the characteristics of the South Platte River as it runs through Denver,
Colorado, as chronicled by Harris et al (1996). Flow in the South Platte river is extremely variable with

a few thunderstorms and the spring snow melt causing ;a half dozen dramatic peaks in discharge.
Normally, however, river flows quite low, falling below the,average daily flow level some 354 daYs a

year. Much of the flow in the South Platte has been spoken for: it has been’estimated that river water is
used and returned back to the river from three to seven times before it leaves th~ state (primaril~ due

to upstream water appropriations for rr gat on) ’Most qf the time the river’s~ow is sustained by
municipal wastewater effluent flows, which contribute aboUt 90% of the r verbs dai y flow during most of
the year. Indeed, without wastewater and irrigation flOWS the dverwould frequently run dry (asit had

prior to settlement). The river continues to strongly interact with groundwater;and much of the flow
moves underground. The South Platte is very warm, with Summer surface waterlemperatures exceed,

ing 30 degrees Celsius (and fluctuating byas much as 15 degrees each day),

From a water quality standpoint, the South Platte frequently suffers from oxygen depletion, and has
high concentrations of dissolved salts and nitrogen. Prior to settlement, the Sodth Platte River was not

believed to have riparian forest corridors, but in recent years, introduced species have become Well
established along many parts of the river. The quality of river habitat is generally regarded as poor,
due to low flows, sandy, shifting substrates, and a ack of channel structureand woody debris. The

river’s channel continually changes in response to extreme variations in both flow and sediment "
supply. These extremely variable conditions are not conducive toa diverse aquatic habitat for aquatic

insects or fish. For exa.mple, fewer than a dozen fish spies i~habit the SOuth Platte River, as
compared to 30 or more that might be(fodnd ina humid region:
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Rainfall Statistics

City Annual Days of 90% Annual Two Year, Ten Year,
Rainfall Rain per Rainfall Evaporation 24 Hour 24 Hour

Year Event Rate Storm Storm

Washington, DC 38 67 1.2 48 3.2 5.2

Dallas, TX 35 32 1.1 66 4.0 6.5

Austin, TX 33 49 1.4 80 4.1 7.5

Denver, CO 15 37 0.7 60 1.2 2.5

Los Angeles, CA 12 22 1.3 60 2.5 4.0

Boise, ID 11 48 0.5 53 1.2 1.8

Phoenix, AZ 7.7 29 0.8 82 1.4 2.4

Las Vegas, NV 4 10 0.7 120 1.0 2.0

groundwater resources, and it is becoming a limitingis smaller than that of semi-arid and humid watersheds
factor for some. On a national basis, groundwater(Table 2). For example, the rainfall depth associated
provides 39% of the public water supply. In the aridwith the two-year 24-hour storm in most arid water-
and semi-arid southwest, however, groundwater sourcessheds ranges from 1.0 to 1.4 inches, which is roughly
comprise 55% of the water supply (Maddock andequal to the typical water quality storm for a humid
Hines, 1995). Consequently, these communities havewatershed. Similarly, the ra!nfall depth for the ten-year
a strong interest in both the recharge and protection of24-hour storm in most arid watersheds ranges from
groundwater on which they depend, two to three inches, which is roughly equivalent to the

depth of a two-year storm in a semi-arid or humid
Rainfall, Depths Are Much Smaller watershed. Consequently, stormwater managers in arid

Table 2 compares a series of taintall statistics forregions can fully treat the quality and quantity of
eight arid, semi-arid and humid cities and documents stormwater with about a third to a half of the storage
that it rarely rains in arid watersheds. For example, inneeded in humid or semi-arid watersheds, with all

\ .
the fast grooving Las Vegas, Nevada region, rainfallsother factors being equal.
greater than a tenth of an inch occur, on average, less
than ten days a year. Not only does rain seldom fall, not Even though the rainfall depths in arid watersheds
much falls when it does. For example, 90% of allarelower, watershed developmentcangreatly increase
rainfall events in a given year are usually less than 0.50peak discharge rates during rare flood events. For
to 0.80 inches in arid watersheds, compared to 1.0 toexample, Guay (1996) examined how development
1.5 inches in humid watersheds. If a "90% rule" washad changed the frequency of floods in arid water-
used in many arid regions, the water quality stormsheds around Riverside, California.
would be roughly half that of most semi-arid andOvertwodecades, impervious cover~r.~-~.~~’~.~.,~,.~

humid watersheds, which would greatly reduce theincreased from 9°0 to 22% in theseWatershed development can
size, land consumption and cost of structural practicesfast-growing watersheds. As a di-greatly increase peak discharge
that need to be built. In many cases, the entire waterrect result, Guay determined thatrates during rare flood events.
quality storm could be disposed of on-site through peakflowrateatgaugedstationsfor
better site design, without the need for structural prac-the two-year storm event had;’,’.~_’-.;’t..~~’~;~

tices. It should be noted that there are some significantclimbed by more than 100%, and
exceptions to this rule. Los Angeles, for example,that the average annual stormwater
experienceshigherrainfalldepthsduetointensecoastalrunoffvolume had climbed by 115%to 130% over the
storms in the winter, especially in el Nino years, same time span.

While intense storms cause the flash flooding thatEvaporation Rates are Greater
is so characteristic of the west, it is also important to High evaporation rates are a great challenge in
keep in mind that the depth of rainfall in these storms arid and semi-arid watersheds. Low rainfall combined
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with high cx;tporation usuall\ means that stored water offers little plOtcct~onl against soil erosion. Irrigation
will be lost w;ttcr. In La~ Vegas. l+or example, annualis required to establish dense and vigorous cover,

rainlall is a scant four inches, while pan evaporationwhich may not bc sensible or economical given scarce
exceeds ten feet (See Table 2). Consequently, it iswater resources, lnaddition, htgh flows released from

xirtuallv impossible to m~tintaln a pond or wetland instorm drams I+rcqucntly accelet+ate downstream cro-
atn arid watershed without a supple- sion smcc channels arc also sparsely vegetated. Ei-
mcntalsourceofwater(seeSaundersnally, many stormwater practices require dense veg-

:.+,~e+.?zm:~�,’;a~+:’z~.~;:,z~+ and Gilro}. 1997: Tecl+nical Note etative cover to perform properly (e.g., grass swales

As streams urbanize, dry 1 I t~. Evaporation also greatly cx- are often not practical in arid watersheds, given the

weather flow can actually coeds tainfall for many months of difficulty to establish and maintain tuft).

increase, the ~ ear in semi-arid watersheds, and
requn+es special pond design tech-S+dim+nt Mov+me+~t Is Greater

+~’,~2+%~1~~.:,~1.L4’t;+~, +" ~’, ~’~ niques. Stream channels in arid and semi-arid watersheds

move a lot olsedlment when they flow. For example,

Polluta++l Conce~+trations i++ Stormwater Are Often Trimble (199~) found that stream channel erosion

Hi+Ber supplied more than two thirds of the annual sediment
The pollutam concentration of stormwater runoffyield of an urban San Diego Creek. He concluded that

from arid watersheds tends to be higher than that ofthe higher flows due to watershed urbanization had
humid watersheds. This is evident in Table 3, whichgreatly accelerated the erosion of arroyos, over and
compares event mean concentrations (EMCs) fromabove the increases caused by grazing, climate and

five arid or semi-arid cities to the national average forriparian management. Channel erosion can be particu-
several common stormwater pollutants. As can bel+ly severe along road ditches that experience higher
seen, the concentration of suspended sediment, phos-stormwater flows, which not only increases sediment

phorus, nitrogen, carbon and trace metals in stormwa-erosion but also creates chronic ditch maintenance

ter runoff from arid and semi-arid watersheds consis-problems.

tently exceeds the national average, which is heavily
biased toward humid watersheds. In addition, bacteriaD~ W+at~erFlewsAreRar+, Unl+ssSuppl+m+nt+dfy

levels are often an order of magnitude higher in aridR~tur~ Water

regions (Chang, 1999). Most small streams in arid watersheds are gullies
or a~o~os that only flow during and shortly after

The higher pollutant concentrations in arid water-infrequent storm events. As streams urbanize, how-

sheds can be explained by several factors. ~irst, sinceever, dry weather flow can actually increase. Human

rain events are so rare. pollutants have more time tosources of dry weather flow include return flows from

build up on impervious surfaces compared to humidlawn and landscape watering, car washing, and set-
regions. Second. pervious areas produce high sedi-face discharges of treated wastewater. Eor example,
ment and organic car-
bon concentrations be-
cause the sparse veg-
etative cover does little
to prevent soil erosion
in uplands and along
channels when it does
rain. The strong effect
of upland and channel
erosion can be detected
when    stormwater
samples are taken from
channels, but are less
pronounced in storm-
water outfall pipes.

Vegetative Cover is
Sparse in the Water-
shed

Native vegetative
cover is relatively
sparse in arid and semi-
arid watersheds, and
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Miz.cllandFrench{1995!lI~>undtha~cxce~xwalerfrom in~ services. T~rgeting is also used to reach hon~cowncrs
residential and COllllllCrcial landscape lrli~a[ioll and ~ilh specific walcr conservalion, car washm~, fcrlil~-
construction si~c dcwa~crln~ greatly increased rate and/.at~on and ~cs~icide messages (sec
duration ofdr~ wcafl~cr flow in a Las Vegas Creek, andEducati~).
was sufficiently reliable to he the primary irrigation
source for a dowtlstrcam gol[ cotu-sc ~ttff(’l s+t’e~’/;+~t,k,. Street sweeping seeks to remove thu

buildup of pollutants that have been deposited along
Stormwater Strategies for Arid and Semi-Aridthe street or curb, using vacuum assisted sweeper
Watersheds trucks. The pollutant removal

pefforn~ance of a new genera-    .-+.~+.+~...,,.++,~,~.-..-
Watershed managers need to carefully choose tion of street sweeper was re-Better site 6esi~n presents a

stormwater practices that can meet the demandingcently reviewed in Tech~ffcal ~reat oppo~unity to minimize
climatic conditions and water resource obiectives of~ote 103. While researchers impervious cover an6 stormwa-
arid and semi-arid watersheds. Communities can era-continuetodebatewhetherstreet ter impacts in the w~st.
ploy three broad strategies: aggressive source control,sweepers can achieve optimal
better site design, and application of"western" storm-performance under real-world
water practices. Some of the key trends in each of thesestreet conditions, most concede
areas are described below, that street sweeping should be more effective in areas

that have distinct wet and dry seasons ~CDM. 1993),
Aggressive Source C~ntrol which is a defining characteristic of arid and semi-arid

watersheds.
The term "source control" encompasses a series of

practices to prevent pollutants from getting into theStorn~ drai~inlet clean outs. One of the last lines of
sto~ drain system in the first place. The practicesdefense to prevent pollutants from entering the storm
include pollution prevention, street sweeping, anddrain system is to catch them in the storm drain inlet.
more frequent clean outs of storm drain inlets. EachMineart and Singh (1994) reported that monthly or
practice acts to reduce the accumulation of pollutantseven quarterly clean outs of sediment in storm drain
on impervious surfaces or within the storm draininlets could reduce stormwater pollutant loads to the
system during dry weather, thereby reducing the sup-San Francisco Bay by 5% to 10%. Cu~ently, few
ply of pollutants available for wash off when it rains,communities clean out their storm drain inlets more

than once a year, but a more aggressive effort by public
Pollution pre~,ention. Pollution prevention seeks toworkstocleanoutstormdrainspriortotheonsetofthe
change behaviors at residential, commercial and in-wet season could be a viable strategy in some commu-
dustrial sites to reduce exposure of pollutants to rain-nities.
f311. Almost all arid stormwater managers considered
pollution prevention measures to be an integral ele-Better Site Design
ment of their stormwater management program, on par
with the use of structural stormwater practices (Caraco, Better site design clearly presents great opportu-
1997). Indeed, many western communities have pio-nities to reduce impervious cover and stormwater
neered innovative pollution prevention programs (seeimpacts in the west, but has nol been widely imple-
On Watershed Education, this issue). These programsmerited to date. Indeed, the "California" development
focus on educating homeowners and businesses onstyle, with its wide s~eets, massive driveways, and
how they can reduce or prevent pollutants from enter-huge cul-de-sacs has been copied in many western
ing the storm drai~ system when it’s not raining, communities and arguably produces more impervious

cover per home or business than any other part of the
In recent years, western communities have beencountry (Figure 2). While the popularity of the Call-

targeting their educational message to more specificfornia development style reflects the importance of the
groups and populations (see Ot~ Watershed Education,car in shaping communities, it is also a strong reaction
this issue). For example, Los Angeles County hasagainst the arid and semi-arid landscape. The brown
identified seven priority categories for intensive era-landscape is not green or pastoral, and many residents
ployee training in industrial pollution prevention ~consider concrete and turf to be a more pleasing and
auto scrap yards, auto repair, metal fabrication, motorfunctional land cover than the dirt and shrubs they
freight, chemical manufacturing, car dealers, and gasreplace.
stations~ on the basis of their botspot potential and
their numerical dominance (Swammikannu, 1998). In While the techniques and benefits of better site
the Santa Clara Valley of California, the three keydesign have been extensively profiled in the lasl issue
priorities for intensive commercial pollution preven-of Techniques (3:2), it is wo~h discussing how these
tion ~aining are c~ repair, construction, and landscap-techniques can be adapted for western development.
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A kc_v ad:tptat~on isto mcorporatctheconccptof"stortn- conservation i:< also a high priority,
water harvcstin.~- into residential and con1111crcJal

dcvclopn+cnt design (COT. 1996). Water harvesting is Butter s~tc design principlcsalso need to be adapted
an ancient concept that involves capturing runoff fromfor fire safety in Western comn+mnities ad.iacent to
rooftops and other impervious surfaces and using it for d+aparral \cget:.ttion that are prone to periodic wild-
driuking water or to intgatc plants (e.g., the cistern). Infires+ In some case. vegetation setbacks must be in-
a more modern version+ rooftop runoff is spread o,.ercreased in these habitats to protect developments from
landscapingareasortheyard, withthegoalforcompletedan~efous wildfires (CWP. 1998).
disposal of runoff on the property for storm events up to
the two-year storm (which ranges from one to twoDav+lopimg Wester, Stormv.,ater Practi+es
inches in most arid aud semi-arid clhnates. For ex-
ample, the City of Tucson recommends 55 gallons of Given the many challenges and constraints that
storage per 300 to 600 square feet o frooftop for residen-arid and semi-arid watersheds impose, managers need
tial biorctention areas (COT, 1996). In higher densityto adapt and modify stormwater practices that were
settings, it may be more practical to store water in a rainoriginally developed in humid watersheds. In our
barrel or cistern for irrigation use during dry periods,stormwater managers survey, four recurring principles

emerged on how to design "western" stormwater prac-
When water harvesting is aggressively pursued,tices that are suited to the challenging climate and

stormwater runoff is produced only from the impervi- water resource problems of arid and semi-arid water-
ous surfaces that are directly connected to the roadwaysheds:
system. Denver has utilized a similar strategy program
to disconnect impervious areas and reduce the amount1. Carefully select and adapt stormwater practices
of stormwater pollution (DUDFC, 1992). A usefulfor arid watersheds
guide on these techniques has also been produced for2. Minimize irrigation needs for stormwater prac-
the San Francisco Bay area (BASMAA, 1997). Watertices
harvesting may also prove to be a useful stormwater3. Protect groundwater resources and encourage re-
retrofitting strategy, particularly in regions where watercharge

Pollutant Phoenix, Boise, Denver, San Jose, Dallas,
AZ Idaho Colorado California Texas

Source (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Rainfall 7.1 inches 12 inches 13 inches 14 inches 28 inches

N 2-3000 40 15 35 67 32

TSS 78.4 227 116 * 384 258 663

BOD 14.1 109 89 nd 12.3 12

COD 52.8 239 261 227 nd 106

Total N 2.39 3.26 4.13 4.80 nd 2.70

Total P 0.32 0.41 0.75 0.80 0.83 # 0.78

Soluble P 0.13 0.17 0.47 nd nd nd

Copper 14 47 34 60 58 40

Lead 68 72 46 250 1 05 330

Zinc 162 204 342 350 500 540

References: (1): Smullen and Cave, 1998, (2) Lopes et al, 1995 (3) Kjelstrom, 1995 (computed)
(4) DRCOG, 1983, (5) WCC, 1992 (computed) (6) Brush et al, 1995.
Notes: rid= no data, # = small sample size * = out/all pipe samples
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4 Reduce do\vnslrcan~ ch:mncl CI~tM(HI and protect W~,t /)(md~. Wcl p~mds are ~llcn ~mpraclical in arid
fr~m~ upland sediment watClshcds since ~t is not possible to maintain a pcrma-

llClI[ pool without supplemcutal water, and the ponds
I. Cm~[hlly.s~’k, ct mtd ~nkqtt .~lmmuclterl~ractices.[~)r become stagnant between storms. Wet ponds arc IEa-
c~rid watersheds siblc in some scmi~arid watersheds, on the other hand,

Soxne stormwatcr practlcc~ developed in humid when carefully designed. Performance monitoring stud-
watersheds arc simply not applicable to arid water- its have demonstrated that wet ponds exhibit greater
sheds, and most others require major modifications to pollutant removal than other storm~vatcr practices in
be effective (Table 4). Even in semi-arid watersheds, Austin, Texas, at a lower cost per volume treated (COA,
design criteria for most stormwatcr practices need to 1998. and Technic~d Note XX). In arid and semi-arid
be revised to meet performance and maintenance ob- climates, wet ponds can require supplemental water to
jectives. The lb[lowing section highlights some of the maintain a stable pool elevation. Saunders and Gilroy
major design and performance differences to consider (1997) reported that 2.6 acre-feet per year of supple-
for major stormwater practices, mental water were needed to maintain a permanent pool

of only 0.29 acre-feet. Generally speaking, stormwater
Extended Dete~tion (ED) DO’ Pm~ds. The most widely designers working in sere i-arid watersheds should de-
utilized stormwater practices in arid and semi-arid sign for a variable pool level that can have as much as a
watersheds were dryponds, according to the Center’s three-foot draw down during the dry season. The use of
survey (Figure 3). Most were designed exclusively for wetland plants along the pond’s shoreline margin can
flood control, but can be easily modified to provide help conceal the drop in water level, but managers will
greater treatment ofstormwaterquality. Whiledry ED need to reconcile themselves to chronic algal blooms,
ponds are not noted for their ability to remove soluble high densities of aquatic plants and occasional odor
pollutants, they are reasonably effective in removing problems. The City of Austin has prepared useful wet
sediment andotherpollutants associated withparticu- pond design criteria to address these issues (COA,
late matter (see Technical Note 95). In addition, ED 1997).
ponds can play a key role in downstream channel
protection, if the appropriate design storm is selected, ~torlllwater Wetlallds. FeW communities recommend
and adequate upstream pretreatment is incorporated, the use of stormwater wetlands in either arid or semi-
Dry extended detention is the most feasible pond aridwatersheds.Onceagain,thedrawdownratescaused
practice in arid watersheds, since they do not require a by evaporation make it difficult to impossible to main-
permanent pool of water, rain standing water that can sustain emergent wetland

plants, unless copious subsidies of supplemental water

e r s trl pF

Dry Well -"

Porous Pavement

Infiltration Basra

Infiltration Trench

Water Reuse Pond

Wetland

Dry Pond

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% T0*/,
Respondents Retomm¢nding
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III

CT(tlorado. ~lt~cl c~mcluctcd thut designs need to bc modi-
.5<mJ i-i!+os., ~:tilcl I’iltcls contilluo It)I+c OllC <,I ihc lilttSl I+icd Itl +iCCOUllt lt+l the grcalcr sodilllOnt buildup il] aiicl

c’t)lllll/t~li l+t+ziCticCS ciscd to tlC~lt the’ Clutilit} t+l sl<>tlliXt ;i iC~lt+ils ( Tt,< lira< <+1 .k ,+it, I00). Urbonas tound their the

Stormwater A rid Semi-Arid
P ractice Wa tershed s Wate rsheds

ED Dry Ponds PREFERRED ACCEPTABLE
multiple storm ED dry or wet forebay needed
stable pilot channels
"dry" forebay

WetPonds NOT RECOMMENDED LIMITED USE
evaporation rates are too high to liners to prevent water loss
maintain a normal pool require water balance analysis
without extensive use of scarce design for a variable rather
water than permanent normal pool

use water sources such as AC
condensate for pool
aeration unit to prevent
stagnation

Stormwater NOT RECOMMENDED LIMITED USE
Wetlands evaporation rates too great to require supplemental water

maintain wetland plants submerged gravel wetlands
can help reduce water loss

Sand Filters PREFERRED PREFERRED
requires greater pretreatment refer to COA, 1997 for design
exclude pervious areas criteria’

Bioretention MAJOR MODIFICATION MAJOR MODIFICATION
no irrigation use runoff to supplement
better pretreatment irrigation
treat no pervious area use xeriscaping plants
xeriscape plants or no plants avoid trees
replace mulch with gravel replace mulch with gravel

Rooftop Infiltration PREFERRED PREFERRED
dry well design for recharge of recharge rooftop runoff on-site
residential rooftops unless the land use is a hotspot

Infiltration MAJOR MODIFICATION MAJOR MODIFICATION
no recharge for hotspot land uses no recharge for hotspot land
treat no pervious area uses
multiple pretreatment treat no pervious area
soil limitations m uttiple pretreatment

Swales NOT RECOMMENDED LIMITED USE
not recommended for pollutant limited use unless irrigated
removal, but rock berms and grade rock berms and grade control
control needed for open channels to essential to prevent erosion in
prevent channel erosion open channels
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lest sand filter quickly became clogged ~ith sedimentturf can only be maintained in these arid conditions
at’ter just a few storms, and recommended that sand Ihrough Ihe use o1 sprinkler irrigation systems. The
filters include a more frequent sediment clean outpollutant removal perlormance of swales in arid and
regime, an increase in the filter bed size. and upstreamsemi-arid watersheds appears to be mixed (Table 5).
detention to provide greater sediment pretreatment.Poor to negative pollutant removal performance was
Some additional research on the performance andreported m a Denver swale that was not irrigated
longevity o~ sand filters in the semi-arid climate of(Urbonas, 1999-personalcommunication).lnthesemi-
Austin,TexascanbefoundinTechnicaINoteslllandarid climate o1" Austin, Texas, Barretet al (1998)
112 (this issue), reported excellent pollutant removal in two highway

swales that were vegetated but not irrigated. Similar
Bioretention. The use of bioretention as a stormwaterperformance was also noted in a non-irrigated swale
treatment practice is not very common in many west-monitored by the City of Austin (COA. 1997).
ern communities at the present time. Clearly, this
practice will require extensive modification to work in2. Minimize irrigation needs for stormwaterpractices
arid watersheds. This mightentail xeriscape plantings, In arid climates, all sources of water, including
use of gravel instead of mulch as ground cover, andstormwater runoff, need to be viewed as a resource. It
betterpretreatment.Sprinklerirrigation ofbioretentionseems senseless, therefore, to irrigate a practice with
areas should be avoided. 50 inches of scarce water a year so that it can be ready

to treat the storm water runoff produced from 10 inches
Infiltration Practices. While a number of communitiesof rain a year. Still, irrigation of stormwater practices
allowed the use of infiltration in arid and semi-aridthe 183 and Walnut Creek sites. In our survey of
watersheds, few encouraged its use. Two concernsstormwater managers, 65% reported that irrigation
were frequently cited as the reason for lack ofenthusi-was commonly used to establish and maintain veg-
asm for structural infiltration. The first concern wascrated cover for most stormwater practices.
that infiltration practices are too susceptible to rapid
clogging, given the high erosion rates that are custom- Irrigation should be limited to practices that meet
ary in arid and semi-arid watersheds. The secondsome other landscaping or recreational need in a corn-
concern was that untreated stormwater could poten-munity and would be irriggted anyway, such as land-
tially contaminatethe aquifers that are used for ground-scaping islands in commercial areas and road rights of
water recharge, way. Irrigation may also be a useful strategy for dry ED

ponds that are designed for dual use, i.e., facilities that
Swales. The use of grass swales for stormwater treat-serve as a ballfield or community park during the dry
ment was rarely reported for arid watersheds, but wasseason. Even when irrigation is used, practices should
much more common in semi-arid conditions. Grassbe designed to "harvest" stormwater, and therefore
swales are widely used as a stormwater practice inreduce irrigation needs. Landscapers should also con-
residentialdevelopments in Boise, Idaho, but the dense sider planting native drought resistant plant material to

Highway 183 median Walnut Creek City of Austin Swale

Parameter Mass Load Reduction (%)

TSS 89 87 68

COD 68 69 33

TP 55 45 43

TKN 46 54 32

Nitrate 59 36 (-2)

Zinc 93 79 ns

Lead 52 31 ns

n$ = not sampled. Fecal coliform and fecal strep removals were negative at the 183 and Walnut
Creek sites.
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reduce water consumption. Bmcnginccring options to stabilize downstrcanl chan-
nels m arid watersheds arc limilcd, and often rcqmrc

.~. [)IOI(’uI ,¢,roli~ld~val~r tt,.s<~ cv ~¢~I([ #l!(’(Hll(i.k,(, i~,- cI-Osion conlro] blankets to retain IllOiSlurc iIIld

{lzatNe as well as extensive irrigation.
In many arid communittc,, protection ol ground-

water resources is the prm~at} driving Iorcc behind{ ]!).vrream erox+on quickly reduces the capacity of any
stormwater treatment. Ironically. early cflorts to usestormwater practice m an arid or semi-arid watershed.
stormwater to recharge grou[ldw~ttc+ have resulted induc to sparse vegetation cover and erosion from up-
some groundwater quality concerns. In Arizona. forstream gullies, ditches, or channels. Designers have
example, stormwater was traditionally in.iccted into l0several options to deal with this problem. The most
to 40 foot deep dry wells to provide Ior groundwatereffective option is to locate the practice so that it can
recharge. Concerns were raised that deep in ectiononly accept runoff from impervious areas, particularly
could increase the risk of localized groundwater con-for infiltration, sand filters and bioretention. Even
tammation, sinceuntreatedstormwatcrcanbeasourcethen, the practice will still be subject to sediment
of pollutants, particularly if the proposed land use istransported by the wind.
classified as a stormwater hotspot.

All stormwater practices in arid and semi-arid
Wilson et al (1990) evaluated the risk of dry wellwatersheds require greater pretreatment thaP+ i++ humid

stormwater contamination in Pima County. Arizona.++’a+ersheds. Seventy percent of the arid stormwater
and determined that dry wells had elevated pollutantmanagers surveys reported that sediment clogging and
concentrations in local groundwater. The build up ofdeposition problems were a major design and mainte-
pollutant levels that had occu~ed over several decadesnance problem for nearly all of their stormwater prac-
tended to be localized, and did not exceed drinkingrices.
water stand~ds. Still, it is important to keep in mind
that dry wells and other injection recharge methods Even though not all upstream erosion can be
should only be used to infiltrate relatively "clean"prevented, designers can compensate for sediment

runoff, such as residential roofs. Otherbuildup within the stormwater practice itself. Pretreat-
;+m~+’:’~m::<:g.~+’~m:g’:;+.~surface infiltration practices, such asmerit and over-sizing can prevent the loss of storage or

In many ari6 communities, trenches and basins, can also poten-clogging associated with sediment deposition. As
~rotection oI +rounOwater tially contaminate groundwater unlessnoted in Technical Note 112, rock berms or vertical

resources is the ~rimaw 6rivin~ they are carefully designed for runoff gravel filters are ideally suited as a pretreatment de-
force behin6 stormwater treat- pretreatment, provide a significant soilvice.

merit, separation distance to the aquifer, and
;+.m~+.:~¢~~.;,v2:~:.~are not used on "hot spot‘+ runoff sites. Most stormwater managers surveyed indicated

that sediment cleanout regimes for stormwater prac-
4. Design to reduce channel erosio++ rices need to be more frequent in arid and semi-arid

Above all, the western stormwater practice mustwatersheds, with removal after major storms and at a
be designed to reduce dow+~srream erosion in ephem-~ninimum, once a year. Lastly, stormwater managers
eral channels, while at the same time protecting itselfconsistently emphasized the need for better upland
from sediment deposition from upstream sources. Thiserosion control during construction. A full 65% of the
is a daunting challenge for any engineer, but themanagers reportedthatupstreamerosionandsediment
following ideas can help. control was a m~ior emphasis during their stormwater

plan review.
With respect to downstream channel erosion, de-

signers will need to clamp down on the storm eventsSumma~
that produce active erosion in channels. This might
entail the design of ponds or basins that can provide 12 It is clear that stormwater managers in arid and
hours of extended detention for the one-year returnsemi-arid climates cannot simply import the stormwa-
interval storm event (which is usually no more than anter programs and practices that were originally devel-
inch or two in most arid and semi-arid watersheds),oped for humid watersheds. Insmad, they will need to
Local geomorphic ~ssessment will probably be neededdevelop stormwater solutions that combine aggressive
to set channel protection criteria, and these hydraulicsource control, better site design and stormwater prac-
studies are probably the most crittcal research prioritytices in a distinctly western context. Regulators, in
in both arid and semi-arid watersheds today. Withoutturn, need to recognize that western climates, te~ain
ED channel promction, designers must rely on clumsyand water resource objectives are different, and be
and localized engineering techniques to protect ditchesflexible and willing to experiment with new approaches
and channels from eroding, such as grade control, rockin municipal sto~wamr programs. L~tly, stormwater
berms, rip-rap, or even concrete lined channels,managers from arid and semi-arid watersheds must
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w~rk more closely tc~gethc~ t~) share experiences about C(). 240 pp.
the stormwater soluti~ns that work and fail. It is only
through this dialogue that western communities can(3lick. R., G. Chang and M. Barter. 1998. Monitoring
gradually engineer stormwater practices that are rug- cmd evaluation O[stormwater quality control ba-
ged enough to withstand the demanding challenges of .st~s. Water Environment Federation Speciality
the arid and senti-arid west. C¢~nl~erence. ProceedingsWatershed Management:

Moving from Theory to Implementation. Denver,
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS    MEM,,RSO’’"E,OA,O
GLORIA MOLINA

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ZEV YAROSLAVSKY
DON KNABE

822 KENNETH HAHN HALL OF ADMINISTRATION / LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012      MICHAEL D, ANTONOVICH
Telephone (213) 974.4444 ! F.,~ (213) 626-~941

DON KNAB.E
CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD

SUPERVISOR, FOURTH DISTRICT

September 15, 1999

Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality
Control Board - Los Angeles Region
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles CA 90013-1105                                       ~_:

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

STANDARD URBAN STORMWATER MITIGATION PLANS
NUMERICAL STANDARDS

One of the conditions of the Municipal National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit (Permit) issued to
Los Angeles County as Principal Permittee and 85 Permittee
Cities, is the submittal of Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation
Plans (SUSMPs). The approval of the SUSMPs is to be discussed
at the Regional Board Public Hearing on September 16. As part
of the approval process, your staff has recommended that the
SUSMPs have a numerical mitigation standard added before they
are formally approved.    A number of Cities are opposing the
incorporation of numerical standards into the SUSMPs because
this could lead to the implementation of measures, which are not
proven and may not be cost effective.

As Principal Pe~mittee of the NPDES Permit, the O~unty has
worked with the 85 Permittee Cities to develop SUSMPs Zhrough a
consensus process that included input from all the Permittees.
Although the County’s and the Permittees’ SUSMPs differ because
the County has chosento include a standard with respect to this
part of our stormwater program, we believe that the SUSMPs
represent a reasonable and practicable program for all
Permittees.
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The County continues to undertake a very proactive approach
toward water quality issues by implementing programs to protect
the beneficial uses of waterbodies in the County and to reduce
pollutants in stormwater to the maximum extent practicable.
Although many Cities share the same stormwater quality issues,
their approach to solving problems varies based on the wide
range of issues within each City.    Therefore, we support the
Cities’ approach to implementing the SUSMPs, thus allowing the
flexibility for each City to determine what is reasonable and
practicable within its own jurisdiction.

Sir,

E
Chairman of the Board
Supervisor, Fburth District
County of Los Angeles

c: Department of Public Works
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLICWORKS
900 SOUTH FREMONT AVEN~E

~LHAMBRA. CALIFORNIA 91803-1331
Telephone: ~ 626) 458-5 ! 00

HARRY W. STONE. DIreemr .-~DDRESS ALL CORI~.,.~3NDENCE TO:
P.O. BOX 1460

ALHAMBRA. CALIFOIt,,NI~ 91~02-1460

Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson
Califomia Regional Water Quality

Control Board - Los Angeles Region
320 West 4= Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013-1105

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

STANDARD URBAN STORMWATER MITIGATION PLANS

We have reviewed your "Comments Received and Response - Supplement" and your
"Change Sheet" both dated January 21, 2000, as well as the "Change Sheet" dated
January 25, 2000. Although the majority of our comments from our December 28, 1999,
letter have been addressed, we still have serious concerns with some of our comments
that were not addressed and some of the new changes that you have made to the
Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP). The following are our comments
that we would like you to consider.

Comments From Our December 28, 1999, Letter Not Addressed:

SUSMP Catea_ odes

Although you have clarified the definitions of parking lots and projects discharging into
environmentally sensitive areas, the two additional categories are nearly identical to project
characteristics that are already identified as pdority projects in the Development Planning
Program. The pdodty project categories identified in Part B of the checklist includes project
locations adjoining, bisected by, or directly discharging to a designated environmentally
sensitive area, dpadan corddor or wetland and parking lots with greater than 200 parking
spaces for any office, commercial, or industrial use. The mention of these categories in
a different manner in multiple components of the Development Planning program
documents will lead to confusion.
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Definitions

Hillside: The definition of hillside was revised to only partially address our concern. We
still recommend changing the definition to read, =Property located in an area with known
erosive soil conditions, where the development contemplates re~ ulated grading on any
natural slope that is 25 percent or greater."° The municipalities only have the authority to
implement the program on regulated grading.

Environmentally SensiUve Area: You have simply added references here for Areas of
Special Biological Significance and Area of Ecological Significance. Your proposed
definition of "Environmentally Sensitive Area" would still be very difficult to implement and
enforce. We still recommend that these areas be defined as those adjoining, bisecting, or
directly discharging to a Significant Ecological Area, identified by Los Angeles County or
other environmentally sensitive areas identified by the local jurisdiction. This definition
would provide clarity and be more consistent with that given in the Model Program. It
would also be enforceable and have a reasonable basis.

S~K:tions 6 and 7 of the General Reauirements _ _

Though you have exempted individual, single-family residential developments from the
requirements of (Section 7) covering trash storage areas; you did not exempt the same
from the requirements of (Section 6) covedng outdoor matedal storage areas. An
exemption, in that case, is appropriate as well.

Roofina Surface Exclusion

The wording of Part D was revised to read, "The storm water conveyance system does not
directly discharge to a natural stream or a channel segment scheduled for restoration." We
still recommend adding "to a natural stream" following restoration. This will help clarify
what is meant by restoration. Also, you have added a statement at the beginning of the
Roofing Surface Exclusion that reads, "A prooortional area of roofing surface may be
excluded...." This statement is vague and needs clarification.
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Parkincj Lots

To address our earlier concern, you have now revised this section to require all the listed
Best Management Practices (BMPs). As we stated earlier, these should be
recommendations because it will not be possible, and is probably not necessary, to meet
all these requirements on any one parking lot. For example, requiring the reduction of
impervious land coverage and infiltration of runoff and treatment of runoff for parking lots
seems to be excessive. Also, this section is redundant to the runoff mitigation
requirements shown eadier in the SUSMP for the new parking lot category. This
redundancy and overlap will make implementation of the SUSMP for this typeof project
confusing.

Concems With the New Comments That Have Been Added:

Section 2 (Conserve Natural Areas) of the General Re(~uirements

You have removed the UEvery effort shall be made to" from the first requirement of this
section. This eliminates the flexibility for situations where it is not feasible to concentrate
or cluster development on portions of a site while leaving the remaining land in a natural
undisturbed condition. This statement should be left at the beginning of the first
requirement of this section.

Section 3 IMinimize Storm water Pollutants of Concem) of the General Re(]uirements

You have changed a portion of the definition of Pollutants of Concem by replacing "at a
level high enough to be" with "concentrations or loads." The original definition of Pollutants
of Concern was taken verbatim from our Stormwater Permit and therefore would create a
conflict between the Permit and the SUSMP. We recommend leaving the definition as
stated in the Permit.

Section 4 (Protect Slopes and Channels) of the General Requirements

You have added text that reads, "Utilize natural drainage systems to the maximum extent
practicable." It is unclear what utilization means in this instance.
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Section 8 (Provide Proof of Onqoinq BMP Maintenance) of the General Requirements

You changed text regarding transfer of property to apply to a private or public owner. It is
unclear as to why this addition is needed. The owner will always be a private or public
owner. Therefore, this added text is not needed.

If you have any questions, please call me at (626) 458-5948, Monday through Thursday,
7:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m.

Very truly yours,

HARRY W. STONE

Director~of Pu~,~

Terri M. Grant
Supervising Civil Engineer III
Environmental Programs Division

TP:sv
P:~.PPUB\WATER\UNITI~Pereira~LEI"rERS~SUSMP heanng lett~2.wl~l

cc: All Permittees
City of Long Beach
CRWQCB (David Nahai)
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

9o0 so~r. ~o~ AV~
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91803-1331

Te|ephone: (626) 458-5100
HARRY W, STONE, Director ADDRESS ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO:

P.O. BOX 1460
ALHAMBRA, CALIJrORNIA 91802-1460

Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality

Control Board - Los Angeles Region
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
kos Nngeles, C~ 90013-1105

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

MUNICIPAL STORMWATER PERMIT NO. CAS614001 - ORDER
STANDARD URB.~I STORM WATER MITIGATION PlaNS (SUSMPs)

In response to your request at our meeting on December 30, 1999, we are providing the
following information regarding our early experiences with the implementation of the
0.75-inch rainfall standard (standard)contained in the County of Los Angeles Development
Planning Implementation Manual. To date, our experience is limited to the preliminary
approval of projects. However, we have already identified several issues and concerns
that need our attention at this early stage to ensure successful implementation of this new
program.

In order to develop the standard, we reviewed and evaluated the new development
stormwater pollution prevention programs of several other municipalities in Califomia and
throughout the country. Because we were negotiating our program under a Settlement
Agreement with the Natural Resources Defense Council, we also considered information
provided by them in this process. Lastly, we referenced the California Best Management
Practices (BMPs) Handbook and the Urban Runoff Quality Management Manual (WEF
Manual of Practice No. 23 and ASCE Manual and Report on Engineering Practice No. 87)

The Manual suggests that capturing and treating runoff from "smaller" storms will result in
capture and treatment of a large percentage of the runoff volume from the urban
landscape. A water quality BMP capable of capturing these smaller storms would also
capture and treat the "first flush" portion of the larger, infrequently occurring runoff events.
The Manual indicates that the 80t~ percentile runoff event is considered by municipalities
in the semiarid region of the United States to be cost effective for stormwater quality
management and is viewed as the design event that achieves the Maximum Extent
Practicable definition under the Clean Water Act.
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We found much variation in the standards adopted by municipalities for new development
and the desired goals of their programs. For example, the standard was described in
various terms such as, rainfall, runoff, or one to five-year frequency storms. Some
programs focused on restoring the population of a particular endangered species while
others sought to prevent major erosion problems. Municipalities adopted standards both
lower and higher than the 80th percentile.

in order to establish an appropriate standard for treatment in Los Angeles County, we
evaluated 119 years of rainfall data from our downtown Los Angeles area, Rain Gage
No. 716. Using this data, we were able to create a rainfall probability graph. This rainfall
probability graph showed that 85 percent of our storm events are less than or equal to
0.75-inches. Therefore, based on our research, we determined 0.75-inches of rainfall to
be a reasonable standard for the mitigation of stormwater runoff.

0.75-Inch Volume and Flow Rate Calculations

Our most notable obstacle, thus far, has been the correct or proper calculation of runoff
volume at a specific site. There are various methods to determine the appropriate volume
and flow rate for structural Best Management Practices (BMPs), but no two methods give
identical results. It has been a challenge to determine the most appropriate Countywide
method. This challenge arises from trying to determine design volumes and flow rates
when the only hydrology data analysis available is for a 10, 25, and 50-year peak flow
design storm. Without design volumes and flow rates for the standard, we have limited
confidence in the design of the stormwater BMPs. Therefore, we are challenged to refocus
our hydrology expertise to change our previous design analysis from large peak-flow storm
events to smaller more frequent events.

Knowledge of BMPs

Many of the proposed structural BMPs have been inadequate for their respective project.
Some of the proposed BMPs are not propedy situated and others would not adequately
treat the stormwater runoff. Though we have been commenting on the proposals and
discussing them with the proponents, we are unsure if these inadequate proposals are due
to a lack of economically viable solutions or a lack of knowledge on the development
community’s part.

Infiltration BMPs

Fortunately, a number of the projects are located in areas of the County where infiltration
rates are higher and proposed infiltration BMPs should be able to meet the standard.
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However, we do not have verification of these high infiltration rates, and we are requiring
a soils test for those projects proposing infiltration BMPs. We believe these more porous
soils are unique to undeveloped County unincorporated areas and may not be
representative of much of Los Angeles County.

Two home subdivision projects are proposing the infiltration of stormwater on individual
residential lots. Though the anticipated soil infiltration rate is reported to be approximately
three-inches per hour and well aOle to meet the standard, it is possible that individual
homeowners in the future could modify their property to render the proposed BMPs
ineffective. On another project the developer proposed to use designed infiltration basins,
as well as the porous natural unlined channel, to mitigate the runoff from streets,
driveways, and other impervious surfaces. We do not view the channel as meeting the
criteria of an infiltration BMP. A third project, a 100+ home subdivision and golf course, is
proposing to infiltrate a majodty of its runoff throughout a golf course, but the ability of the
golf course to infiltrate the runoff is yet to be determined.

BMP Maintenance Task Force

For all projects, we have not determined how maintenance of the proposed BMPs will be
provided, though one project plan stated that the BMPs will be maintained by a home
owner’s association. Now that we know more about the type of BMPs developers are likely
to propose, we are concerned about the ability of private property owners to provide
continued and proper maintenance either individually or through a homeowner’s
association. Without proper maintenance, we believe many of the BMPs could fail to
function propedy and become public nuisances.

Consequently, the County has c~eated a Task Force comprised of a t~ew permittee cities,
County staff, and residential tract developers. This Task Force will research and identify
structural BMPs that the County can maintain to target the appropriate pollutants of
concern, provide consistency and meet the standard. The Task Force will also consider
methods of funding continual maintenance, such as the establishment of a "Storm Water
Quality Maintenance District."

In summary, our brief experience has demonstrated that many issues surrounding the
0.75-inch rainfall standard need to be resolved before the program is fully effective and
easily implemented. We are committed to find workable solutions in a timely manner and
will be prepared to share the knowledge gained from our experiences with the other
Permittees should they implement similar programs.

R0069269



Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson
January 11, 2000
Page 4

If you have any questions, please contact Terd Grant at (626) 458-4014, Monday through
Thursday, 7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.

Very truly yours,

HARRY W. STONE
Director of Public Works

Donald L. Wolfe
Assistant Director

JP:kk
P:\...\WATER~ADMIN~LETTERS~SUSMP EXPERIENGES.WPD
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLICWORNS

900 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91803-1331

T¢lcphon©: (626) 458-5 lO0
HARRY W. STONE, Director ADDRESS ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO:

P.O. BOX 1460
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91802-1460

December 28, 1999 ~ uPLv PL~SE
REFERTO FILE: EP-3

Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson
California Regional Water Quality
Control Board - Los Angeles Region

320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013-1105

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

STANDARD URBAN STORMWATER MITIGATION PLANS

The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works appreciates the challenge that the
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region, has in trying to
address the numerous and varied comments submitted on the Standard Urban Stormwater
Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs). However, we have a serious concern that some of the recent
changes either conflict with the already approved Model Program or are a major departure
from the Development Planning Program that was negotiated and envisioned for the
current National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. The following
are our comments that we would like you to consider before the January hearing.

SUSMP Categories

The two additional categories, parking lots and projects discharging into an
"environmentally sensitive" area, are project characteristics that are already identified as
priority projects in the Development Planning Program. The priority project categories
identified in Part B of the checklist includes project locations adjoining, bisected by, or
directly discharging to a designated environmentally sensitive area, riparian corridor or
wetland and parking lots with greater than 200 parking spaces for any office, commercial
or industrial use.
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Also, the proposed SUSMP indicates that "each Permittee will approve an Urban Storm
Water Mitigation Plan as part of the development process and prior to issuing building and
grading permits for the projects covered by the SUSMP requirements." This is not
consistent with the Model Program. The Model Program clearly states that the Urban
Storm Water Mitigation Plans will be required for specific projects when SUSMPs are not
appropriate and/or not adequate for the specific project in review. "For a Planning Priority
Project, the respective SUSMP or the site-specific Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan will
be incorporated into the project design prior to the issuance of any grading or building
permits." The statement in the SUSMP should be revised to be consistent with the wording
in the Model Program.

Definitions

Hillside: The definition of hillside would include all development. Only the extremely rare
case of a dead fiat lot would not be defined as "hillside." We recommend changing the
definition to read "property located in an area with known erosive soil conditions, where the
development contemplates regulated grading on any natural slope that is 25 percent or
greater." This is the minimum grade used by most jurisdictions to define "hillside."

Environmentally Sensitive Area: Your proposed definition of "Environmentally Sensitive
Area" would be very difficult to implement and enforce. We recommend that these areas
be defined as those adjoining, bisecting, or directly discharging to a Significant Ecological
Area, identified by Los Angeles County or other environmentally sensitive areas identified
by the local jurisdiction. This definition would provide clarity and be more consistent with
that given in the Model Program. It would also be enforceable and have a reasonable
basis.

Redevelopment: Your proposed definition of redevelopment would require extremely
minor projects to have the entire site come into compliance with stormwater regulations.
This would place an unreasonable financial burden on small businesses, as well as the
municipalities. It is common practice for regulations to contain thresholds to determine
when new requirements are to be imposed on existing improvements. We recommend
defining redevelopment as "the addition, to an already developed site of 50 percent or
more impervious area or improvements to 50 percent or more of the existing improvements
on the site."
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Section 3 of the General Requirements

You deleted a line that recognized the possibility that other Best Management Practices
(BMPs) not mentioned in the listed documents may meet the goal of the program. We
recommend that this line remain in the SUSMP. We should not close the doors to new
ideas. The real solutions are ahead of us, not behind.

Sections 6 and 7 of the General Requirements

Section 6 covers the proper design of outdoor material storage areas and Section 7 covers
the proper design of trash storage areas. Both of these sections are written as
requirements that apply to all SUSMP categories. We recommend that individual,
single-family residential developments be exempted from these requirements.

Section 9 of the General Requirements

The phrases "each runoff event" and "each and every storm event" are creating confusion
for those trying to design BMPs for that purpose. When one considers that storms may
occur over several consecutive days, this statement would lead to a BMP that is over
designed for water quality purposes, especially when you take ground saturation into
consideration. If the standard is to remain in the SUSMP, that wording should be clarified
to state that the BMP should capture runoff events smaller than or equal to the given
standard.

Roofing Surface Exclusion

Part D does not allow excluding the area of the roofing surface from the total area for
calculation of rainfall or runoff volume to be treated if the stormwater conveyance system
directly or indirectly discharges to a natural stream or unlined channel or channel segment
scheduled for restoration. An exclusion for roofing surfaces is a good idea. However, the
terms "indirectly discharge" and "unlined channel" in Part D of this section could be
interpreted to prevent almost all projects from meeting the exclusion criteria. The wording
of Part D should be revised to read, "the storm water conveyance system does not directly
discharge to a natural stream or a channel segment scheduled for restoration to a natural
stream."
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Parking Lots

This section is not clear as to whether or not the listed BMPs are required or
recommended. We would assume that the BMPs are recommended because it may not
be possible to implement each of these BMPs at all parking areas. Wording to that effect
should be added to the SUSMP.

Waiver

This section should define "an underground source of drinking water" and whether or not
that includes potential sources.

Alternative Certification for Storm Water Treatment Mitigation

We agree with your approach to include this section in the SUSMP, but we feel that the
certification should be required to be signed by a Civil Engineer or Architect registered in
the State of California. This would provide assurance that the selection and design of the
BMPs was conducted with technical expertise and provide an opportunity for recourse for
negligent designs.

TABLE 2

This table should be consistent with the list of BMPs approved by the Regional Board for
the Development Planning Program.
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If you have any questions, please call me at (626) 458-5948, Monday through Thursday,
7:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m.

Very truly yours,

HARRY W. STONE
Director of Public Works

Terri M. Grant
Supervising Civil Engineer III
Environmental Programs Division

JP:sv
p:\EPPUB\WATER\UNITI~Pereira~ETTERS~SUSMP hearing letter.wpd

cc: All Permittees
City of Long Beach
CRWQCB (David Nahai)
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORI~

900 SOUTH FREMONT AVE3IUE
ALHAMBRA. CALITOP..NIA 91803-1331

Teiephot’~: (626)
HARRY W. S~ ~lor                                                                            ADD~SS ALL CO~NDENCE TO

P~O. BOX 14~

August 12, 1999

I~ ~:~’LY PLEASE

Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer                           ,z~.,ro,L= EP-3
California Regional Water Quality
Control Board - Los Angeles Region

320 West 4~h Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013-1105

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

STANDARD URBAN STORMWATER MITIGATION PLANS

I am writing to clarify the intended meaning of some wording in the Standard Urban
Stormwater Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs) submitted to you on July 21, 1999.

At the workshop held on August 10, 1999, regarding SUSMPs, you indicated that the
following statement in the SUSMPs would be interpreted to mean that all runoff would
need to be mitigated:

"The development must be designed so as to mitigate (infiltrate and/or treat)
the site runoff generated from impervious directly connected areas that may
contribute pollutants of concern to the stormwater conveyance system".

The actual intent of that statement was to omit a numerical standard from the SUSMPs.
Enclosed is a revised version of the SUSMPs to clarify the intended meaning.

If you have any questions, please call me at (626) 458-5948, Monday through Thursday,
7:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m.

Very truly yours.

HARRY W. STONE
Director of Public Works

TERRI M. GRANT
Supervising Civil Engineer III
Environmental Programs Division
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100+ HOME SUBDIVISION

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

A 100+ home subdivision is defined as any subdivision lot being developed for more than 100
single-family or multi-family homes.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Wate~ Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The pdma,-y objectives are to:

Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. The Permittees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop, Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will need to implement the appropriate
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for 100+ Home
Subdivision projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any pre-
existing regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pre-determined
threshold, the new an~d the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of new improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the new improvements
need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-determined throshold shall be consistent with the
local jurisdiction’s policy for application of other building codes to new improvements.
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100+ HOME SUBDIVISION
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 2

REQUIREMENTS

Peak s~orm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development levels for
developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate may result m an increased
potential for downstream erosion.

If applicable, the following items are required and must be implemented in the site layout during
the subdivision design and approval process, consistent with applicable General Plan and Local
Area Plan policies:

¯ Every effort shall be made to concentrate or cluster development on portions of a site while
leaving the remaining land in a natural undisturbed condition.

¯ Limit clearing and grading of native vegetation at a site to the minimum amount needed to
build lots, allow access, and provide fire protection.

¯ Maximize trees and other vegetation at each she by planting additional vegetation, clustering
tree areas, and promoting the use of native and/or drought tolerant plants. Wherever
practical, promote natural vegetation by using parking lot islands and other landscaped areas.

¯ Preserve riparian areas and wetlands.

Stormwater runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids,
metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the stormwater conveyance system. The
development must be designed so as to minimize, to the maximum extent practicable (MEP), the
introduction of pollutants of concern that may result in significant impacts, generated from site
runoff of directly connected impervious areas (DCIA), to the stormwater conveyance system as
approved by the building official. Pollutants of concern, as defined by the Permit, consist of any
pollutants that exhibit one or more of the following characteristics: current loadings or historic
deposits of the pollutant are impacting the beneficial uses of a receiving water, elevated levels of
the pollutant are found in sediments of a receiving water and/or have the potential to
bioaecumulate in organisms therein, or the detectable inputs of the pollutant are at a level high
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100+ HOME SUBDMSION
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enough to b~ considered potentially toxic to humans and/or flora and fauna. DCIA is defined as
the ar~ covered by pavement, building and other impervious surfaces which drain directly into
the storm drain without first flowing across pervious areas (e.g. lawns).

In meeting this specific requirement, "minimization of the pollutants of concern" will require the
incorporation of a BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of
pollutant ioadings in that runoff to the MEP. Those BMPs best suited for that purpose are, at a
minimum, those listed in the California Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbooks as
"likely to have significant impact" beneficial to water quality for targeted pollutants that are of
concern at the site in question. Howev~, it is possible that a combination of BMPs not so
designated may, in a particular circumstance, be best suited to maximize the reduction of the
pollutants.

Exaraple Best Mana[zement Practices (BMP~

The following are examples of BMPs that can be used for minimizing the introduction of
pollutants of concern that may result in significant impacts, generated from site runoff of DCIA,
to the stormwate~ conveyance system. (See Table 1: Suggested Resources for additional sources
of information):

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewalks
and streets. However, sidewalk widths must still comply with regulations for the Americans
with Disabilities Act and other life safety requirements.

¯ Design residential s~re~Ls for the minimum required pavement widths needed to comply with
all zoning and applicable ordinances to support travel lanes; on-street parking; emergency,
maintenance, and service vehicle access; sidewalks; and vegetated open channels.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to minimize the number of residential
street cul-de-sacs and incorporate landscaped ~ to reduce their impervious cover. The
radius of cul-de-sacs should be the minimum required to accommodate emergency and
maintenance vehicles. Alternative tm~.a~ounds should be considered.

¯ Use permeable materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lnts, or interior roadway
surfaces (examples: hybrid lots, parking groves, permeable overflow parking, etc.).

¯ Use open space development that incorporates smaller lot sizes.

Reduce b~ilding densiri.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce overall lot imperviousness by
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promoting alternative driveway surfaces and shared driveways that connec~ two or more
homes together.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce the overall imperviousness
associated with parking lots by providing compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions,
incorporating efficient parking lanes, and using pervious materials in spillover parking areas.

¯ Direct rooftop runoff to pervious areas such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas, and
avoid routing rooi~op runoff to the roadway or the stormwater conveyance system.

¯ Vegetated swales and strips (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Extended/dry detention basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Infiltration basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Infiltration trenches (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Wet ponds (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Constructed wetlands (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Oil/Wate~ separators (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Catch basin inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Continuous deflective separation units (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by
the local jurisdiction)

¯ Storm drain inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Media filtration (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

AugUS111,19e9
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¯ Bioretention facility (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

* Dry-wells (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Cisterns (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Foundation planting (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

If applicable, the project plans must ir~lude BMPs consistent with local code and ordinance to
decrease the potential of slopes and/or channels from eroding and impacting stormwaler runoff:

~ Convey runoff safely £rom the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.

¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.

¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.

Install energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of new storm drains, culverts,
conduits, or channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable specifications
to minimize ~osion.

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls lhat are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of re~iving water fauna, are effective supplemems to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"’NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be

R0069281
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posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

Common outdoor material storage areas refer to storage areas or storage facilities solely for the
storage of materials used in the routine maintenance of common areas or common facilities such
as swimming pools, tennis courts, green belt areas, etc.

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed
project plans include common outdoor areas for storage of materials that may contribute
pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the following structural BMPs are required:

Areas where materials are to be stored must be: (1) placed in an enclosure such as, but not
limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar slzucture that prevents contact with runoff or spillage to
the storm water conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary containment structures
such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficienly impervious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Wher~ feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
stormwater within xhe secondary containment area.

A common trash storage area refers to an area where a Lrash receptacle or receptacles are located
for use by more than one household or dwelling unit as a repository for household wastes.

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All common wash container areas must meet the following
requirements:

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the ar~(s).

¯ Trash container areas mus~ be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.
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Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality conu’ols to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Permittee staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred. This
transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility. For residential properties where the structural
BMPs are located within a common area which will be maintained by a homeowner’s
association, language regarding the responsibility for maintenance must be included in the
projects conditions, covenants and restrictions (CC&R’s). Printed educational materials will be
required to accompany the first deed transfer to highlight the existence of the requirement and to
provide information on what stormwater management facilities are present, signs that
maintenance is needed, how the necessary maintenance can be performed, and assistance that the
Permittee can provide. It will also encourage the transfer of this information with subsequent
sale of the property.

If structural BMPs are located within a public area proposed for U’ansfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior approval
from the County or other appropriate public agency and will be considered on a case by case
basis.
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TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area Stormwater Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Managemenl Agencies A.~ociation Association

210l Web,tee Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
presents detailed engineering guidance on ~en different4 i 0-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Slreet

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use ol Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Storm water Management (I 993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water lk~t Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Con~.rucfion ActiviD’, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Induswial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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DEFINITION

Any subdivision lot being developed for I 0 to 99 single-family or multi-family homes.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives oftbe 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. The Permirtees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop, Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will need to implement the appropriate
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for 10-99 Home
Subdivision projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any pre-
existing regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pre-determined
threshold, the new an~d the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of new improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the new improvements
need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-determined threshold shall be consistent with the
local jurisdietion’s policy for application of other building coctes to new improvements.
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¯ Install energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of new storm drains, culverts,
conduits, or channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable specifications
to minimize erosion.

Stormwater runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids,
metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the stormwater conveyance system. The
development must be designed so as to minimize, to the maximum extent practicable (MEP), the
introduction of pollutants of concern that may result in significant impacts, generated from site
runoff of directly connected impervious areas (DCIA), to the stormwater conveyance system as
approved by the building official. Pollutants of concern, as defined by the Permit, consist of any
pollutants that exhibit one or more of the following characteristics: current loadings or historic
deposits of the pollutant are impacting the beneficial uses of a receiving water, elevated levels of
the pollutant are found in sediments of a receiving water and/or have the potential to
bioaceumulate in organisms therein, or the detectable inputs of the pollutant are at a level high
enough to be considered potentially toxic to humans and/or flora and fauna. DCIA is defined as
the area covered by pavement, building and other impervious surfaces which drain directly into
the storm drain without first flov, Sng across pervious areas (e.g. lawns).

In meeting this specific requirement, "minimization of the pollutants of concern" will require the
incorporation of a BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of
pollutant loadings in that runoff to the MEP. Those BMPs best suited for that purpose are, at a

¯ minimum, those listed in the California Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbooks as
"likely to have significant impact" beneficial to water quality for targeted pollutants that are of
concern at the site in question. However, it is possible that a combination of BMPs not so
designated may, in a particular circumstance, be best suited to maximize the reduction of the
pollutants.

Example Best Management Practices (BMPs)

The following are examples of BMPs that can be used for minimizing the introduction of
pollutants of concern that may result in significant impacts, generated from site runoff of DCIA,
to the stormwater conveyance system. (See Table l : Suggested Resources for additional sources
of information):

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewalks
and streets. However, sidewalk widths must still comply with regulations for the Americans
with Disabilities Act and other life safety requirements.

\~01~m~oI~-’~I~B~wATERKIN IT1 ~e~.ak~US UMPSkt~llees~_l 1.9~,101o99.do¢
d~y 19,1~99
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¯ Degign residential streets for the minimum required pavement widths needed to comply with
all zoning and applicable ordinances to support travel lanes; on-street parking; emergency,
maintenance, and service vehicle access; sidewalks; and vegetated open channels.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to minimize the number of residential
street cul-de-sacs and incorporate landscaped areas to reduce their impervious cover. The
radius of cul-de-sacs should be the minimum required to accommodate emergency and
maintenance vehicles. Alternative tumaxounds should be considered.

¯ Use permeable materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or interior roadway
surfaces (examples: hybrid lots, parking groves, permeable overflow parking, etc.).

¯ Use open space development that incorporates smaller lot sizes.

¯ Reduce building density.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce overall lot imperviousness by
promoting alternative driveway surfaces and shared driveways that cormect two or more
homes together.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce the overall imperviousness
associated with parking lots by providing compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions,
incorporating efficient parking lanes, and using pervious materials in spillover parking areas.

¯ Direct rooftop runoff to pervious are.as such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas, and
avoid routing rooftop nmoff to the roadway or the stormwater conveyance system.

¯ Vegetated swales and strips (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Extended/dry detention basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Infiltration basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Infiltration trenches (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)                        "

¯ Wet ponds (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)
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Constructed wetlands (Applicability and design criteria to be determhaed by the local
jurisdiction)

Oil/Water separators (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

Catch basin inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Continuous deflective separation units (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by
the local jurisdiction)

¯ Storm drain inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

Media filtration (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Bioretendon facility (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Dry-wells (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Cisterns (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Foundation planting (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed direcdy adjaeertt
to storm drain inlets. The stencil conta.ins a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Oraphical icons, either illustrating
and-dumping symbols or images of receiving waxer fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
’~NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.
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¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

Common outdoor material storage areas refer to storage areas or storage facilities solely for the
storage of materials used in the routine maintenance of common areas or common facilities such
as swimming pools, teltnis courts, green belt areas, etc.

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed
project plans include common outdoor areas for storage of materials that may contribute
pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the following strt~cturai BMPs are required:

¯ Areas where materials are to be stored must be: (1) placed in an enclosure such as, but not
limited to, a cabin, t, shed, or similar structure that prevents contact with runoff or spillage to
the storm water conveyance systern; or (2) protected by secondary containment structures
such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.

Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
stormwater within the secondary containment area.

A common trash storage area refers to an area where a trash receptacle or receptacles are located
for use by more than one household or dwelling artit as a repository for household wastes.

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, ehannels, and/or creeks. All common trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.
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REQUIREMENTS

Pe~ ~o~ wa~r ~off disch~ge ~s s~]l not exc~d p~evelopment levels for
deve[opm~n~ where ~ incr~ed ~ ~o~ waler disch~ge rote may ~s~t in ~ increased
~tenti~ for do~ ~osion.

If applicable, the proj~t pl~ mu~ ~clude BMPs ~nsi~ent wi~ ]~ code ~d ordinate to
d~e~e ~e ~tential oeslo~s m~or ch~els ~m e~ding md ~pact~g sto~water ~o~:

Convey ~off ~fe[y ~m ~e tops of slo~s ~d s~bilize dished slopes.

~ S~biSze ~~t ch~el crossings.

~ Vegmte sio~s ~ retire or d~ught tole~t vege~ion.

~s~[[ en~gy dissipate, suc~ ~ tiptop, at ~e outlets of new sto~ ~s, culve~s, conduits, or
c~els ~et emer ~ed ch~els in accor~ce ~ applicable s~cifications to mi~i~
erosion.

S~water ~o~ ~om a si~ ~ ~ ~nd~ to ~n~ibu~ oil md ~e, ~s~nded ~li~,
m~s, g~l~e, ~ficid~, ad ~ogeas to ~e sto~wat~ ~nvey~ce sys~. ~e
~v¢lopment m~ ~ desi~ ~ ~ ~ m~imi~, to ~e m~xJmum ement p~dcable (M£P),
~ucfion of ~]lu~ of con~m ~t may result in si~t impact, gea~ated &ore site
~ff of ~tly ~m~ impious m~ ~IA), to ~e ~o~water conveymce system
@~v~ by ~e b~l~ng o~ci~. Pollum~ ofcon~ ~ defied by ~e Pe~i~ consist of~y
~um~ ~at e~ibit one or mo~ of ~e follo~ng ch~t¢fi~cs: c~nt lo~gs or historic
de~si~ of~e ~]lut~[ ~ ~pac~g ~e ~eScia] u~s ofa ~eiving water, elevated levels
~� ~llm~t ~ fo~d ~ s~en~ ofa ~iving wmer ~or ~ve ~e ~t~nti~ to
bi~m~ in org~ ~e~, or ~e detectable inpu~ of ~ ~l]u~t ~� at a level ~
enoch to ~ ¢o~de~ ~nti~ly to~¢ to hum~ ~#or ~o~ ~d fa~. ~IA is defined
the ~a cov~ by ~vem~t, building ~d o~= im~n, io~ s~a~s w~ch ~n directly
~e s~ &~n ~out ~ ~o~ng ~mss p~o~ ~ (e.g. la~s).
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In meeting this specific requirement, "minimization of the pollutants of concern" will require the
incorporation of a BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of
pollutam ioadings in that runoff to the MEP. Those BMPs best suited for that purpose are, at a
minimum, those listed in the California Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbooks as
~’likely ~o have significant impact" beneficial to water quality for targeted pollutar~ that are of
concern at the site in question. However, it is possible that a combination of BMPs not so
designated may, in a particular circumstance, be bes~ suited to maximize the reduction of the
pollutants.

Example Best Management Practices (BMPs)

The following are examples of BMPs thin can be used for minimizing the introduction of
pollmants of concern that may result in significant impacts, genermed fi, om site runoffof DCIA,
to the stormwater conveyance system. (See Table 1: Sugge.st~ Resources for additional sources
of information):

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewalks
and streets. However, sidewalk wiahhs must still comply with regulations for the Americans
with Disabilities Act and other life safety requirements.

¯ Use pcnmmble materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or interior roadway
surfaces (examples: hybrid lots, parking groves, permeable overflow parking, etc.).

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce the overall imperviousness
associated with parking lots by providing compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions,
incorlxnating efficient parking lanes, and using pendous materials in spiliover paxking areas.

¯ Di~ct rooftop runoff to pervious areas such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas, and
avoid mining rooftop runoffto the roadway or the stormwater conveyance system.

¯ Vegetated swales and strips (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Extended/dry detention basins (Applicability and design criteria to be de~ermined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Infiltration basins (Applicability and design cri~ria to be dclcmfined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Infiltration trenches (Applicability and design criteria to be dmermined by the local
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jurisdiction)

¯ Wet ponds (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Constructed wetlands (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ 0il/Water separators (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Catch basin inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Continuous deflective separation units (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by
the local jurisdiction)

¯ Storm drain inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Media filtration (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Bioretention facility (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Dry-wells (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Cisterns (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Foundation planting (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)
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Storm drain stenciJs are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed
project plans or activities may result in outdoor areas for storage or use of materials that may
contribute pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the following structural BMPs are
required:

¯ Areas where materials are to be stored must be: (l) placed in an enclosure such as, but not
limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar structure that prevents contact with runoff or spillage to
the storm water conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary containment structures
such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area shou/d have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
storm water within the secondary containment area.

19. 1999
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Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavemem diverted aro~md
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

Loading/unloading dock areas have the potential for material spills to be quickly transported to
the storm,water conveyance system. To minimize this potential, the following design criteria are
required:

¯ Cover loading dock areas or design drainage to minimize run-on and runoffof stormwatcr.
¯ Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks (truck wells) are prohibited.

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coo|ant and gasoline from the repair/maintenance bays
can negatively impact stormwater if allowed to come into contact with stormwater runoff.
Therefore, design plans for repair bays must include the following:

¯ Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow
stormwater runon or contact with stormwater runoff.

¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all washwater, leaks and spills.
Connect drains to a sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the
repair/maintenance bays to the storm drain system is prohibited. If required by local
jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit.
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Vekicle/equipment v~ashing/steam cleaning ~ ~e ~tenfi~ to con~i~te metals, oil and grv~e,
~lven~, pho~tes, ~d ~nd~ ~li~ to ~e ~wat~ convey~cc sy~em. To ~ieviate
~s pmbl~, ~nsider inclu~g in ~� project pl~s ~ ~ea for wa~em clewing of
v~hicles ~d ~pm~t. Ifs~h ~ ~ea is included in ~e site design, it must m~ ~� followhg:

~is ma must ~ ~lf-conm~cd, cover~, ~uipped ~ a cl~ifier, or o~er pmtrea~ent
facili~, ~d pro~rly ~t~ to a ~i~ ~we~.

Impro~r m~ten~ce is one of ~e most ~mmon re~o~ for water qu~ity consols to not
~cfion ~ desi~ or to f~l entirely. It is ~t to ~nsid~ who will ~ responsible for
~n~ of a ~ent B~, ~ what ~enl is ~quir~ ~o ~ffo~ the mMnlen~
pro~rly. As p~ of proj~ ~view, ff a proj~t appli~t h~ includ~ (or ~!1
incl~e) ~t~ B~s in proj~ p1~, Pe~itt~ ~ff ~ ~qui~ ~at ~ applic~t pro~de
ve~fi~tion ofmMnte~ce pmvisio~.

For ~1 prairie, ~s v~ficafion ~11 co~ist of ~ving ~e develo~r si~ a statement decl~ng
~s~nsibili~ for ~1 s~ct~ BMP m~n~c¢ ~fil ~e time ~e ~o~y is ~sfe~ed. T~s
~ of ~ m~t ~ve conditions r~fing ~e ~cipi~t 1o ~s~e res~nsibility for
~nte~ of ~y s~c~ B~s to ~ incl~ed ~ ~e sales or I~� a~eement for ~at
pro~, ~ will ~ ~e o~’s ~s~ibifity.

If ~~ B~s me l~ted ~ a ~blic ~ pro~ for ~ff~, ~ey ~]11
~mibiliu of ~ develo~r ~fil ~y ~ a~t~ for ~sf~ by the Cowry or other
app~pfia~ public ~ency. ~e s~ BMP pro~sed for ~sfer ~11 ne~ prior approval
from ~e Co~U or o~er appropr~e public agency ~d will ~ ~nside~d on a
b~is.

R0069299
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TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (I 997) by Bay Area StormwaterBay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association A.~,ociation

2 ]0! Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

5 ]0-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Sy~ems (1996) byCenter for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Ciaytor and Thoma~ R. Schuler 8391 Main SU’eet

Eflicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbeok for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presems gmdance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwuter Management (! 993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintennnc, and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management ()997) 4 | 0 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327Provides a thorough look at ~totmwater practices 850-926-53 ! 0
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and r~alatory aspecta, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles Courtly Depar~ent of Public Works
Handbeoks (! 993) for Conslruction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of~’uctural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.

Jd~ 19, I~
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I00,000 SQUARE FOOT COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
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Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavemem diverted aro~md
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

Loading/unloading dock areas have the potential for material spills to be quickly transported to
the storm,water conveyance system. To minimize this potential, the following design criteria are
required:

¯ Cover loading dock areas or design drainage to minimize run-on and runoffof stormwatcr.
¯ Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks (truck wells) are prohibited.

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coo|ant and gasoline from the repair/maintenance bays
can negatively impact stormwater if allowed to come into contact with stormwater runoff.
Therefore, design plans for repair bays must include the following:

¯ Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow
stormwater runon or contact with stormwater runoff.

¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all washwater, leaks and spills.
Connect drains to a sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the
repair/maintenance bays to the storm drain system is prohibited. If required by local
jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit.

R0069298
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Vekicle/equipment v~ashing/steam cleaning ~ ~e ~tenfi~ to con~i~te metals, oil and grv~e,
~lven~, pho~tes, ~d ~nd~ ~li~ to ~e ~wat~ convey~cc sy~em. To ~ieviate
~s pmbl~, ~nsider inclu~g in ~� project pl~s ~ ~ea for wa~em clewing of
v~hicles ~d ~pm~t. Ifs~h ~ ~ea is included in ~e site design, it must m~ ~� followhg:

~is ma must ~ ~lf-conm~cd, cover~, ~uipped ~ a cl~ifier, or o~er pmtrea~ent
facili~, ~d pro~rly ~t~ to a ~i~ ~we~.

Impro~r m~ten~ce is one of ~e most ~mmon re~o~ for water qu~ity consols to not
~cfion ~ desi~ or to f~l entirely. It is ~t to ~nsid~ who will ~ responsible for
~n~ of a ~ent B~, ~ what ~enl is ~quir~ ~o ~ffo~ the mMnlen~
pro~rly. As p~ of proj~ ~view, ff a proj~t appli~t h~ includ~ (or ~!1
incl~e) ~t~ B~s in proj~ p1~, Pe~itt~ ~ff ~ ~qui~ ~at ~ applic~t pro~de
ve~fi~tion ofmMnte~ce pmvisio~.

For ~1 prairie, ~s v~ficafion ~11 co~ist of ~ving ~e develo~r si~ a statement decl~ng
~s~nsibili~ for ~1 s~ct~ BMP m~n~c¢ ~fil ~e time ~e ~o~y is ~sfe~ed. T~s
~ of ~ m~t ~ve conditions r~fing ~e ~cipi~t 1o ~s~e res~nsibility for
~nte~ of ~y s~c~ B~s to ~ incl~ed ~ ~e sales or I~� a~eement for ~at
pro~, ~ will ~ ~e o~’s ~s~ibifity.

If ~~ B~s me l~ted ~ a ~blic ~ pro~ for ~ff~, ~ey ~]11
~mibiliu of ~ develo~r ~fil ~y ~ a~t~ for ~sf~ by the Cowry or other
app~pfia~ public ~ency. ~e s~ BMP pro~sed for ~sfer ~11 ne~ prior approval
from ~e Co~U or o~er appropr~e public agency ~d will ~ ~nside~d on a
b~is.
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TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (I 997) by Bay Area StormwaterBay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association A.~,ociation

2 ]0! Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

5 ]0-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Sy~ems (1996) byCenter for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Ciaytor and Thoma~ R. Schuler 8391 Main SU’eet

Eflicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbeok for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presems gmdance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwuter Management (! 993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintennnc, and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management ()997) 4 | 0 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327Provides a thorough look at ~totmwater practices 850-926-53 ! 0
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and r~alatory aspecta, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles Courtly Depar~ent of Public Works
Handbeoks (! 993) for Conslruction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of~’uctural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.

Jd~ 19, I~
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

90(, SOUTH FR.EMONT AVEN~L’E
ALHAMBK~.. CALIFOR.~;IA 9|803-]331

TcK’phonc (626) 458-5100
HARR~ ~. STONE. Director .~.DDRESS ALL COPJ~ESPONDENCE TO

PO BOX 1400
ALHAMBRA CALIFORNIA ~ 1802-1400

2ulg 2~, ~999

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

320 West 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013-1105

Attention Technical Support Unit

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

COMPLIANCE FILE NO. 6948
MUNICIPAL STORMWATER PERMIT NO. CAS614001 - ORDER NO. 96-054
STANDARD URBAN STORMWATER MITIGATION PLANS (SUSMPs)

Enclosed are the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs) for your review
and approval. As described in the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit,
Part 2111.A. 1 .c, the Principal Permittee, in consultation with the Permittees shall develop
SUSMPs for use during planning and permitting of Priority Projects within the following
development categories.

¯ a 100+ home subdivision
¯ a 10-99 home subdivision
¯ a 100,000+ square-foot commercial development
¯ an automotive repair shop
¯ a retail gasoline outlet
¯ a restaurant
¯ a hillside-located single-family dwelling

In addmon to ~nctuding input from the Permittees in the development of these SUSMPs,
we twice d~stnbuted them to environmental groups, contractors, developers, consultants
and applicable trade industries for their review and considered their comments in the
development of the SUSMPs.

Also enclosed ~s a copy of the comments submitted by the City of Los Angeles. They are
being sent with the SUSMPs at the City’s request.

R0069301



Mr. Dickerson
July 21, 1999
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact Tim Piasky at (626) 458-5969, Monday through
Thursday, 7:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m.

Very truly yours,

HARRY W. STONE
Director of Public Works

TERRI M. GRANT
Supervising Civil Engineer III
Environmental Programs Division

TP:ma
1= ,ADM,N,LE-’TE~S,SUSMI~2 WI~D

Enc.

cc: All Permittees

R0069302



100+ HOME SUBDIVISION

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

A 100+ home subdivision is defined as any subdivision lot being developed for more than 100
single-family or multi-family homes.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. The Permittees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development. Automotive
Repair Shop. Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will need to implement the appropriate
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for 100+ Home
Subdivision projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any pre-
existing regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pre-determined
threshold, the ne~ and the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of ne\~ improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the new improvements
need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-determined threshold shall be consistent with the
local j urisdiction’s policy for application of other building codes to new improvements.

P ~E PPUB\WATE R\U N IT 1 ~Pereira\SUSUMP S~Perm~ees\7-19-99\ 100home.doc R0069303
July 19 1999



100+ HOME SUBDIVISION
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 2

REQUIREMENTS

1. PEAK STORM WATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

Peak storm water nmoff discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development levels for
developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate may result in an increased
potential for downstream erosion.

2. CONSERVE NATURAL AREAS

If applicable, the following items are required and must be implemented in the site layout during
the subdivision design and approval process, consistent with applicable General Plan and Local
Area Plan policies:

¯ Every effort shall be made to concentrate or cluster development on portions of a site while
leaving the remaining land in a natural undisturbed condition.

¯ Limit clearing and grading of native vegetation at a site to the minimum amount needed to
build lots, allow access, and provide fire protection.

¯ Maximize trees and other vegetation at each site by planting additional vegetation, clustering
tree areas, and promoting the use of native and/or drought tolerant plants. Wherever
practical, promote natural vegetation by using parking lot islands and other landscaped areas.

¯ Preserve riparian areas and wetlands.

3. MITIGATE STORMWATER RUNOFF

Stormxvater runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids.
metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the stormwater conveyance system. The
development must be designed so as to mitigate (infiltrate and/or treat) the site runoff generated
from impervious directly connected areas that may contribute pollutants of concern to the
storm~atcr conveyance system. Pollutants of concern, as defined by the Permit, consist of an,’,’
pollutants that exhibit one or more of the following characteristics: current loadings or historic
deposits of the pollutant are impacting the beneficial uses of a receiving water, elevated levels of
the pollutant are found in sediments of a receiving water and/or have the potential to
bioaccumulate in organisms therein, or the detectable inputs of the pollutant are at a level high
enough to be considered potentially toxic to humans and/or flora and fauna. In designing your

P~E PPU B/WATER\UNIT 1 ~Pereira\SUSUMPS~Permittees\7-19-99\100home,cloc R0069304July 19, 1999



100+ HOME SUBDIVISION
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 3

project to meet this requirement, you are not limited to the BMPs below.

In meeting this specific requirement, "treatment" of runoff will require the incorporation of a
BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of pollutant loadings in that
runoff. Those BMPs best suited for that purpose are, at a minimum, those listed in the California
Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbooks as "likely to have significant impact"
beneficial to water quality, for targeted pollutants that are of concern at the site in question.
However. it is possible that a combination of BMPs not so designated may. in a particular
circumstance, be best suited to maximize the reduction of the pollutants.

Reducing Post-Development Runoff

Limiting impervious areas will help reduce the amount of site runoff generated. The following
are examples which can be used for this purpose (See Table 1: Suggested Resources for
additional sources of information):

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewalks
and streets. However, sidewalk widths must still comply with regulations for the Americans
~ith Disabilities Act and other life safety requirements.

Design resider~tial streets for the minimum required pavement widths needed to comply with
all zoning and applicable ordinances to support travel lanes; on-street parking: emergency,
maintenance, and service vehicle access; sidewalks; and vegetated open channels.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to minimize the number of residential
street cul-de-sacs and incorporate landscaped areas to reduce their impervious cover. The
radius of cul-de-sacs should be the minimum required to accommodate emergency and
maintenance vehicles. Alternative turnarounds should be considered.

Use permeable materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or interior roadway
surfaces (examples: hybrid lots, parking groves, permeable overflow parking, etc.).

¯ Use open space development that incorporates smaller lot sizes.

¯ Reduce building density.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce overall lot imperviousness by
promoting alternative driveway surfaces and shared driveways that connect two or more
homes together.

¯ Compl,v with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce the overall imperviousness

P ~E PPUB\WATE R\U NIT l~Pere,ra\SU SU MPS~Perm~tees\7-19-99\100t~ome.cloc                                R0069305
July 19, 1999
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associated with parking lots by providing compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions,
incorporating efficient parking lanes, and using pervious materials in spillover parking areas.

¯ Direct rooftop runoff to pervious areas such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas, and
avoid routing rooftop runoff to the roadway or the stormwater conveyance system.

Mitigating Stormwater Runoff

The following are examples of Treatment Control BMPs that can be used for mitigating the site
runoff generated impervious directly connected areas that may contribute pollutants of concern to
the stormwater conveyance system (See Table 1: Suggested Resources for additional sources of
information):

¯ Vegetated swales and strips (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Extended/dr3’ detention basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Infiltration basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Infiltration trenches (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Wet ponds (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Constructed wetlands (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Oil!Water separators (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Catch basin inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Continuous deflective separation units (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by
the local jurisdiction)

¯ Storm drain inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

R0069306
P ~E PPUB\WATE R\U NIT 1 ~ereira\SUSUMPS~ermittees\7-19-99\ 100home.do<:
July 19, 1999
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Media filtration (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Bioretention facility (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Dry-wells (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Cisterns (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Foundation planting (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

4. PROTECT SLOPES AND CHANNELS

If applicable, the project plans must include BMPs consistent with local code and ordinance to
decrease the potential of slopes and/or channels from eroding and impacting stormwater runoff:

¯ Convey runoff safely from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.

¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.

¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.

¯ Install energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of new storm drains, culverts,
conduits, or channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable specifications
to minimize erosion.

5. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly vis:ble source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"’NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

P \E PP U B\WATE R\U N ff 1 \Pere,ra\SUSUMPS~en~n~ees\7-19-99\lOOhome ~o¢ R0069307
July 19 199£
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¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

6. PROPERLY DESIGN COMMON OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

Common outdoor material storage areas refer to storage areas or storage facilities solely for the
storage of materials used in the routine maintenance of common areas or common facilities such
as swimming pools, tennis courts, green belt areas, etc.

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals.
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed
project plans include common outdoor areas for storage of materials that may contribute
pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the following structural BMPs are required:

¯ Areas where materials are to be stored must be: (1) placed in an enclosure such as. but not
limited to. a cabinet, shed. or similar structure that prevents contact with runoff or spillage to
the storm water conveyance system: or (2) protected by secondary containment structures
such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently imper¢ious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
stormv,ater within the secondary containment area.

7. PROPERLY DESIGN COMMON TRASH STORAGE AREAS

A common trash storage area refers to an area where a trash receptacle or receptacles are located
for use bx more than one household or dwelling unit as a repository for household wastes.

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and!or creeks. All common trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

P :\E PPU B\WAT E R~U NIT 1\Pereira\SU SUMPS~Permittees\7-19-99\100homexloc R0069308
July 19. 1999
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¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

8. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality, controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As pan of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Permit’tee staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred. This
transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of an,’,’ structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility. For residential properties where the structural
BMPs are located within a common area which will be maintained by a homeowner’s
association, language regarding the responsibility for maintenance must be included in the
projects conditions, covenants and restrictions (CC&R’s). Printed educational materials will be
required to accompany the first deed transfer to highlight the existence of the requirement and to
provide information on what stormwater management facilities are present, signs that
maintenance is needed, how the necessary maintenance can be performed, and assistance that the
Permittee can provide. It will also encourage the transfer of this information with subsequent
sale of the property.

If structural BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior approval
from the County or other appropriate public agency and will be considered on a case by case
basis.

P \EPPUB\WATE R\U NIT 1 \Pere~ra\SUSU MPS~Perm~ees\7-19-99\100homedoc R0069309
Ju~y 19, 1999
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TABLE I: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area Stormwater Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Cla,~or and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicotx City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different 410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County.
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place. Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.Landover. MD 20785

Operation. Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations.
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Veater Best Management Practices Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks I 10031 for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal. and Industrial Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.

P ~EPPUB\WATER\UNIT 1~Permra\SUSUMPS~Perrn~tees\7- Ig-gg\100home,doc R0069310
July 19, !999



10 - 99 HOME SUBDIVISION

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

Any subdivision lot being developed for 10 to 99 single-family or multi-family homes.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. The Permit-tees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision.
Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop. Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will need to implement the appropriate
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for 10-99 Home
Subdivision projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any pre-
existing regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pre-determined
threshold, the new an_.__d.d the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of ne~ improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the new improvements
need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-determined threshold shall be consistent with the
local j urisdiction’s policy for application of other building codes to new improvements.
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REQUIREMENTS

1. PEAK STORM WATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

Peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development levels for
developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate may result in an increased
potential for downstream erosion.

2. CONSERVE NATURALAREAS

If applicable, the following items are required and must be implemented in the site layout during
the subdivision design and approval process, consistent with applicable General Plan and Local
Area Plan policies:

¯ EveD, effort shall be made to concentrate or cluster development on portions of a site while
leaving the remaining land in a natural undisturbed condition.

¯ Limit clearing and grading of native vegetation at a site to the minimum amount needed to
build lots, allow access, and provide fire protection.

¯ Maximize trees and other vegetation at each site by planting additional vegetation, clustering
tree areas, and promoting the use of native and/or drought tolerant plants. Wherever
practical, promote natural vegetation by using parking lot islands and other landscaped areas.

¯ Preserve riparian areas and wetlands.

3. PROTECT SLOPES AND CHANNELS

If applicable, the project plans must include BMPs consistent with local code and ordinance to
decrease the potential of slopes and/or channels from eroding and impacting stormwater runoff:

¯ Convey runoff safely from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.

¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.

¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.
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¯ Install energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of new storm drains, culverts,
conduits, or channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable specifications
to minimize erosion.

4. MITIGATE STORMWATER RUNOFF

Stormwater runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids,
metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the stormwater conveyance system. The
development must be designed so as to mitigate (infiltrate and/or treat) the site runoff generated
from impervious directly connected areas that may contribute pollutants of concern to the
stormwater conveyance system. Pollutants of concern, as defined by the Permit, consist of any
pollutants that exhibit one or more of the following characteristics: current loadings or historic
deposits of the pollutant are impacting the beneficial uses of a receiving water, elevated levels of
the pollutant are found in sediments of a receiving water and/or have the potential to
bioaccumulate in organisms therein, or the detectable inputs of the pollutant are at a level high
enough to be considered potentially toxic to humans and/or flora and fauna. In designing your
project to meet this requirement, you are not limited to the BMPs below.

In meeting this specific requirement, "treatment" of runoff will require the incorporation of a
BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of pollutant loadings in that
runoff. Those BMPs best suited for that purpose are, at a minimum, those listed in the California
Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbooks as "likely to have significant impact"
beneficial to water quality for targeted pollutants that are of concern at the site in question.
However, it is possible that a combination of BMPs not so designated may, in a particular
circumstance, be best suited to maximize the reduction of the pollutants.

Reducing Post-Development Runoff

Limiting impervious areas will help reduce the amount of site nmoff generated. The following
are examples which can be used for this purpose (See Table 1: Suggested Resources for
additional sources of information):

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewalks
and streets. However, sidewalk widths must still comply with regulations for the Americans
with Disabilities Act and other life safety requirements.

¯ Design residential streets for the minimttm required pavement widths needed to comply with
all zoning and applicable ordinances to support travel lanes; on-street parking; emergency,
maintenance, and service vehicle access; sidewalks; and vegetated open channels.
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¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to minimize the number of residential
street cul-de-sacs and incorporate landscaped areas to reduce their impervious cover. The
radius of cul-de-sacs should be the minimum required to accommodate emergency and
maintenance vehicles. Ahemative tumarounds should be considered.

Use permeable materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or interior roadway
surfaces (examples: hybrid lots, parking groves, permeable overflow parking, etc.).

¯ Use open space development that incorporates smaller lot sizes.

¯ Reduce building density.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce overall lot imperviousness by
promoting alternative driveway surfaces and shared driveways that connect two or more
homes together.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce the overall imperviousness
associated with parking lots by providing compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions,
incorporating efficient parking lanes, and using pervious materials in spillover parking areas.

¯ Direct rooftop runoff to pervious areas such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas, and
avoid routing rooftop runoff to the roadway or the stormwater conveyance system.

Miti~zatin~. Stormwater Runoff

The following are examples of Treatment Control BMPs that can be used for mitigating the site
runoff generated from impervious directly connected areas that may contribute pollutants of
concern to the stormwater conveyance system (See Table 1: Suggested Resources for additional
sources of information):

¯ Vegetated swales and strips (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Extended/dr3’ detention basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Infiltration basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Infiltration trenches (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)
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¯ Wet ponds (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Constructed wetlands (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Oil/Water separators (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Catch basin inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Continuous deflective separation units (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by
the local jurisdiction)

¯ Storm drain inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Media filtration (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Bioretention facility (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Dry-wells (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Cisterns (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Foundation planting (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

5. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.
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All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

6. PROPERLY DESIGN COMMON OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

Common outdoor material storage areas refer to storage areas or storage facilities solely for the
storage of materials used in the routine maintenance of common areas or common facilities such
as swimming pools, tennis courts, green belt areas, etc.

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed
project plans include common outdoor areas for storage of materials that may contribute
pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the following structural BMPs are required:

¯ Areas where materials are to be stored must be: (1) placed in an enclosure such as, but not
limited to. a cabinet, shed. or similar structure that prevents contact with runoff or spillage to
the storm water conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary containment structures
such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
stormwater within the secondary containment area.

7. PROPERLY DESIGN COMMON TRASH STORAGE AREAS

A common trash storage area refers to an area where a trash receptacle or receptacles are located
for use by more than one household or dwelling unit as a repository for household wastes.

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All common trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:
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* Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

8. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Permit-tee staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred. This
transfer of property, must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility. For residential properties where the structural
BMPs are located within a common area which will be maintained by a homeowT~er’s
association, language regarding the responsibility for maintenance must be included in the
projects conditions, covenants and restrictions (CC&R’s). Printed educational materials will be
required to accompany the first deed transfer to highlight the existence of the requirement and to
provide information on what stormwater management facilities are present, signs that
maintenance is needed, how the necessary maintenance can be performed, and assistance that the
Permit-tee can provide. It will also encourage the transfer of this information with subsequent
sale of the property.

If structural BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior approval
from the County or other appropriate public agency and will be considered on a case by case
basis.
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TABLE I: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area Stormwater Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicon City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different410-461=8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulator~ aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Deparanent of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of stnactural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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100,000 SQUARE FOOT COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

Categorization as a commercial development of 100,000 or more square feet will be based on
total impermeable area, including parking area, as opposed to lot size or building footprint.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (’NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as pan of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. The Permit’tees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop, Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will need to implement the appropriate
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for 100,000 Square
Foot Commercial Development projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new
guidelines and any pre-existing regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail..

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pre-determined
threshold, the new and the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of new improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the new improvements
need to comply with this SUSMPo The pre-determined threshold shall be consistent with the
local j urisdiction’s policy for application of other building codes to new improvements.
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REQUIREMENTS

I. PEAK STORM WATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

Peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development levels for
developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate may result in an increased
potential for downstream erosion.

2. PROTECT SLOPES AND CHANNELS

If applicable, the project plans must include BMPs consistent with local code and ordinance to
decrease the potential of slopes and!or channels from eroding and impacting stormwater runoff:

Convey runoff safely from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.

¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.

¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.

¯ Install energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of new storm drains, culverts,
conduits, or channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable specifications
to minimize erosion.

3. MITIGATE STORMWATER RUNOFF

Stormwater runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids,
metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the stormwater conveyance system. The
development must be designed so as to mitigate (infiltrate and/or treat) the site runoff generated
from impervious directly connected areas that may contribute pollutants of concern to the
storm~ater conveyance system. Pollutants of concem, as defined by the Permit, consist of any
pollutants that exhibit one or more of the following characteristics: current loadings or historic
deposits of the pollutant are impacting the beneficial uses of a receiving water, elevated levels of
the pollutant are found in sediments of a receiving water and/or have the potential to
bioaccumulate in organisms therein, or the detectable inputs of the pollutant are at a level high
enough to be considered potentially toxic to humans and/or flora and fauna. In designing your
project to meet this requirement, you are not limited to the BMPs below.

In meeting this specific requirement, "treatment" of runoff will require the incorporation of a
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BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of pollutant loadings in that
runoff. Those BMPs best suited for that purpose are, at a minimum, those listed in the California
Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbooks as "likely to have significant impact"
beneficial to water quality for targeted pollutants that are of concern at the site in question.
However, it is possible that a combination of BMPs not so designated may, in a particular
circumstance, be best suited to maximize the reduction of the pollutants.

Reducing Post-Development Runoff

Limiting impervious areas will help reduce the amount of site runoff generated. The following
are examples, which can be used for this purpose (See Table 1: Suggested Resources for
additional sources of information):

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewalks
and streets. However, sidewalk widths must still comply with regulations for the Americans
with Disabilities Act and other life safety requirements.

¯ Use permeable materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or interior roadway
surfaces (examples: hybrid lots, parking groves, permeable overflow parking, etc.).

¯ Comply’ with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce the overall imperviousness
associated with parking lots by providing compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions,
incorporating efficient parking lanes, and using pervious materials in spillover parking areas.

¯ Direct rooftop runoff to pervious areas such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas, and
avoid routing rooftop runoff to the roadway or the stormwater conveyance system.

Mitigating Stormwater Runoff

The following are examples of Treatment Control BMPs that can be used for mitigating the site
runoff generated from impervious directly connected areas that may contribute pollutants of
concern to the stormwater conveyance system (See Table 1" Suggested Resources for additional
sources of information):

¯ Vegetated swales and strips (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Extended!dry detention basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)
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¯ Infiltration basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Infiltration trenches (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Wet ponds (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

Constructed wetlands (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Oil/Water separators (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Catch basin inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Continuous deflective separation traits (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by
the local jurisdiction)

¯ Storm drain inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Media filtration (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Bioretention facility (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Dry-wells (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Cisterns (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Foundation planting (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)
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4. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

5. PROPERLY DESIGN OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed
project plans or activities may result in outdoor areas for storage or use of materials that may
contribute pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the following structural BMPs are
required:

¯ materials are to be stored must be: (1) placed in an enclosure such as, but not
limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar structure that prevents contact with runoffor spillage to
the storm water conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary containment structures
such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
storm water within the secondary containment area.
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6. PROPERLY DESIGN TRASH STORAGE AREAS

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and]or creeks. All trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

7. PROPERLY DESIGN LOADINGFtYNLOADING DOCK AREAS

Loading/unloading dock areas have the potential for material spills to be quickly transported to
the stormwater conveyance system. To minimize this potential, the following design criteria are
required:

¯ Cover loadin~ dock areas or design drainage to minimize run-on and runoff of stormwater.

¯ Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks (truck wells) are prohibited.

8. PROPERLY DESIGN REPAIR/MAINTENANCE BAYS

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and gasoline from the repair/maintenance bays
can negatively impact stormwater if allowed to come into contact with stormwater runoff.
Therefore, design plans for repair bays must include the following:

¯ Repairmaintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow
storm~ater runon or contact with stormwater runoff.

¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all washwater, leaks and spills.
Connect drains to a sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the
repair/maintenance bays to the storm drain system is prohibited. If required by local
jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit.
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9. PROPERLY DESIGN VEHICLE/EQUIPMENT WASH AREAS

Vehicle/equipment washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease,
solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the stormwater conveyance system. To alleviate
this problem, consider including in the project plans an area for washing/steam cleaning of
vehicles and equipment. If such an area is included in the site design, it must meet the following:

This area must be self-contained, covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment
facility, and properly connected to a sanitary sewer.

10. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As pan of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Permittee staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred. This
transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility.

If structural BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior approval
from the County or other appropriate public agency and will be considered on a case by case
basis.

P AEPPUB\WATER\UNIT 1~Pe~ra~SUSUMPS~Permitlees\7.19.99~ornmercedoc
Ju~ ~, ~ R0069325



100,000 SQUARE FOOT COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 8

TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area StormwaterBay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Su’eet
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 839 ! Main Sweet

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities. Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-53 l0
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal. and industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR SHOP

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

An automotive repair shop is a facility that is categorized in any one of the following Standard
Industrial Classification (SIC) codes: 5013, 5014, 5541, 7532-7534, or 7536-7539. Exceptions
do apply for SIC codes 5013, 5014, and 5541. For SIC code 5013, if the business has no outside
storage of any recycled oil or other hazardous substances, it is not included. For SIC code 5014,
if the business does not engage in any repair work, it is not included. For SIC code 5541, if the
business does not engage in any onsite repair work, it is not included.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permit’tees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996. required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary, objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primar3’ objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Storrnwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as pan of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. The Permittees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop, Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will need to implement the appropriate
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for Automotive
Repair Shop projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any pre-
existing regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pre-determined
threshold, the new and the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of new improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the new improvements
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AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR SHOP
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 2

need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-determined threshold shall be consistent with the
local jurisdiction’s policy for application of other building codes to new improvements.

REQUIREMENTS

1. PEAK STORM WATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

Peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development levels for
developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate may result in an increased
potential for downstream erosion.

2. PROPERLY DESIGN FUELING AREA

Fueling areas have the potential to contribute oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant
and gasoline to the stormwater conveyance system. Therefore, design plans which include
fueling areas must include the following:

Where feasible, fuel dispensing areas should be covered with an overhanging roof structure
or canopy. The cover’s minimum dimensions must be equal to or greater than the area within
the grade break. The cover must not drain onto the fuel dispensing area and the downspouts
must be routed to prevent drainage across the fueling area.

¯ Fuel dispensing areas must be paved with portland cement concrete (or equivalent smooth
impervious surface), and the use of asphalt concrete shall be prohibited.

¯ The fuel dispensing area must have a 2% to 4% slope to prevent ponding, and must be
separated from the rest of the site by a grade break that prevents run-on of stormwater to the
extent practicable.

¯ At a minimum, the concrete fuel dispensing area must extend 6.5 feet (2.0 meters) from the
comer of each fuel dispenser, or the length at which the hose and nozzle assembly may be
operated plus 1 foot (0.3 meter), whichever is less.

3. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
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AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR SHOP
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
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anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

4. PROPERLY DESIGN OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed
project plans or activities may result in outdoor areas for storage or use of materials that may
contribute pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the following structural BMPs are
required:

¯ Areas where materials are to be stored must be: (1) placed in an enclosure such as, but not
limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar structure that prevents contact with runoff or spillage to
the storm water conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary containment structures
such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and impervious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
storm water within the secondary containment area.

5. PROPERLY DESIGN TRASH STORAGE AREA

Loosc trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.
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AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR SHOP
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
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6. PROPERLY DESIGN REPAIR/MAINTENANCE BAYS

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and gasoline from the repair/maintenance bays
can negatively impact stormwater if allowed to come into contact with stormwater runoff.
Therefore, design plans for repair bays must include the following:

¯ Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow
stormwater runon or contact with stormwater runoff.

¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all washwmer, leaks and spills.
Connect drains to a sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the
repair/maintenance bays to the storm drain system is prohibited. If required by local
jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit.

7. PROPERLY DESIGN LOADING/UNLOADING DOCK AREAS

Loading/unloading dock areas have the potential for material spills to be quickly transported to
the stormwater conveyance system. To minimize this potential, the following design criteria are
required:

¯ Cover loading dock areas or design drainage to minimize run-on and runoff of stormwater.

¯ Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks (truck wells) are prohibited.

8. PROPERLY DESIGN VEHICLE/EQUIPMENT WASH AREAS

Vehicle/equipment washing!steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease,
solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the stormwater conveyance system. To alleviate
this problem, consider including in the project plans an area for washing/steam cleaning of
vehicles and equipment. If such an area is included in the site design, it must meet the following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment
facility, and properly connected to a sanitary sewer.
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9. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Permittee stuff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred. This
transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility.

If structural BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior approval
from the County ,or other appropriate public agency and will be considered on a case by case
basis.
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TABLE I: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area StormwaterBay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Cla,vtor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.Landover, ME) 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations.
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (I 993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal. and industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.

Best Management Practice Guide Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Retail Gasoline Outlets (1997) Cashiers Office

900 S. Fremont Avenue
Discusses appropriate BMPs for fueling and other Alhambra, CA 91803
ciosei.x related acttvities likely to be found at retail 626-458-6959
fuelin,=, operations.
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RETAIL GASOLINE OUTLET

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

A retail gasoline outlet is primarily engaged in selling gasoline and lubricating oils. These
establishments frequently sell other merchandise, such as tires, batteries, and automobile parts.
Frequently, these establishments also perform minor automotive repair work. Gasoline stations
combined with other activities, such as grocery stores, convenience stores, or car wash facilities,
are classified according to the primary activity.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. The Permittees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop. Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will need to implement the appropriate
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for Retail Gasoline
Outlet projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any pre-existing
regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pre-determined
threshold, the new and the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of new improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the new improvements
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RETAIL GASOLINE OUTLET
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
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need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-determined threshold shall be consistent with the
local jurisdiction’s policy for application of other building codes to new improvements.

REQUIREMENTS

1. PEAK STORM WATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

Peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development levels for
developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate may result in an increased
potential for downstream erosion.

2. PROPERLY DESIGN FUELING AREA

Fueling areas have the potential to contribute oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant
and gasoline to the stormwater conveyance system. The project plans must include the following
BMPs:

¯ Where feasible, fuel dispensing areas should be covered with an overhanging roof structure
or canopy. The canopy’s minimum dimensions must be equal to or greater than the area
within the grade break. The canopy must not drain onto the fuel dispensing area, and the
canopy downspouts must be routed to prevent drainage across the fueling area.

¯ Fuel dispensing areas must be paved with portland cement concrete (or equivalent smooth
impervious surface), and the use of asphalt concrete shall be prohibited.

¯ The fuel dispensing area must have a 2% to 4% slope to prevent ponding, and must be
separated from the rest of the site by a grade break that prevents run-on of stormwater to the
extent practicable.

¯ At a minimum, the concrete fuel dispensing area must extend 6.5 feet (2.0 meters) from the
comer of each fuel dispenser, or the length at which the hose and nozzle assembly may be
operated plus 1 foot (0.3 meter), whichever is less.
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3. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

4. PROPERLY DESIGN OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed
project plans or activities may result in outdoor areas for storage or use of materials that may
contribute pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the following structural BMPs are
required:

¯ Areas where materials are to be stored must be: (1) placed in an enclosure such as, but not
limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar structure that prevents contact with runoff or spillage to
the storm water conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary containment structures
such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
storm water ~ithin the secondary containment area.
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PROPERLY DESIGN TRASH STORAGE AREA

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and!or creeks. All trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:

Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

6. PROPERLY DESIGN REPAIR/MAINTENANCE BAYS

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and gasoline from the repair/maintenance bays
can negatively impact stormwater if allowed to come into contact with stormwater runoff.
Therefore, design plans for repair bays must include the following:

¯ Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow
stormwater run-on or contact with stormwater runoff.

¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all washwater, leaks and spills.
Connect drains to a sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the
repair/maintenance bays to the storm drain system is prohibited. If required by local
jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit.

7. PROPERLY DESIGN VEHICLE/EQUIPMENT WASH AREAS

Vehicle/equipment washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease,
solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the stormwater conveyance system. To alleviate
this problem, consider including in the project plans an area for washing/steam cleaning of
vehicles and equipment. If such an area is included in the site design, it must meet the following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment
facility, and properly connected to a sanitary sewer.
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8. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Permirtee staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred. This
transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility.

If structural BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior approval
from the County or other appropriate public agency and will be considered on a case by case
basis.
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TABLE I: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area StormwaterBay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (! 996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities. Landover, MD 20785

Operation. Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 4 I0 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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RESTAURANT

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

A restaurant is a facility that sells prepared foods and drinks for consumption, including
stationary, lunch counters and refreshment stands selling prepared foods and drinks for immediate
consumption. (SIC code 5812)

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permirtees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. The Permittees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Discretionary. projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop. Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will need to implement the appropriate
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for Restaurant
projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any pre-existing
regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pre-determined
threshold, the new and the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of ne~: improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the new improvements
need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-determined threshold shall be consistent with the
local j urisdiction’s policy for application of other building codes to new improvements.
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REQUIREMENTS

1. PEAK STORM WATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

Peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development levels for
developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate may result in an increased
potential for downstream erosion.

2. PROTECT SLOPES AND CHANNELS

If applicable, the project plans must include BMPs consistent with local code and ordinance to
decrease the potential of slopes and/or channels from eroding and impacting stormwater runoff:

¯ Convey runoff safely from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.

¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.

¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.

¯ Install energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of new storm drains, culverts,
conduits, or channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable specifications
to minimize erosion.

3. PROPERLY DESIGN EQUIPMENT/ACCESSORY WASH AREAS

Equipment/accessory washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and
grease, solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the stormwater conveyance system. To
alleviate this problem, include in the project plans an area for the washing/steam cleaning of
equipment and accessories. This area must meet the following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, equipped with a grease trap, and properly connected to a
sanitar) sewer.

¯ If this wash area is to be located outdoors, it must be covered, paved, have secondary
containment, and be connected to the sanitary sewer.
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4. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

5. PROPERLY DESIGN OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed
project plans or activities may result in outdoor areas for storage or use of materials that may
contribute pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the following structural BMPs are
required:

¯ Areas where materials are to be stored must be: (1) placed in an enclosure such as, but not
limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar structure that prevents contact with runoff or spillage to
the storm water conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary containment structures
such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
storm water within the secondary containment area.

R0069341
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6. PROPERLY DESIGN TRASH STORAGE AREAS

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage fi’om adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

7. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Perrnittee staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred. This
transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility.

If structural BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County .or other
appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior approval
from the County or other appropriate public agency and will be considered on a case by case
basis.

P ~E PPU 8\WATER\U N IT l~Pefmra~SU SUMPS~Pem~#lees\7-19-99~re~taurant.~x;                              R0069342
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TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area StormwaterBay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286- ! 255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different 410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal. and Industrial!Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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SINGLE FAMILY HILLSIDE RESIDENCE
¯

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

"Hillside" is as defined by the local jurisdiction. For example, one jurisdiction defines "hillside"
as a property located in an area with known erosive soil conditions, where the development
contemplates grading on any natural slope that is 25’/, or greater, and where grading
contemplates cut or fill slopes 30 feet high or greater.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. The Permittees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop. Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will need to implement the appropriate
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for Single-Family
Hillside Residence projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any
pre-existing regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pre-determined
threshold, the new and the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of ne~ improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the new improvements
need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-determined threshold shall be consistent with the
local jurisdiction’s policy for application of other building codes to new improvements.

R0069344
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SINGLE FAMILY HILLSIDE RESIDENCE
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 2

REQUIREMENTS

1. PEAK STORM WATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

Peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development levels for
developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate .may result in an increased
potential for downstream erosion.

2. CONSERVE NATURAL AREAS

If applicable, the following items are required and must be implemented in the site layout during
the subdivision design and approval process, consistent with applicable General Plan and Local
Area Plan policies:

¯ Every effort shall be made to concentrate or cluster development on portions of a site while
leaving the remaining land in a natural undisturbed condition.

¯ Limit clearing and grading of native vegetation at a site to the minimum amount needed to
build lots, allow access, and provide fire protection.

¯ Maximize trees and other vegetation at each site by planting additional vegetation, ~lustering
tree areas, and promoting the use of native and!or drought tolerant plants. Wherever practical,
promote natural vegetation by using parking lot islands and other landscaped areas.

¯ Preserve riparian areas and wetlands.

.3. PROTECT SLOPES AND CHANNELS

If applicable, the project plans must include BMPs consistent with local code and ordinance to
decrease the potential of slopes and!or channels from eroding and impacting stormwater runoff:

¯ Convey runoff safely from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.

Stabilize permanent channel crossings.

¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.

PAEPPUB\WATER\U N ITl~Pereira\SU SU MPS~Permittees\7-19-99~hillside.doc
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SINGLE FAMILY HILLSIDE RESIDENCE
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
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¯ Install energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of new storm drains, culverts,
conduits, or channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable specifications
to minimize erosion.

4. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

5. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Permittee staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties~ this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred. This
transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of an), structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility. For residential properties where the structural
BMPs are located within a common area which will be maintained by a homeowner’s
association, language regarding~the responsibility for maintenance must be included in the
projects conditions, covenants and restrictions (CC&R’s). Printed educational materials will be
required to accompany the first deed transfer to highlight the existence of the requirement and to

P:\EPPU B\WATER\UNIT1 \Pereira\SUSU MPS\Perrnittees\7-19-99\hillside.doc R0069346
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SINGLE FAMILY HILLSIDE RESIDENCE
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 4

provide information on what stormwater management facilities are present, signs that
maintenance is needed, how the necessary maintenance can be performed, and assistance that the
Permit-tee can provide. It will also encourage the transfer of this information with subsequent
sale of the property.

If structural BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior approval
from the County or other appropriate public agency and will be considered on a case by case
basis.

P:~EPPU B\WATER\U NITl~Pereira\SUS U MPS~Permittees\7-19-99~hiliside.doc
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SINGLE FAMILY HILLSIDE RESIDENCE
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 5

TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area Stormwater Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association " Association .

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicort City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different 410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323

(" "~
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use.of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management Practices Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (! 993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 9 t 803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLICWORKS

900 SOU’I’H FREMONq" AVENUE
ALHAMBKA. CALIFOR-,N-IA 91803-1331

Telephone: (626) 458-5100 ADDRESS ALL COKI~SPONDENCE TO:
HARRY W. STONE. Director P.O. BOX 1460

ALHAMBKA. CALIFORNIA 91802-1460

July 12, 1999 ~ JUL ~ 1999. ,.~ ro ~LE~ EP-3

BY: ....................

Mr. Alex Helperin
Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc.
6310 San Vicente Boulevard, Suite 250
Los Angeles, CA 90048-5426

Dear Mr. Helperin:

PROPOSED STANDARD URBAN STORMWATER MITIGATION PLANS

This is in response to your June 10, 1999, letter about the Standard Urban Stormwater
Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs) proposed by the Permittees. Your letter expressed concern
that the Permittees are not proposing to adopt the County’s Urban Stormwater Mitigation
Plans (USMPs).

The SUSMPs that you recently reviewed were developed through a consensus process
that included input from all the Permittees. The County’s USMPs differ from the current
Permittees’ version of the SUSMPs because the County has chosen to meet a higher
standard with respect to this part of our stormwater program, just as we have in other
aspects of the program. However, it is not our role as Principal Permittee of th~ N~tinn_~!

Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit to independently determine for
the other Permittees, the Executive Advisory Committee, or the Regional Water Quality
Control Board what the,Countywide SUSMPs should be.               ~"

We would like to clarify your understanding of some specific aspects of the SUSMPs. First,
your understanding of "impervious directly connected area" is correct. The SUSMPs do
not propose to mitigate runoff from pervious areas or impervious areas that are not directly
connected. Also, your letter included the phrase "capturing 80% of the stormwater
runoff..." The program was actually meant to mitigate all of the stormwater runoff (infiltrate
and/or treat) from 80 percent of the storm events rather than mitigating 80 percent of all
stormwater runoff.
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Mr. Alex Helperin
July 12, 1999
Page 2

The SUSMPs propose that BMPs would mitigate runoff from 0.6 inch of rainfall as 80
percent of a!l storm events have historically produced 0.6 inch or less of rainfall.

Though the County’s and the Permittees’ SUSMPs differ, we believe that the SUSMPs
represent a reasonable and "practicable" program for all the Permittees. These SUSMPs
also provide the flexibility to implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) that are
prudent to each cities’ individual characteristics.

If you need any clarification, please call me at (626) 458-5948, Monday through Thursday,
7:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m.

Very truly yours,

HARRY W. STONE
Director of Public Works

TERRI M. GRANT
Supervising Civil Engineer III
Environmental Programs Division

JP:ma
p\ \UNITI\PEREIR.a,~ETTE_RSLOERM!TTE WPD

cc: Executive Advisory Committee
Development Planning/Construction Subcommittee ~ ~’
Regional Water Quality Control Board-(Dennis Dickerson)~/
URS Greiner Woodward-Clyde (Bob Collacott, Barb Klos)

R0069350



mmO "H .u.~j. :’aaV



C~ry Lee Moore, P.E.
Pmgmn Manager
Stormw~er Manak, vmextt

G~~T:~

A~~

Barb Gan~tt. CLA.
Maribel Maria. BPW
Judith Wilson, BOS
Frank ~ CP
Lilliaa Kawasaki. EAD
Chri~ Westhoff. City Ar, omey
~m Laagl~. BOS
Momd Sedmk. BOS
Wing T~, BOS
Shobuz Ik~t, BOS
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES COMMENTS
ON LOS ANGELES COUNTY MODEL STANDARD URBAN STORMWATER

MITIGATION PLANS

SUSMP$ Rcqaircm~ for all "Priorit~

The ~ M~I ~S~s ~ ~ ~i~ ~v~ ~ ~ly ~ ~i.~j~ w~
~ d~el~ ~~ ~ in P~t ~on ~. l .� ~ ~ Pmj~
~ gUSts. "~ P~ ~fi~ ~ ~j~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~

~~ ~ ~~ ~ ~t j~ ~ lis~ ~ P~t ~on ~. I.~ f~ ~t~y

~ a~ to ~,d~mo~ ~j~ ~ m ~ si~~ i~m ~a SUS~s.

which ~di~ ~ ~ SUS~s "m~ ~ i~t~ ~to d~i~ pl~" for ~1

I)efmitiou of New lmpr~ventettt and Redevelopment

W’hil¢ the City ~ it is ~ate to conmder redev¢lopmea~ projec~ in the applicaficm of
SUSM~Ps, we sugges~ t.ha~ only ~tose dJ~r~o~ary r~lev~lopmtnt proj~L~ with sigmfica~
stormwater quality impacts be subject to stormwater cont~l measures.

Absence of Sourct.-eontr~i BMPs

The benefit~ of pollmion prevention and minimization agtivities and policies arc not
the dra~ SUSMPs or provided as an incentive or option to su’uctural considerations. In several
cases, pollution l:gt, nrenfion and minimization acdvitics could have a much mor~
to s’tormwater quality ~md orgy-all ¢nvironmcmal quality, than any strtmmral BMP. The City
r~comm~nds that the Model SUSMPs include a~prolmat� source-control BMPs.
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Propm~! Run-Offgeduction R~quirt~mtt

The 0.6-inch rainfall reduction requirement does not d~onstmt~ a ¢l~ar ttmtu$ ~s to it~
appm$,rmerms for all land.use types from a stormwate, pogution ~ The City requests that
t~ 0.6-inUre of mix,all be deleted xnd r~plam~l with th~ req~ of~he Permit: "mi~imi~,,, tO
u~ maximum ,.’x~d p~’cicable, the amount of stormvau~ ~ to ~le m~as."

Comm~gs om Sl~:i~ SUSM’P~MP

In addixion, f’mm an eqmmble stand.int. BMP requirements ~o~d ~ ~o~ ~ ~ ~ of
~ll~on ~nfl ~in ~e ~o~ of~j~ ~ on ~ ~ or lml of ~~. F~
~ple, ~ Auto Shop ~ ~ facilifi~ to ~ 5 m a ~y cl~ly ~ am ~~ m m~
~llu~t ~ ~e o~ ~ ~ 20 ~ a ~y. For ~ ~o~o~ pl~ ~ A~ D of
~ M~el.

Protect Slopes and Channels: Flexibility in application of different slope s~ilization a~l erosion
�onm~l m~ s~d ~ ~ ~e ~on of ~ P~~ ~ ~jo~ of ~ P~~
~ ~h ~~~ ~ in ~r b~l~ ~. Allo~ P~ to ~ ~ SUS~
~~ ~ ~ ~ B~s ~ ~ confli~ ~ bml~ng c~ ~II ~li~ ~I~~ of
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Single Faro@ Hil~ide Residence: "I’hc given d~az~tion of’hillside" sigl~ifi¢~,ly al~ the me~mng
as intended in the IX-v~lopm~mt Planning Model Pr~oam. "l’his d¢fiakion rd~ould b~ revised
con£orm to ~ Developm~t Planning Model Program.

Properly Design Equipment/Accessory Wash .4re~ Th~ second b~lle{ do~n’t s’t~te how the ~
~r ~tod storm runoffis m be �onv~-d from the wssh m Rz-qui~m~ for proper �onn~:tioa
to saakary sewer wilh raia wu~ diversion system should be mkl~d.

Properly Design Common Trash ~orage Area.r: (I) This r~luix~nent .should only be applicable to
outdoor storage of ma~,,ria[s that hav~ a po~emial to pollut~ stormw~r. Oul~loor s~orage of ~
maz~ would not have ,, signi.ficam impac~ on stmmw~t~ qual~. (h’) The defi~idoe ~ivee for ~e
"common m’~a" is too bro~ It should be narrowed dow~ to include only omdoor material storage

Property Design Repa~r/Mazntenance Bays: (I) Fir~ bullm should be r~rised as follows:
"Repair/maintenance Imys must b¢ indoors or d~ign~d in sur.h a wsy ~hst d~n~ allow conu~:~ with
stormwater and stormws~r run-on. (ii) The last ~ of the second bullet should be r~wis~d to
include the ~m’nem th~ "Industrial Wsste Di,~hsrBe Permit will I~ requirM ff ~ to

Properly Design Vehicle/Equipment Wash Arem~. ]ncAu~ th~ r~quiztm~at tha~ wash ar~ must
pr~ent stonnwater ma-on from the surrounding a~ with I~rms or grmi¢ br~k or ~ ~ a ~
wa~r dzversion system.
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3.1 CATEGORIZATION OF DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS
Beginning June 1999, the DPW divisions that have responsibility for review of development
project plans will categorize proposed projects as "Planning Stormwater Priority Projects" or
"Planning Stormwater Exempt Projects" with respect to the potential for a significant effect
on stormwater quality. Planning Stormwater Priority Projects shall be required to incorporate

appropriate post-construction BMPs into project plans prior to the issuance of any building or
grading permit.

In order to categorize a project as a Planning Stormwater Priority Project or a Planning
Stormwater Exempt Project, project type, characteristics, and activities will be assessed for
potential contribution to stormwater pollution. The DPW Building and Safety/Land
Development Division shall conduct a screen check for projects utilizing a standardized
checklist ("Priority/Exempt Checklist") that lists project type and project characteristics and
activities that are believed to be significant potential contributors to stormwater pollution.
The Priority/Exempt .checklist that shall be used for categorizing projects as a Planning
Stormwater Priority Project or a Planning Stormwater Exempt Project is shown in Figure 3-1
and included in Appendix A.

In utilizing the Priority/Exempt Checklist, a commercial or industrial development of
100,000 or more square feet shall be based on total impermeable area as opposed to lot size
or building footprint. This interpretation shall be used because of the intent to manage storm
water runoff from paved areas associated with buildings. A restaurant is a facility that would
use the Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) code of 5812 and an automotive repair shop
is a facility that would use one of the following SIC codes: 5013, 5014, 5541, 7532-7534, or
7536-7539. Hillside development shall be defined as development having any of the
following characteristics:

o. location in an area known to have erosive soil conditions as identified in the Los
Angeles County Department of Public Works Hydrology/Sedimentation Manual;

grading on any natural slope where the natural slope is 25% or greater;, or

~,. plans include cut or fill slopes that are 30 feet high or greater.

Since the County’s Department of Regional Planning also has a fundamental role in approval
of development projects, a process has been developed to incorporate the screen check for

3-1                             R0069356



categorizing projects as a Planning Stormwater Priority Project or a Planning Stormwater
Exempt Project early in the planning stages of "discretionary’’1 projects. A flowehaxt
depicting this process is provided as Figure 3-2.

Section 15357 of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines defines "discretionary project" as a
project which requires the exercise of judgment or deliberation when the public agency or body decides to
approve or disapprove a particular activity, as distinguished from situations where the public agency or body
merely has to determine whether there has been conformity with applicable statutes, ordinances, or
regulations.



FIGURE 3-1. CHECKLIST FOR CATEGORIZING PRO.JECTS AS PLANNING
STORMWATER PRIORITY OR PLANNING STOP.MWATER EXEbfl~.

Pmj~=t Loc~o~

The projeet is a.Planning Stormwater PdoritT Project ff uy of the project type¢i~ed in
Part A or ~y of the project ©haracteristic~ or activities listed in Part B are appll~abk.:
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Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permit
Order No. 96-054                                                    CAS614001

III. Development Planning and Construction

A. Develonment Planning

Table 3 on the following page shows the summary of requirements under this section
and corresponding compliance dates.

This space is left intentionally blank.

31 July 15, 1996
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Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permit
Order No. 96-054                                                       CAS614001

Table 3
Development Planning Requirements and Compliance Dates

Requirement Permit Principal Permittees Months from Effective For Approval By
Section Permittee Date of Order

(Compliance Date)

Develop a model system III.A l.a v’ 18 (January 30, 1998) Executive Officerfor prioritization of
development projects

Implement a system for IIl.A.l.a ,/ < 36 months (July 30, N/A
prioritization of 1999)
development projects

Develop list of III.A.1 .b / 18 (January 30, 1998) Regional Board
recommended BMPs for
development projects
(countywide guidelines)

Develop Standard Urban III.A.1 .c 4" 6 months after Regional Executive Officer
Storm Water Mitigation Board approval of
Plans (SUSMP) countywide guidelines

velop and submit a III.A.2 ,/ < 36 months (July 30, N/A
schedule of 1999)
implementation for a
program for planning
measures consistent with
the Standard Urban
Storm Water Mitigation
Plan (SUSMP) for priority
proiects

Develop guidelines for III.A.3.a ,/ 18 (January 30, 1998) Executive Officer
preparing!reviewing
CEQA documents

Incorporate CEQA I!l.A.3.a ,/ _< 36 months (July 30, N/A
guidelines into internal 1999)
procedures

Include watershed and III.A.4 3.b ,/ During General Plan N/A
storm water management revisions
consideration into
General Plan revisions

Develop model program Ilt.A.4 I 4" 18 (January 30, 1998) ! Executive Officer
for developers

Implement developer IIt.A.4 ,/ < 36 months (July 30, N/A
information program 1999)

32 July 15, 1996
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Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permit
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1. Countywide Development Planning Guidance

The Principal Permittee, in consultation with the Permittees, shall
develop the following development planning guidance materials for use
during planning and permitting of all development projects requiring
discretionary approval:

a. A model documented system, such as a checklist, for determining
priority projects as well as a list of specifically exempt projects not
later that January 30, 1998. Pdority and exempt projects are defined
as follows:

i. ~ are development and redevelopment projects
requiring discretionary approval which the Building Official (or
equivalent municipal authority) determines may have a potential
significant effect on storm water quality.

ii. Exem_ot Pro!ects are development and redevelopment projects
which the Building Official (or equivalent municipal authority)
determines will not have a potential significant impact on storm
water quality.

The documented system shall consider location of the project with
respect to desi.gnated environmentally s_ensitive areas and the slope
and erosion potential of the site and surrounding areas.

Each Permittee shall incorporate a substantially similar system into
its procedures not later than six months after commencement of its
next fiscal year following approval of the of the documented system
by the Executive Officer, provided, however, that such approval is.
issued not later than 90 days prior to the commencement of the
Permittee’s fiscal year. If such approval is given within 90 days of
the commencement of a Permittee’s fiscal year, such program shall
be implemented in the second fiscal year following approval but in no
event shall implementation be later than July 30, 1999.

b. A list of recommended BMPs not later than January 30, 1998. The
list of BMPs shall include:

i. Site planning practices;
ii. Post-construction best management practices; and
iii. Redevelopment and infill practices.

33 July 15, 1996

R0069361



Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permit
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Consideration shall be given to the type of development and the
potential for storm water pollution when determining the applicability
of BMPs. Cost effectiveness, ease of maintenance, and consistency
with other environmental mandates may also be considered.

For developments where increased storm water discharge rates will
result in an increase in downstream erosion potential, the.. list of
recommended BMPs shall include those BMPs which can be used to

_ maintain peak runoff rates at pre-development levels to the maximum
extent feasible.

The list of recommended BMPs shall be submitted to the Regional o
Board for approval.

c. Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs) and
guidelines for their preparation not later than six months after
Regional Board approval of the BMPs in Part 2.111.A.l.b. The
SUSMPs shall incorporate the appropriate elements of the
recommended BMPs list. At the minimum, SUSMPs and guidelines
shall be prepared for the following development categories:

i. a. 100+ home subdivision;
ii. a 10-home subdivision;
iii. a 100,000+ square-foot commercial development;
iv. an automotive repair shop;
v. a retail gasoline outlet;
vi. a restaurant; and
vii. a hillside-located single-family dwelling.

2. Planning Control Measures

Each Permittee shall develop a program on planning control measures for
priority projects (Part. 2.111.A.l.a) consistent with the programs developed
under Part 2.111.A.l.b~ & c.. Each Permittee shall initiate implementation of
its program not later than six months after commencement of its next fiscal
year following approval of the model Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plans by the Executive Officer, provided, however, that such
approval is issued not later than 90 days prior to the commencement of the
Permittee’s fiscal year. If such approval is given within 90 days of the
commencement of a Permittee’s fiscal year, such program shall be
implemented in’the second fiscal year following approval but in no event
shall implementation be initiated later than July 30, 1999. Each Permittee
shall require that the project applicant submit an Urban Storm Water

July 15, 1996
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Mitigation Plan appropriate and applicable to the project, and that the
Permittee approve the Plan prior to the issuance of any grading or building
permit. The Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan shall incorporate by detail
or reference appropriate post-construction BMPs to:

a. Implement, to the maximum extent practicable, requirements
established by appropriate governmental agencies under CEQA,
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, local ordinances and other legal
authorities intended to minimize imp=~cts from storm water runoff on
the biological integrity of natural drainage systems and water bodies;

b. Maximize, to the maximum extent practicable, the percentage of
permeable surfaces to allow more percolation of storm water into the
ground;

c. Minimize, to the maximum extent practicable, the amount of storm
water directed to iml~ermeable areas and to the MS4;

d. Minimize, to the maximum extent practicable, parking lot pollution
through the use of appropriate BMPs such as retention, infiltration,
and good housekeeping;

e. Establish reasonable limits on the clearing of vegetation from the
project site including, but not limited to, regulation of the length of
time during which soil may be exposed and, in certain sensitive
cases, the prohibition of bare soil; and

f. Provide for appropriate permanent controls to reduce storm water
pollutant load produced by the development site to the maximum
extent practicable.

The Permittee may refer applicants to the ’Ca/ifomia Storm Water Best
Management Practice Handbooks, California Storm Water Quality Task

¯ Force, Sacramento, CA (1992)’ and its revisions; the Countywide Storm
Water Management Plan; ’USEPA Guidance Specifying Management
Measures for Sources of Nonpoint Po/lution in Coasta/ Waters, /ssued
under the Authority of Section 6217(g) of the Coasta/ Zone Act
Reauthorization Amendments of 1990, Document No. EPA 840 B 92-002
(1993),’; and similar manuals for specific guidance on selecting post-
construction BMPs for reducing pollutants in storm water discharges.

3. Planning Process

In order to integrate storm water management considerations into

35 July 15, 1996
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discretionary development projects at the time that they are first proposed
to jurisdictions, and to support other provisions of this Order:

ao The Principal Permittee, in consultation with the Permittees, shall
develop storm water management guidelines for use in
preparinglreviewing CEQA documents, and in linking stoi’m water
quality mitigation conditions to local discretionary project approvals
not later than January 30, 1998.

The guidelines shall address the preservation of areas that provide
water quality benefits such as riparian corridors and wetlands and
shall promote protection of the biological integrity of drainage systems
and water bodies.

Each Permittee shall review the guidelines for the purpose of making
appropriate modifications in their internal procedures not later than six
months after commencement of its next fiscal year following approval
of the program by the Executive Officer, provided, however, that such
approval is issued not later than 90 days prior to the commencement
of the Permittee’s fiscal year. If such approval is given within 90
daysof the commencement of a Permittee’s fiscal year, such
program shall be implemented in the second fiscal year following
approval but in no event shall implementation be later than July 30,
1999.

b. Each Permittee shall include watershed and storm water
management considerations in the appropriate elements of the
Permittee’s General Plan, whenever said elements are significantly
rewritten. Appropriate elements may include the following:

i. Conservation; and/or
ii. Open space; and/or
iii. Land-use; and/or
iv. Public utilities; and/or
v. Infrastructure; and/or -"
vi. Other appropriate elements.

4. Developer Information Program

The Principal Permittee, in consultation with the Permittees, shall develop
a model program not later than January 30, 1998, to inform developers
seeking discretionary approvals about:

a. Development and construction storm water management;

36 July 15, 1996
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From: "Vicki Musgrove" <Vicki.Musgrove@mail.co.ventura.ca.us>
To: <XSWAMl@rb4.swrcbca.gov>
Date: 1/17/00 8:22AM
Subject: Re: Comment Letter on SUSMP

Xavier, I sent the letter twice - once attached and once in an email. I did receive one non deliverable
message. I was trying to send it from the hotel - I was in SD attending the State Task Force meeting. The
text is below. I will have a hard copy in the mail tommorrow. Hope this works. Let me know Thanks
Vicki

Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013-1105

Subject:       Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan for Los Angeles County and Cities in Los
Angeles County (SUSMP)

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

The Ventura County Flood Control District (NPDES Permit CAS063339) offers the following comments on
the SUSMP proposed by the Regional Board for the stormwater programs in Los Angeles County. Our
comments are provided given that approval of the numerical mitigation standard in the SUSMP has the
potential to have a significant effect on the Ventura Countywide Stormwater Quality Management Program
(Program) as well as other programs throughout the state.

Numerous treatment control Best Management Practices (BMPs) have been designed and built in Ventura
County utilizing Program guidelines that deal with new development projects. The experience that we
have gained has allowed us to take a practical look at design criteria. We feel strongly that when design
standards are imposed, they should be written in a manner that is appropriate and technically sound. The
proposed SUSMP, as presently written, will be extremely confusing to public agencies and engineers
charged with designing facilities that comply with the specified criteria. The comments below are limited to
technical issues that we fee! need to be addressed and corrected prior to approval of the SUSMP
document. Other details such as opportunities for regional facilities and credits for total design policies
should also be dealt with in a comprehensive stormwater quality mitigation plan.

1. SUSMP Design Standards
On September 13, 1999 in a letter to Dr. Xavier Swamikannu, we requested that the approach for the
design of both volumetric and flow-based treatment control BMPs that has been successfully utilized in the
design of BMPs on new development projects, i.e., Unit basin storage volume design based on 70%
capture of annual runoff and flow based design criteria based on 10% of the peak 50-year flow rate from
impervious areas calculated using standard flood hydrology, be considered as an option in the SUSMP
We subsequently provided back up documentation to show the equivalence of our 70% capture of annual
runoff to the 0.75t) rainfall capture criteria presented in the original SUSMP. The 6SUSMP Summary of
Comments Received and ResponseO (Response to Comments) misinterprets Ventura County,ZEs
comment by indicating that we requested inclusion of peak flow rate control. In addition, the Response to
Comments includes an action to add ¢eighty five percent treatment of annual runoff volume as an
equivalent mitigation criteriao.
Inclusion of Peak Flow Rate Control as a Treatment BMP Design Criteria
It appears that the added condition B under Section 9 is an attempt to address Ventura County/Es request
for the inclusion of a flow-based design criteria. This added language, as well as the language in the
attached tentative resolution and the Response to Comments, indicates a confusion in ;Re difference
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between requirements for peak flow rate control versus a standard that allows the use of low flow-based
water quality treatment control BMPs. The current language in the SUSMP sets design standards for
treatment control BMPs based upon a combination of four volume-based design options AND the {)control
of peak flow discharged with no consideration of a design standard for BMPs that require a flow-based
design. The language in the proposed SUSMP gives the designer an apparent flexibility in their choice of
BMPs. This choice is important due to the wide ranges of land development types, pollutants, sensitive
groundwater basin locations and BMP treatment control effectiveness. However, the present language
limits the choices to those with volume-based design criteria, i.e. detention basins, infiltration basins. With
the present language an engineer wanting to utilize any flow-based BMP, i.e.. swales, filters, treatment
devices, would need to make assumptions on technical items such as duration, frequency, and/or flow
rate, leading to variable outcomes that could not assure compliance with the criteria as written.

When we asked questions on the above issue, your staff referred us to the State of MarylandAEs
Stormwater Design Manual (Maryland Manual). This document is comprehensive and presents an
approach for sizing stormwater facilities 5to meet pollutant removal goals, maintain groundwater recharge,
reduce channel erosion, prevent overbank flooding and pass extreme floodsO. It is clear when they are
dealing with the reduction of peak stormwater flow for flood control and when they are dealing with low
flow pollutant removal sizing criteria. The design sizing criteria for water quality is volume-based when the
options given require a volume-based design. Examples are included. Redevelopment is encouraged in
order to reduce urban sprawl and although redevelopment projects are encouraged to implement BMPs,
they are not required to meet the design standards and performance criteria established. This appears to
allow flexibility for the use of other BMPs, including those requiring a flow-based design, on redevelopment
projects. A careful review of documents like this one, that appear to be based on years of experience, may
be helpful in development of appropriate criteria.

SUSMP Design Standard Options Are Not Technically Equivalent
While the most recent SUSMP does present Ventura County,ZEs volumetric methodology as an option, it
sets the runoff volume standard for Los Angeles at 85% capture. We are pleased that the SUSMP now
includes our methodology, but request review of the back up calculations and modification of the percent
capture to reflect equivalent standards. The document, 5Calculations to Determine Equivalent Percent
Volume Capture Criterion0, Swamikannu 12/12/99 appears to be inadvertently based on the rainfall
curves for Bishop, CA. These curves are found one page before the page in the California Stormwater
Best Management Practices Handbook (State Handbook) that contains the Los Angeles Airport curves.
We request that the back up documentation be reviewed and the standards be set in an equivalent
manner. Reducing the percent of runoff volume captured to a number is consistent with the proposed
0.750 rainfall criteria wil! have minimal effect on pollutant removal.

2. The SUSMP Encourages Directly Connected Impervious Areas (DClA)
A basic and effective site design principle for stormwater management is to minimize the amount of DClA.
In some cases, even directly connected 5cleanO run-off can decrease treatment efficiency as well as
increase flood and erosion potential. However, the proposed SUSMP language encourages the direct
connection of roof drains by allowing the exclusion of their area from the area for calculation of rainfall or
runoff volume to be treated provided they connected directly to the storm drain system. This may not be
appropriate in many cases and appears to be contrary to other parts of the document that encourage
projects to mimic predeveloped site conditions. In the Maryland Manual, stormwater credits are allowed
for innovative site planning practices, one of which is 6the disconnection of rooftop runoffO.

The content of the SUSMP appears to have the potential to have far-reaching effects on many
communities. VVe urge you to take the time to work with our county and others with experience in the
design, construction and maintenance of treatment control BMPs as well as all other interested parties to
discuss development of appropriate standards. We look forward to working with you on this issue.

If you have any questions please call me at (805) 654-5051.
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Very truly yours,
Vicki Musgrove
Manager, Stormwater Quality Section

<<< "Xavier Swamikannu" <XSWAMI@rb4 swrcb.cagov> 1/14 1 t:15a >>>
Nothing was attached.!
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PUBLIC WORKS AGENCY

countg of ventura    ArthurE.D ir:uCt’: 
Deputy Directors of Public Works

Win. B. Britt
Transportation

John C.Cro~iey
Water Resources & Engineering

Kay Martin
January 14, 2000 SolidWaste Management

Jeff Pratt
Flood Control

Paul W. Ruffin
Central Services

Debbie J. Smith, Assistant Executive Officer
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Subject:    PROPOSED STANDARD STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

Dear Ms. Smith:

This letter comments on the groundwater aspects of the subject plan that will be before your
board on January 26, 2000.

Ventura County Water Resources fully supports your plan and suggests additional protection for
unconfined basins where groundwater has a very high potential of being contaminated. The
suggestions noted are presently being implemented in Ventura County through CEQA
conditions. Specifically, the following additions are suggested:

Pa,qe 9 Item 2., pa,qe 10 Item Cl, pa.qe 11 Item D1, D2, D3.
Add a requirement to protect unconfined groundwater basins. "Projects located over
unconfined groundwater basins shall incorporate an impervious liner beneath the
concrete. The liner shall be constructed with 80 mil. HDPE, all seams shall be lapped and
sealed and sides shall be turned upwards to prevent lateral movement of contaminants
except towards a collection sump which shall be designed to collect contaminants for
proper treatment and/or disposal."

The reason we are interested in this extra protection for concrete areas is that our experience
has shown that areas beneath concrete slabs of refueling and industrial areas are invariably
highly contaminated due to permeability induced by edges, cracks or expansion joints.
LARWQCB records of contamination beneath old refueling station slabs and industrial shop
floors will confirm our experience.

Page 13, Item 12.
Add: "Infiltration BMPs shall not be used to mitigate pollutants of concern when the
project is located over an unconfined groundwater basin regardless of the separation to
the water table."                                                    R0069368

Representing Ex-officio: Ventura County Flood Control District ¯ Ventura County Waterworks Districts No. 1,16,17, and 19 ¯ Lake Sherwo~, ............. z ................
Ahmanson Ranch Community Services District ¯ Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency ¯ ABg3g Local Task Force ¯ Recycling Market Development Zone

~ ¯ Ventura, CA 93009-1600 ¯ 805/654-2018 ¯ Fax: 805/654-395280O South Victoria Avenue



As you know, Ventura County has both confined and unconfined basins representing millions of
acre-feet of groundwater. The aquifers in these basins are recharged through unconfined areas
such as the Oxnard Forebay Basin, the Fillmore Basin, the Piru Basin and parts of other basins.

Page 4. Definitions
Add definition of sanitary sewer. (Any definition that plainly states that a sanitary sewer is
not a septic tank).

We believe that these requirements apply to Los Angeles County, and we are especially
interested in incorporation of these comments into any plan that will apply to Ventura County.

Should you desire further information, please call me at 805 648-9204.

Very truly yours,

Lowell Preston, Ph.D.
Manager of Water Resources

cc: Xavier Swamikannu, Storm Water Program
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY URBAN RUNOFF AND STORMWATER NPDES PERMIT
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, requires the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on, among
other things, Section 402 (p) of the Clean Water Act, the Coastal Zone Act Reauthorizations
Amendments of 1990 ("CZARA"), the California Water Code, and the 1987 amendments to the
Clean Water Act that established a framework for regulating storm water discharges from
municipal, industrial, and construction activities under the NPDES permit. The primary
objectives of the municipal storm water requirements are to:

Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from storm water conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
program to address Development by the private sector. This SUSMP contains a listing of the
minimum required Best Management Practices (BMPs) that must be used for a designated
project. Additional BMPs may be re~_uired by ordinance or code adopted by the Permittee and
applied generally or on a case by case basis. This SUSMP applies to projects that are Priority
Projects (Discretionary Projects) as defined by the NPDES Permit. The Permittees are required
to use this SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Developers will need to implement
appropriate SUSMP requirements into their project plans. Each Permittee is then required to
approve an Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan as part of the development process and prior to
issuing building and grading permits.

Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA), that fall into one of the seven categories of
discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA) are identified in the NPDES Permit as requiring
SUSMPs. These categories are:

Single-Family Hillside Residences
100,000 Square Foot Commercial Developments
Automotive Repair Shops
Retail Gasoline Outlets
Restaurants
Home Subdivisions with >10 housing units

(Note: this category is two separate categories in the NPDES Permit)

R0069370
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DEFINITIONS

>9 unit home subdivision is any subdivision being developed for 10 or more l 0 single-family or
multi-family dwelling units.

100,000 Square Foot Commercial Developments are be based on total impermeable area,
including parking areas, as opposed to lot size or building footprint.

A retail gasoline outlet is primarily engaged in selling gasoline and lubricating oils. These
establishments frequently sell other merchandise, such as tires, batteries, and automobile parts.
Frequently, these establishments also perform minor automotive repair work. Gasoline stations
combined with other activities, such as grocery stores, convenience stores, or car wash facilities,
are classified according to the primary activity.

"Hillside" is as defined by the local jurisdiction. For example, one jurisdiction defines "hillside"
as a property located in an area with known erosive soil conditions, where the development
contemplates grading on any natural slope that is 25% or greater, and where grading
contemplates cut or fill slopes 30 feet high or greater.

An automotive repair shop is a facility that is categorized in any one of the following Standard
Industrial Classification (SIC) codes: 5013, 5014, 5541, 7532-7534, or 7536-7539. Exceptions
do apply for SIC codes 5013, 5014, and 5541. For SIC code 5013, if the business has no outside
storage of any recycled oil or other hazardous substances, it is not included. For SIC code 5014,
if the business does not engage in any repair work, it is not included. For SIC code 5541, if the
business does not engage in any onsite repair work, it is not included.

A restaurant is a facility that sells prepared foods and drinks for consumption, including
stationary lunch counters and refreshment stands selling prepared foods and drinks for
immediate consumption. (SIC code 5812)

Structural BMPs

BMPs

Treatment

Infiltration

Limitations ???????????? (evaluate this original language provided by the County)

C:~SUSMP~susmpl .doc R0069371
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Should any conflict be discovered with these SUSMP requirements and any pre-existing
regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pre-determined
threshold, the new and the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of new improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the new
improvements need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-determined threshold shall be
consistent with the local jurisdiction’s policy for application of other building codes to new
improvements.

CONFLICTS WITH LOCAL PRACTICES

Provisions of these SUSMP requirements may. at times, be in conflict with established !ocal
practices, e,g.. specific language of signage used on storm drain stenciling. The Permittee may
continue local practices and modi_fy the SUSMPs contained herein to comport with tho~¢
practices, except where those practices would obviate the intent of the mandated SUSMP.

SUSMP PROVISIONS APPLICABLE TO ALL CATEGORIES

REQUIREMENTS

1. PEAK STORM WATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed estimated pre-
development levels for developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate may
result in a foreseeable increased potential for downstream erosion.

2. CONSERVE NATURAL AREAS

If applicable, the following items are required and must be implemented in the site layout during
the subdivision design and approval process, consistent with applicable General Plan and Local
Area Plan policies:

¯ Every effort shall be made to concentrate or cluster development on portions of a site while
leaving the remaining land in a natural undisturbed condition.

¯ Limit clearing and grading of native vegetation at a site to the minimum amount needed to
build lots, allow access, and provide fire protection.

C:\SUSMPLsusmpl,doc                                                               R0069372
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Maximize trees and other vegetation at each site by planting additional vegetation, clustering
tree areas, and promoting the use of native and/or drought tolerant plants. Wherever
practical, promote natural vegetation by using parking lot islands and other landscaped areas.

¯ Preserve riparian areas and wetlands.

3. MINIMIZE STORMWATER POLLUTANTS OF CONCERN

Stormwater runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids,
metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the stormwater conveyance system. The
development must be designed so as to minimize, to the maximum extent practicable (MEP), the
introduction of pollutants of concern that may result in significant impacts, generated from site
runoff of directly connected impervious areas (DCIA), to the stormwater conveyance system as
approved by the building official. Pollutants of concern, as defined by the Permit, consist of any
pollutants that exhibit one or more of the following characteristics: current loadings or historic
deposits of the pollutant are impacting the beneficial uses of a receiving water, elevated levels of
the pollutant are found in sediments of a receiving water and/or have the potential to
bioaccumulate in organisms therein, or the detectable inputs of the pollutant are at a level high
enough to be considered potentially toxic to humans and/or flora and fauna. DCIA is defined as
the area covered by pavement, building and other impervious surfaces which drain directly into
the storm drain without first flowing across pervious areas (e.g. lawns).

In meeting this specific requirement, "minimization of the pollutants of concern" will require the
incorporation of a BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of
pollutant loadings in that runoff to the MEP. Those BMPs best suited for that purpose are, at a
minimum, those listed in the California Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbooks as
"likely to have significant impact" beneficial to water quality for targeted pollutants that are of
concern at the site in question. However, it is possible that a combination of BMPs not so
designated may, in a particular circumstance, be best suited to maximize the reduction of the
pollutants. Examples of BMPs that can be used for minimizing the introduction of pollutants of
concern generated from site runoff are identified in Table 2.

4. PROTECT SLOPES AND CHANNELS

!f~ applicable, project plans must include BMPs consistent with local code and ordinance to
decrease the potential of slopes and/or channels from eroding and impacting stormwater runoff:

¯ Convey runoff safely from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.

¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.

R0069373
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Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.

¯ With approval of all agencies with jurisdiction, e.g., the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and
the Califomia Department of Fish and game, install energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the
outlets of new storm drains, culverts, conduits, or channels that enter unlined channels in
accordance with applicable specifications to minimize erosion.

5. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the project area must be stenciled with
prohibitive language (such as: "NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and!or graphical
icons to discourage illegal dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted at public access points along channels and creeks within the project area.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

C:\SUSMPLsusmpl .doc
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6. PROPERLY DESIGN OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

Outdoor material storage areas refer to storage areas or storage facilities solely for the storage of
materials.

Improper storage of materials outdoors may provide an opportunity for toxic compounds, oil
and grease, heavy metals, nutrients, suspended solids, and other pollutants to enter the
stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed project plans include outdoor areas for storage
of materials that may contribute pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the following
structural BMPs are required:

Areas where materials are to be stored must be: (1) placed in an enclosure such as, but not
limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar structure that prevents contact with runoff or spillage to
the storm water conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary containment structures
such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
stormwater within the secondary containment area.

7. PROPERLY DESIGN TRASH STORAGE AREAS

A trash storage area refers to an area where a trash receptacle or receptacles are located for use
as a repository for solid wastes.

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and!or creeks. All trash container areas must meet the following
structural BMP requirements:

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted
around the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

C:\SUSMPksusmpl.doc                                                                  R0069375
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8. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons why water quality controls will not
function as designed or which may cause the system to fail entirely. It is important to consider
who will be responsible for maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required
to perform the maintenance properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has
included, or is required to include, structural BMPs in project plans, the Permittee shall require
that the applicant provide verification of maintenance provisions through such means as may be
appropriate, including, but not limited tolegal agreements, covenants, CEQA mitigation
requirements and/or Conditional Use Permits

For all properties, this verification will include the developer’sstatement, as part of its project
application, ~ responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the
property is transferred and. where applicable, a signed a_m’eement from the public entity
assuming responsibili _ty for structural BMP maintenance, This transfer of property must have
conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for maintenance of any structural
BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that property, and will be the owner’s
responsibility. For residential properties where the structural BMPs are located within a
common area which will be maintained by a homeowner’s association, language regarding the
responsibility for maintenance must be included in the projects conditions, covenants and
restrictions (CC&R’s). Printed educational materials will be required to accompany the first
deed transfer to highlight the existence of the requirement and to provide information on what
stormwater management facilities are present, signs that maintenance is needed, how the
necessary maintenance can be performed, and assistance that the Permittee can provide. It will
also encourage the transfer of this information with subsequent sale of the property.

If structural BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. Structural BMPs proposed for transfer must meet design standar0s

t      h     " n" I~ th M in      an h 1       r v     the    nt r
other appropriate public agency prior to its installation.
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9. DESIGN STANDARDS FOR STRUCTURAL BMPS

Structura! BMPs selected for use at any project covered by this SUSMP shall meet the design
standards of this Section unless specifically exempted!,

Structural BMPs shall be designed to either;

a. mitigate (infiltrate and!or treat) the site runoff generated from each and every_ storm event up
to and including 0,75 inches of rainfall, prior to its being discharge~l into a storm water
conveyance system, or

b. mitigate (infiltrate and/or treat) the site runoff generated from each and every storm event
based on the 85± percentile 24-hour runoff event determined as the maximize~l storm w0ter
volume for the area as discussed in Urban Runoff Quali _ty management. WEF Manu0! of
Practice No, 23/ASCE Manual of Practice No, 87. prior to its being discharged into a storm
water conveyance system, or

c. mitigate (infiltrate and/or treat) the site runoff generated from each and every, storm event
based on the historical record based reference 24-hour rainfall criterion (0.75 inch for the Lo~
Angeles Coun _ty area) that achieves the same or greater reduction in pollutant loads achieved
by the 85~ percentile 24-hour runoff event, prior to its being discharged into a storm water
conveyance system,

In determining the area to be calculated in the above runoff mitigation criteria, the area included
from roofing surfaces, may be excluded from the calculation provided:

a. ~he roofing materials do not contribute to pollutants of concern in stormwater runoff, and

b. runoff from the roof area is diverted directly to a storm water conveyance system,

Exclusions

This Section does not apply to the restaurant category_ if there is no parking lot associated with
the development,

C:\SUSMP~susmpl.doc R0069377
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10. PROVISIONS APPLICABLE TO INDIVIDUAL PRIORITY PROJECT

A. 100.000 SOUARE FOOT COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENTS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN LOADING/UNLOADING DOCK AREAS

Loading/unloading dock areas have the potential for material spills to be quickly transported to
the stormwater conveyance system. To minimize this potential, the following design criteria are
required:

*     Cover loading dock areas or design drainage to minimize run-on and runoff of
stormwater.

¯ Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks (truck wells) are prohibited.

2. PROPERLY DESIGN REPAIR/MAINTENANCE BAYS

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and gasoline from the repair/maintenance bays
can negatively impact stormwater if allowed to come into contact with stormwater runoff.
Therefore, design plans for repair bays must include the following:

¯ Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow
stormwater runon or contact with stormwater runoff.

¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all washwater, leaks and spills.
Connect drains to a sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the
repair/maintenance bays to the storm drain system is prohibited. If required by local
jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit.

3. PROPERLY DESIGN VEHICLE/EQUIPMENT WASH AREAS

Vehicle/equipment washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease,
solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the stormwater conveyance system. To alleviate
this problem, consider including in the project plans an area for washing/steam cleaning of
vehicles and equipment. If such an area is included in the site design, it must meet the
following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment
facility, and properly connected to a sanitary sewer.

C:kSUSMP~susmpl.doc                                                              R0069378
August 11, 1999
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B. RESTAURANTS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN EQUIPMENT/ACCESSORY WASH AREAS

Equipment/accessory washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and
grease, solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the stormwater conveyance system. To
alleviate this problem, include in the project plans an area for the washing/steam cleaning of
equipment and accessories. This area must meet the following:

This area must be self-contained, equipped with a grease trap, and properly connected to a
sanitary sewer.

¯ If this wash area is to be located outdoors, it must be covered, paved, have secondary
containment, and be connected to the sanitary sewer.

C. RETAIL GASOLINE OUTLETS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN FUELING AREA

Fueling areas have the potential to contribute oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant
and gasoline to the stormwater conveyance system. The project plans must include the
following BMPs:

¯ Where feasible, fuel dispensing areas should be covered with an overhanging roof structure
or canopy. The canopy’s minimum dimensions must be equal to or greater than the area
within the grade break. The canopy must not drain onto the fuel dispensing area, and the
canopy downspouts must be routed to prevent drainage across the fueling area.

Fuel dispensing areas must be paved with portland cement concrete (or equivalent smooth
impervious surface), and the use of asphalt concrete shall be prohibited.

¯ The fuel dispensing area must have a 2% to 4% slope to prevent ponding, and must be
separated from the rest of the site by a grade break that prevents run-on of stormwater to the
extent practicable.

¯ At a minimum, the concrete fuel dispensing area must extend 6.5 feet (2.0 meters) from the
comer of each fuel dispenser, or the length at which the hose and nozzle assembly may be
operated plus 1 foot (0.3 meter), whichever is less.

C:/SUSMP~susmpl.doc R0069379
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D. AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR SHOPS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN FUELING AREA

Fueling areas have the potential to contribute oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant
and gasoline to the stormwater conveyance system. Therefore, design plans which include
fueling areas must include the following:

Where feasible, fuel dispensing areas should be covered with an overhanging roof structure
or canopy. The cover’s minimum dimensions must be equal to or greater than the area
within the grade break. The cover must not drain onto the fuel dispensing area and the
downspouts must be routed to prevent drainage across the fueling area.

¯ Fuel dispensing areas must be paved with portland cement concrete (or equivalent smooth
impervious surface), and the use of asphalt concrete shall be prohibited.

¯ The fuel dispensing area must have a 2% to 4% slope to prevent ponding, and must be
separated from the rest of the site by a grade break that prevents ran-on of stormwater to the
extent practicable.

¯ At a minimum, the concrete fuel dispensing area must extend 6.5 feet (2.0 meters) from the
comer of each fuel dispenser, or the length at which the hose and nozzle assembly may be
operated plus 1 foot (0.3 meter), whichever is less.

2. PROPERLY DESIGN REPAIR/MAINTENANCE BAYS

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and gasoline from the repair/maintenance bays
can negatively impact stormwater if allowed to come into contact with stormwater runoff.
Therefore, design plans for repair bays must include the following:

¯ Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow
stormwater run-on or contact with stormwater runoff.

¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all washwater, leaks and spills.
Connect drains to a sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the
repair/maintenance bays to the storm drain system is prohibited. If required by local
jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit.

3. PROPERLY DESIGN VEHICLE/EQUIPMENT WASH AREAS

C:\SUSMP~susmpl.doc R0069380August 11, 1999
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Vehicle/equipment washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease,
solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the stormwater conveyance system. To alleviate
this problem, consider including in the project plans an area for washing/steam cleaning of
vehicles and equipment. If such an area is included in the site design, it must meet the
following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment
facility, and properly connected to a sanitary sewer.

4. PROPERLY DESIGN LOADING/UNLOADING DOCK AREAS

Loading/unloading dock areas have the potential for material spills to be quickly transported to
the stormwater conveyance system. To minimize this potential, the following design criteria are
required:

*     Cover loading dock areas or design drainage to minimize run-on and runoff of
stormwater.

¯ Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks (truck wells) are prohibited.

11. VARIANCES

A Permittee may. through adoption of an ordinance or code incorporating these SUSMPs,
provide for a variance process to ensure that SUSMP requirements that are not appropriate for a
specific property_ development. However. the variance issued by the Permittee must be approved
by the Regional Board’s Executive Officer before it becomes eff¢¢tiv¢,

12. Limitation on use of Infiltration BMPs

!n some locations where groundwater resources may be adversely affected bv the infiltration of
pollutants carried by storm water runoff, infiltration BMPs are not required. -These areas arc
identified (HOW?) ???? What do we do in place of infiltration,

TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

C:\SUSMP~susmpldoc R0069381
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SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area Stormwater Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different 410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.    Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management Practices Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (t993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety ofstruc~ra! and 626-458~6959
good housekeeping BMPs.

TABLE 2: Example Best Management Practices (BMP$)

The following are examples of BMPs that can be used for minimizing the introduction of

C:\SUSMP~susmpl ,doc
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pollutants of concern that may result in significant impacts, generated from site runoff of DCIA,
to the stormwater conveyance system. (See Table 1: Suggested Resources for additional sources
of information):

Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewalks
and streets. However, sidewalk widths must still comply with regulations for the Americans
with Disabilities Act and other life safety requirements.

¯ Design residential streets for the minimum required pavement widths needed to comply with
all zoning and applicable ordinances to support travel lanes; on-street parking; emergency,
maintenance, and service vehicle access; sidewalks; and vegetated open channels.

Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to minimize the number of residential
street cul-de-sacs and incorporate landscaped areas to reduce their impervious cover. The
radius of cul-de-sacs should be the minimum required to accommodate emergency and
maintenance vehicles. Alternative turnarounds should be considered.

Use permeable materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or interior roadway
surfaces (examples: hybrid lots, parking groves, permeable overflow parking, etc.).

¯ Use open space development that incorporates smaller lot sizes.

¯ Reduce building density.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce overall lot imperviousness by
promoting alternative driveway surfaces and shared driveways that connect two or more
homes together.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce the overall imperviousness
associated with parking lots by providing compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions,
incorporating efficient parking lanes, and using pervious materials in spillover parking areas.

¯ Direct rooftop runoff to pervious areas such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas, and
avoid routing rooftop runoff to the roadway or the stormwater conveyance system.

¯ Vegetated swales and strips (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Extended/dry detention basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the
local jurisdiction)

¯ Infiltration basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

C:~SUSMP~usmol.aoc                                                              R0069383
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¯ Infiltration trenches (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Wet ponds (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Constructed wetlands (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Oil/Water separators (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Catch basin inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Continuous deflective separation units (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by
the local jurisdiction)

¯ Storm drain inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Media filtration (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

Bioretention facility (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Dry-wells (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Cisterns (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Foundation planting (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)
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MainSanGabriei Basin
WAT ASTER

\

September 15, 1999

VIA [::ACgIMILE t213/576-6640’)

Mr. Denms Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water QuaLity

Control Board - Los Angeles Region
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Subject: SUSMP Numenc Limits

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

The Main San Gabriel Basin Watermaster Ls concerned that the proposed modifications to the
Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) may have adverse impacts on
groundwater quality and water rights. The adoption of specifg: requirements without adequat=ly
studying the potential impacts could have consequences worse than the unintended groundwater
conta~ination by methyl tcrtia.ry butyl =ther (MTBE). In the case of the MTBE, groundwater has
b~¢n contain.mated in a quest to improve air qual,ity. Waterrnaster’s concern is that tl~ Main San
Gabriel Basin’s groundwater could become contarmnated m an attempt to margma.LIy improve the
quality of storm runoff.

Of primacy concern is the requirement to contain and "treat" low-intensity rainfa21.s within certain
iadividua~ properties. In order to comply with such a requLrement, iaf’dtrauon trenches or basins
would Likely be constructed. Such devices could, in effect, become vehicl~s for pollutants to be
accidently or intentiona.lJy discharged into the ground. Furthermore, subsequent runoffs from
heavier storms could "drive" the pollutants into the groundwater which is the primary dringing
water supply source in San Gabriel V~ey. Because Watermaster has not participated in or
reviewed any of" your studies related to the identification or fate of pollutants which would be
captured, any modifications to the SUSMP should be postponed until the protection of the
groundwater supply sourcc is a.~sured.

If you have any questions or desire additional information r~garding these comments, pl~ase c~
me or Rick Sa.se at (626) 815.1300.

Smcerely,

MAIN SAN GABRIEL BASIN WATERMASTER

Carol WiSd.iams R0069385
Executive Of T~er



San Gabriel Basin Water Quality Authority
858 Oak Park Road, Suite 200, Covina, California 91724 ¯ (626) 859-7777 ¯ Fax (626) 859-778~

http://www.wqa.com/sgvw / wqa

September 14, 1999

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer -
California Regional Water Quality
Control Board - Los Angeles Region ~- --
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013 :_::_

SUBJECT: Proposed Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

The San Gabriel Basin Water Quality Authority (WQA) understands that the Regional
Board will be discussing its proposed modifications to its Standard Urban Stormwater
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) at its September 16, 1999 meeting. Based upon our limited
knowled,ze of the SUSMP modification at this time, we would like to offer comments that
will hope"fiflly help shape the program into a beneficial tool for the entire watershed.

It is our understanding that the proposed modifications to the SUSMP are primarily based
on retaining and/or treating a significant portion of urban runoff during a storm event in an
effort to minimize downgradient surface water pollution. This may require certain
treatment-structural controls that include infiltration, filtration and detention devices.

While a ,.zeneral policy employing devices may have a positive effect on surface water,
WQA recommends tliat actual implementation take into consideration the potential effect
on groundwater quality and nearby ground\vater supply wells. If contaminated surface
runoff is allowed to recharge into sensitive and vulnerable recharge areas, a potential may
exist for the groundwater supply to be negativity impacted. Therefore, the Reg~nal Board
should consider these possible impacts and use care when requiring infiltration de’vices in
areas where the groundwater requires protection.

WQA applauds the Regional Board’s efforts to improve the quality of the water resources
within our watershed and looks for~vard to our continued cooperative efforts.

R0069386
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Thank you for providing us the opportunity to express our concerns regarding the proposed
amendment to the SUSMP. Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me
at (626) 859-7777.

Sincerely,

Kirby Brill
Executive Director
San Gabriel Basin Water Quality Authority

cc:    WQA Board Members

R0069387



San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments

I.ar~ 1.. Blakel~

December 16, 1999

~. Jack J. C~, Ph.D., Chai~
California Regional Water Quality Con~ol Bo~d
Los ~geles Region
320 West 4~, Suite 2~
Los ~geles. CA 9~13

lhdd~in Park

Covina

De~ ~. C~:D~mond Bar

n,,~,rr,. The San Gabriel Valley Council of ~ve~nts (SGVCOG). a jolt powers agency represem~g
~:’ ’..: the 1.9 ~llion Los ~geles Coun~ residems living in o~ 30 cities ~d ~co~orated
(..... ~ co--unities, is opposed to the pro~sed nu~fic s~ds for new development in o~ cities.

To meet these numeric smd~ds for sto~ water ~ea~n~retention, develo~rs will ~ r~u~edz,,a,,,t~, to install costly s~ct~al consols thereby increas~g ~e costs of cons~ction ~ ~e VNley. ~
~r~.~.~¢~,¢~, addition, o~ cities will have to exp~d the~ ~eady reso~ce cons~ained enforce~nt pro~.
I~ Puente

t~ V~r,,~ As set fo~ in the attached resolution, we s~ongly oppose t~s exp~sion of yo~ regulato~
effo~s ~d ask that you engage in a cons~ctive dialog wi~ o~ org~zation in seeNng~l,,nr,,vta resolution to tNs issue.

~t,,,,, ~,,., t’,,~ Sincerely,

~,.,,,,.,,,~ Nicholas T. Conwa
,.,, ~ ........ Executive D~ector ~

~’""""’’"’"’ Encl.: Resolution

~" ..... " ........’’" ~" R0069388



RESOLUTION NO. 99-07

A RESOLUTION OF THE SAN GABRIEL VALLEY COUNCIL OF
GOVERNMENTS URGING THE CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY
CONTROL BOARD, LOS ANGELES REGION TO DEFER DISCUSSION OF
NUMERIC STANDARDS FOR TREATING OR RETAINING STORM WATER
RUNOFF FROM NEW DEVELOPMENTS PURSUANT TO THE LOS ANGELES
COUNTY MUNICIPAL NPDES PERMIT

Whereas, the San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments (hereinafter "San Gabriel
Valley COG") is a joint powers agency representing more than 1.9 million Los Angeles County
residents living in 30 cities and unincorporated communities;

Whereas, the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region
(hereinafter "regional board"), is further considering the incorporation of numeric standards into
the Standard Urban Storm Water Runoff Mitigation Plan (hereinafter SUSMP), a component of
the model deve!~_pment planning program and a rec!.uirement of the Los Angeles County
Municipal NPDES permit (hereinafter, "municipal NPDES permit");

Whereas, such numeric standards are intended to retain and/or treat storm water runoff
volume (approximately 20,000 gallons per acre) from 3 categories of new development projects:
10-99 home sub-divisions, 100-plus home sub-divisions; and 100,000 square foot commercial
developments;

Whereas, meeting the proposed numeric standards would necessitate the use of specific
structural controls, including but not limited to extended detention basins, wet ponds, infiltration
basins/ponds (which reduce the amount of developable space), storm drain-connected oil/grit
separators, catch basin inserts, grassy swales, and other devices;

Whereas, the numeric standards are intended to treat/retain runoff from hard surfaces,
including roof-tops, albeit there is no compelling data available indicating that pollutants from
such surfaces are toxic or have an impairing affect on a beneficial use of a receiving water;

Whereas, such structural controls would require post-construction operation and
maintenance, for which cities would be responsible;

Whereas, such controls, if not properly designed or maintained, could become sources
of po!!ution rather than pollution mitigants;

Whereas, the numeric standards proposed by the regional board are not mandated in
the municipal NPDES permit, nor are they required of other municipal NPDES permits in the
State of California;

Whereas, neither the regional board nor any other interested party has demonstrated
that storm water retention/treatment numeric standards would result in the improvement or
protection of a beneficial use of a receiving water (ground water recharge, shellfish harvesting,
wetland habitat protection, etc.);

Whereas, imposing such unproven and questionable numeric standards on cities
constitutes an unfunded state mandate, one that has not been evaluated in cost-effective terms,
as required by state law;
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Whereas, the Executive Advisory Committee hereinafter ("EAC") is a body representing
cities from the Ballona Creek, Los Angeles River, San Gabriel River, Dominguez Channel, Malibu
Creek, and Santa Clara Rivers;

Whereas, on August 11, 1999, the EAC elected to remove any reference to numeric
standards from the SUSMP and recommended the adoption of non-numeric SUSMPs;

Whereas, if the numeric standard is adopted, developers and cities would have a difficult
time implementing because of the:

1. lack of experience with the structural controls required to meet the numeric standard;
and

2. absence of adequate guidelines (e.g., a guidance document containing information
regarding the cost, pollutant effectiveness, and pollutant applicability of structural
contro!s that would be needed to meet the numeric standard; and the constraints
limiting their use such as soil conditions and siting considerations);

Whereas, during a regional board public headng held on September 16, 1999,
approximately 50 cities expressed opposition to the proposed numeric standards, resulting in the
continuation of the matter to another public hearing scheduled for January 6, 2000.

NOW, THEREFORE, the San Gabriel Valley COG does hereby resolve as follows:

Section 1. Call upon the regional board to defer inclusion of numeric standards into
SUSMPs until such time the following has been established:

i. an identification of the type of and quantity of pollutants generated from each of the
subject new developments;

ii. the type and quantity of pollutants identified pose a threat to a beneficial use of those
receiving waters into which San Gabriel Valley cities discharge;

iii. an evaluation of those structural controls required to meet numeric standards in terms
of (a) appropriateness to each of the pollutants of concern and (b) pollutant removal
capacity; and

iv. an "out clause" in the event a numeric standard cannot be met for reasons of economy
or feasibility.

Section 2. Recommend that the regional board approve the SUSMP, as proposed by the
Executive Advisory Committee on August 11, 1999, which does not include numeric standards.

Section 3. Advise the regional board that if it adopts the numeric standards without
meeting the conditions specified under Section 1, the San Gabriel Valley COG shall prepare a
petition for submittal to the State Water Resources Control Board appealing the regional board’s
action.
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PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED this 16 day of December 1999.

SAN GABRII VALLEY COUNCIL OF

~rry 1, President

Nicholas Conw~)Secretary

R006939t
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RECEIVED
~TATE OF CALIFORNIA--THE RESOURCES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Governor

,.,ANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS CONSERVANCY . FFFI ~, 2"1 P I: 1~2STREISAND CENTER FOR CONSERVANCY STUDIES
5750 RAMIREZ CANYON ROAD " " " ~
MALIBU, CALIFORNIA 90265
PHONE (310)589-3200
FAX (31 O) 589-3207 ~dI~IFORNIA REI~31~M. ~

December 16, 1999

Dennis Dickerson
Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

The Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy (Conservancy) is the principal state agency
charged with planning and conservation within the Santa Monica Mountains Zone
pursuant to Division 23 of the Public Resources Code. The Conservancy has reviewed
the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan for Los Angeles County and Cities in Los
AngelesCounty (SUSMP) proposed by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control
Board (LARWOCB) and has the following comments.

The LARWQCB is to be congratulated for taking this major step forward in protecting
water quality within the Los Angeles region. We applaud the LARWQCB for their
proactive approach to the issues of storm water runoff. In implementing this plan,
LARWQCB should adopt the strongest water quality protection available.

The Conservancy is concerned about water quality issues since much Conservancy open
space is adjacent to or bisected by streams that contain stormwater runoff. The
Conservancy is also a stakeholder in the planning process for management plans for six
of the watersheds under the LARWQCB’s jurisdiction. The additional runoff resulting
from new developments can be catastrophic, increasing water velocity, erosion,
sediment load, and pollutants, and decreasing water quality. These changes can be
disastrous for resources dependent on these streams.

The Conservancy has several specific technical comments relating to the details of the
plan.

R0069392
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¯ The Conservancy is pleased that the LARWQCB has extended protection to
environmentally sensitive areas by requiring SUSMPS for "locations adjacent to or
discharging" into these areas. However, we would ask that the definition for
"Environmentally Sensitive Area" be expanded to include open space areas owned
or operated by federal, state, or local agencies. Open space land is under
tremendous pressure for development. Any open space, and the resources it
protects, is environmentally sensitive.

¯ The section, Conflicts with Local Practices, seems to nullify the SUSMP requirements.
Your Response to Comments state several times that "Federal laws and regulations
require that controls on new development and redevelopment be enforceable." The
final sentence in the Conflicts with Local Practices section states, "The Permittee
may continue the local practices and modify the SUSMPS contained herein to be
consistent with the code, except where those practices would defeat or circumvent
the intent of the SUSMP requirements." This language seems vague and not
enforceable. Resource agencies normally require whatever standards are more
protective or more stringent, and enforceable.

¯ The document makes a good argument for the proper maintenance of treatment
control Best Management Practices (BMP) in Section 8, Provide Proof of Ongoing
BMP Maintenance. We agree that the developer must accept responsibility for the
maintenance until the time the property is transferred to public entities. However, a
mandatory source of funds for ongoing monitoring and maintenance of treatment
control BMPs transferred to public entities should be specifically stated. The loss of
permeable surfaces and its associated water quality values to development is
permanent. It is necessary to maintain the required treatment control BMPs in
perpetuity in order to compensate for the permanent effects of development. It
follows then that the developer or any successor must be responsible for the
permanent maintenance of the structural BMP in a manner, which fully mitigates the
development impacts to water resources (surface and groundwater). As such,
permanent maintenance of the structural BMP should be required as a condition of
the granting of any permits, which might be required for project construction. To
assure the ongoing cost of management and maintenance of BMPS in perpetuity, a
non-eroding endowment fund must be established so the public agency assuming
maintenance responsibility can pay for all the necessary activities to maintain and
monitor the structural BMP site. No taxpayer except the developer and any
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successors should shoulder these costs. These maintenance costs are simply the
price of doing business.

¯ Section 9 excluded the area of roofing as part of the calculation for total area rainfall
or runoff volume. This exclusion requires explanation. Roofs are impervious
surfaces that divert water into stormwater drains and reduce percolation to
groundwater reservoirs. Due to the air quality in Los Angeles County, the pH of
roof stormwater can be quite low, especially first flushes. In addition, the volume of
water shed from roofs accounts for a high percentage of the impervious surface area
associated with development. This calculation minus the roof area guarantees
undersized treatment control BMPs and inadequate control of first flushes through
treatment structures. Inadequately designed treatment structures leads to
complaints about the program itself. These failures and resultant complaints could
be avoided with adequately sized structures designed from the initial calculation that
incorporates all impervious surfaces.

¯ Within Section 11, Waiver, the SUSMP provides authority for local jurisdictions to
incorporate ’impracticability waivers’ for specific properties. Three recognized
situations are listed. These waivers provide large loopholes for any developer to use.
¯ (i) Extreme limitations of space for treatment on a redevelopment project. The

number of BMP offered in Table 2 as well as BMPS from the bibliographic
references offered from California and other states suggests a wide range of
routine ideas that can be incorporated into any redevelopment plan regardless
of the space limitations.

¯ (ii) Unfavorable or unstable soil conditions at site to attempt filtration. If the site
has unfavorable or unstable soil conditions, the area probably should not be
developed. In recent years, we have seen a number of development homes
literally torn apart by unstable soil conditions (e.g. Laguna Beach and
Calabasas). Unstable soil conditions should not even be considered. If the area
cannot handle infiltration, it cannot handle development.

¯ (iii) Risk of groundwater contamination because underground source of drinking
water is less than ten feet from the soil surface. This condition sounds reasonable
as the basis for a waiver except that again there is such a wide array of options
available for BMPs, the argument is invalid. In addition, the LARWQCB in its
Response to Comments states that "pretreatment of storm water will reduce
such risks. The soil acts as a natural filter and self regenerates." Your own
statements argue against this waiver condition.
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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan
December 16, 1999
Page 4

The Waiver Section also states that any "other justification for impracticality must
be approved by the LARWQCB Board’s Executive Officer before it becomes
recognized and effective." The stringency of these justifications should be discussed
otherwise the arguments could be as flawed as those stated above.

We appreciate the opportunity to submit these comments for consideration. Please
direct any questions and documents to Kathleen Bullard, Director of the Los Angeles
River Center and Gardens, at (323) 221-8900 extension 101, or Ellen Mackey, Staff
Ecologist, at (818) 504-2196.

Sincerely,

ELIZABETH A. CHEADLE
Chairperson

cc: Zev Yaroslavsky, Supervisor, County of Los Angeles
Hon. Brad Sherman, u s House of Representatives (Susan Little)
Jovita Pajarillo, u s EPA, Region 9
Dave Castanon, u s Army Corps of Engineers
Alex Helperin, Project Attorney, NRDC LoS Angeles
Lisa Boyle, Heal the Bay
Steve Fleischli, Santa Monica BayKeeper
Melanie Winter, Friends of the Los Angeles River
Barbara Wampole, Friends of the Santa Clara River
Morgan Wehtje, California Department of Fish and Game
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BaySouth Cities 5033 Rockvalley Road
C O U N C I L O F G O V E R N M E N T S Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

December 20, 1999

Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson
Executive Officer i~

~California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region ~

~
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200

.:. to

Los Angeles, CA 90013-1105 ~

Dear Mr. Dickerson,
t~

Attached #ease find a resolution urging the California Regional Water" Quality Control
Board, Los Angeles Region, to defer discussion of numeric standards for treating or retaining
storm water runoff from new developments pursuant to the LOs Angeles County Municipal
NPDES Permit. This resolution was adopted by the South Bay Cities Council of
Governments Steering Committee at their meeting of December 7, 1999.

Thank you for your consideration of our position.

Sincerely,

B~b Pinzler, Clair, SBCCOG
Councilman, Redondo Beach

R0069396
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RESOLUTION NO. 99-3

A RESOLUTION OF THE SOUTH BAY COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
URGING THE CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL

BOARD, LOS ANGELES REGION, TO DEFER DISCUSSION OF
NUMERIC STANDARDS FOR TREATING OR RETAINING STORM

WATER RUNOFF FROM NEW DEVELOPMENTS PURSUANT TO THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY MUNICIPAL NPDES PERMIT

WHEREAS, the South Bay Council of Governments (hereinafter "South Bay
COG"), is a sub-region of the Southern California Association of Governments,
consisting of 16 member cities;

WHEREAS, the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles
Region (hereinafter "regional board"), is further considering the incorporation of numedc
standards into the Standard Urban Storm Water Runoff Mitigation Plan (hereinafter
SUSMP), a component of the model development planning program and a requirement
of the Los Angeles County Municipal NPDES permit (hereinafter, "municipal NPDES
permit");

WHEREAS, such numeric standards are intended to retain and/or treat storm
water runoff volume (approximately 20,000 gallons per acre) from 3 categories of new
development projects: 10-99 home sub-divisions, 100-plus home sub-divisions; and
100,000 square foot commercial developments;

WHEREAS, meeting the proposed numeric standards would necessitate the use
of specific structural controls, including but not limited to extended detention basins, wet
ponds, infiltration basinslponds (which reduce the amount of developable space), storm
drain connected oillgdt separators, catch basin inserts, grassy swales, and other
devices;

WHEREAS, the numeric standards are intended to treat/retain runoff from hard
surfaces, including roof-tops, albeit there is no compelling data available indicating that
pollutants from such surfaces are toxic or have an impairing effect on a beneficial use of
a receiving water;

WHEREAS, such structural controls would require post-construction operation
and maintenance, for which cities would be responsible;

WHEREAS, such controls, if not propedy designed or maintained, could become
sources of pollution rather than pollution mitigants;

WHEREAS, the numeric standards proposed by the regional board are not
mandated in the municipal NPDES permit and are not required of other municipal
NPDES permits in the State of California;
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WHEREAS, neither the regional board nor any other interested party has
demonstrated that storm water retentionltreatment numeric standards would result in the
improvement of protection of a beneficial use of a receiving water (ground water
recharge, shellfish harvesting, wetland habitat protection, etc.):

WHEREAS, imposing such unproven and questionable numeric standards on
cities constitutes an unfounded state mandate, one that has not been evaluated in cost-
effective terms, as required by state law;

WHEREAS, the Executive Advisory Committee hereinafter ("EAC") is a body
representing cities from the Ballona Creek, Los Angeles River, San Gabriel River,
Dominguez Channel, Malibu Creek, and Santa Clara Rivers;

WHEREAS, on August 11, 1999, the EAC elected to remove any reference to
numeric standards from the SUSMP and recommended the adoption of non-numeric
SUSMPs;

WHEREAS, if the numeric standard is adopted, developers and cities would have
a difficult time implementing because of the:

1. lack of experience with the structural controls required to meet the
numedc
standard; and

2. absence of adequate guidelines (e.g., a guidance document containing
information regarding the cost, pollutant effectiveness, and pollutant
applicability of structural controls that would be needed to meet the numeric
standard; and the constraints limiting their use such as soil conditions and
siting considerations);

WHEREAS, during a regional board public hearing held on September 16, 1999,
approximately 50 cities expressed opposition to the proposed numeric standards,
resulting in the continuation of the matter to another public hearing scheduled for
January 6, 2000,

NOW, THEREFORE, the South Bay Cities COG does hereby resolve as follows:

Section 1.

Call upon the regional board to defer inclusion of numeric standards into
SUSMPs until such time the following has been established:

i. an identification of the type and quantity of pollutants generated
from each of the subject new developments;
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ii. the type and quantity of pollutants identified pose a threat to a
beneficial use of those receiving waters into which South Bay cities
discharge;

iii. an evaluation of those structural controls required to meet numeric
standards in terms of (a) appropriateness to each of the pollutants of
concem and (b) pollutant removal capacity; and

iv. an "out clause" in the event a numeric standard cannot be met for
reasons of economy or feasibility.

Section 2.

Recommend that the regional board approve the SUSMP, as proposed by the
Executive Advisory Committee on August 11, 1999, which does not include numeric
standards.

Section 3.

Advise the regional board that if it adopts the numeric standards without meeting
the conditions specified under Section 1, the South Bay Cities COG shall prepare a
petition to the State Water Resources Control Board appealing the regional board’s
action.
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January 21, 2000

~OUTHERN CALIFORNIA

Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320W. Fourth Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013-1105

SUBJECT: Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP)

ASSOCIATION of Dear Mr. Dickerson:
GOVERNMENTS

Attached is the SUSMP policy statement adopted by our Regional Council on
Main Office January 6, 2000. This statement reflects a policy process by which our Water Policy

8~8 West Seventh Street Task Force and our Energy and Environment Committee considered extensive

~2th Floor testimony on this issue last year. You are already aware of the resolutions adopted
by three of the subregional councils of governments in Los Angeles County.

Los Angeles, California

90017-3435 During the Regional Council’s deliberation comn~nts were made that gave emphasis
to varying environmental, economic and developmental concerns. All of these

t (213) 236-18oo comments underscored the need for improved water quality in our region. Your

f (2~3) 236-1s25 Board should know that the Council voted unanimously to support this policy for
environmental protection¯

www.scag.ca.gov             This action recommends that the Board pursue an alternative to the proposal

staff. We believethat much reduction be
[ ’qgeies County ° Fi .......Presid .... developed by your a ~,.va._r ~.v..u_n_ can

~om~, Ron B,t0~. c~y o~ Lo~,~ ...... achieved with a TMDL-driven numeric process than with a volume-driven numeric
B ..........County ....(hate ~ ~o,~ .... process. It should be significant to the Board that the approach we are

Imperial ContorT:Tom Veysey. [mperPl County¯recommending will accelerate a TMDL process that now is suffering from limited
~,~ ~,on. ~ ~ .... resources and staffing, not to mention needed participation. Where a volume-driven
LosAngeles County" Zev Yaroslavsky.Los Angeles numeric approach is described as requiring between 50-100 years to bring desired
Coun,~ ¯ ~ ...........o ....~ ~’ " ~ water quality, a TMDL-driven numeric approach is likely to bring success much

its focus other of~o~ge =~. ~," ~ ~ .....LO~ An~°~ "more quickly. This owes to on, among things, ponutants concern,

R......~ ¯ ~=a C~,=. ~ ....g~°~ " ~°~ watershed-scale mitigation strategies and a larger public/private community through
~hao~ F ..... ~o~ An~e~e~" Ro~ o~’ .....~o~ which raising financial and organizational resources can succeed.

~o~e~ ¯ ~. .....~oy. ~g~ ¯ ~,~ With scarce resources at our disposal we must work for water quality in ways that

,~e~o~ ¯ ~t~.y ,~p~y. ~U~ ¯ ~m best utilize these resources. For this reason, SCAG stands ready to work w~th you
o.c..... ~ ~ ......~oony O~o~,~. Lon~and the Board to develop the implementation schedules and program budgets needed
Lo~ ~g~o~. ~ ~o~o~. R~o,~o ~h ¯ for storm water pollution reduction in each of the County’s six watersheds. Efforts

MalibuCreekWatershedoffer of whatgenes. ~,~ ~o~. Lo~An~o~o~’~      underway such as those in the an examp=e
.~ ~ .........~. ~ ....g~e~ ¯ ~ ~t. needs to be started in other places of the Basin. We await word of the Board’s
...... ~o~e~. o .........~u~ C~ .....~,u~ interest in this accelerated approach to pollution reduction¯

O~a/lge Cotmt7: Charles Snal(h ....ge Co~y"
ng this vision with your Bo , please assist us by earmarkingRo~ ~,,~. ~o~,,o~. R~p~ ~e~. ~o~ogton In the interests of shari ard

~,~. A~t ~ ....~ena ~" ~ C ..... r US tO give our comments at the January 2 t~ "n..... ~o,.~,y.~e~po,~,oh.C,~y~. 10 minutes fo 6 meeU g.

co~,y¯ ~k ~.y, ~m D .....C~wh .... ~ost’it" Fax Note 7671 ~ate .ipages-..

,~,.~n, ~g~oy.r--,~y~ ~" ~a~d Mark Pisano,
¯ ..~ ~ ......P~. c~,,o ,~n~. Ray R~,¢,. Executive Direct’or F~hona # ’hon~ #

Highland
Fax # F~x #

Ro~ Lowo,. .... t l -- t’~ 3 -- ~’ --~l
R0069400



"HERN CALIFORNIA

~ MEETING

of the

ASSOCIATION of
GOYERNMENTS

WATER POLICY TASK FORCE
Main Office

8z8 West Seventh Street

z2th Floor

Los Angetes, California

,oo17-343s January 18, 2000
t (2~.3)236q8oo 10:00 A.M.
f (2~-3) 236-t825

Held at thewww.scag.ca.gov

Conference Room Riverside B
818 West 7th Street, 12th Floor

(213) 236 1800

MAP & AGENDA ENCLOSED

TaskForce mem~rs an~or mem~rs of the public wish to review
the aRachments Iocat~ in the office of the Secre~w,

or have any questions on any of agenda items,
please contact Dan Griset at (213) 23~1895.
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How to get to the Southern Ca|ifomia Association of Governments

8~8
Office

Pomona Fwy. 16ol

To Get to the 8s8 Building
Harbor Freeway (11o) Exit on 6th Street, turn right on Flower.

By Transit...
¯ SCAG is accessible by a|l Metro|ink Service to Union Station. Transfer to the

Metro Red Line (free transfer with Metrolink ticket) and get off at 7th and Metro
Station. Metro Red Line Service from Ho|iywood to SCAG is also available.

¯ SCAG is accessesible by the B|ue Line. Get off at 7th and Metro Station.

¯ SCAG is served directly by DASH Routes A, B, E, and F. Bus Service via MTA, Foothill,
Santa Monica, and Orange County transit is avaitable to downtown. Call 1-8oo-Commute

for details.

SCAG Main Office:
~818 West 7th Street ~2th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 9oo~7-3435 (2~3) 236-~8oo fax: (213) 236-1825

ASSOCIATION
GOV|RNMI; IITS

R0069402              ~.v ,~



AGENDA
WATER POLICY TASK FORCE

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS

January 18, 2000
10:00 a.m.

SCAG Offices: Riverside B Meeting Room

1.0 CALL TO ORDER

2.0 PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

Members of the public desiring to speak on an agenda item must notify the Secretary
prior to the public comment period. Comments will be limited to three minutes.

3.0 APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Approve the minutes of the November 16, 1999 meeting. (Minutes will be
distributed at the time of this meeting.)

4.0 PRF_~ENTATION ITEMS FOR THE TASK FORCE

4.1 An Update on the Strategic Planning Process of the Metropolitan Water3

District of Southern California

Mr. Adan Ortega, Jr., Executive Assistant to the General Manager and
Acting Outreach Group Manager, will give the Task Force a brief’rag on the
progress being made by the Board of MWD in its strategic planning process.
This effort has been a multi-year program to review and redefine the District’s
mission and recommend related organizational adjustments. During this
process the District has also had significant senior management changes.

4.2 Standard Urban Stoma Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) Update 9

The Regional Council approved a statement of policy on the Los Angeles
County SUSMP proposal. The staff for the Regional Water Quality Control
Board will be releasing its recommendations for the January 26th meeting of
the Board on January 14, 2000. Other interested parties are meeting and
developing positions on this issue during January.

Staff for the Task Force has invited several speakers to brief the Task Force
on late developments or positions on the proposed policy with a view to
having the Task Force direct staff on the preparation of appropriate testimony
at the January 26th hearing by the Regional Board.
Standard Urban Stoma Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) Update (cont.)
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Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) Update (cont.)

Invited Speakers:

Dr. Xavier Swamikannu, Manager of Stormwater Programs at the Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, will brief the Task Force on
the policy recommendations being made by staff for the Regional Board’s
consideration on January 26, 2000.

Barb Garrett, Legislative Analyst for the City Council of Los Angeles, will
brief the Task Force on the SUSMP policy assessments done by the
Legislative Analyst’s Office that are under consideration by the Los Angeles
City Council.

Terri Crrant, Supervising Engineer in Los Angeles County’s Environmental
Programs Division, will brief the Task Force on the County’s view of the
proposed SUSMP policy.

Desi Alvarez, Chair of the Executive Advisory Committee (EAC) and
Director of Public Works for the City of Downey, will brief the Task Force on
the positions taken by the EAC with the County and with the Regional Board.

5.0 CHAIR’S REPORT

6.0 STAFF REPORT

7.0 TASK FORCE INFORMATION SHARING

8.0 COMMENT PERIOD

Any Task Force member, staff and members of the public desiring to comment on
items not covered on the Agenda, within the Task Force’s jurisdiction may do so at
this time. Comments should be limited to three minutes.

9.0 ADJOURNMENT
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MEMORANDUM TO THE WATER POLICY TASK FORCE

January 10, 2000

TO: Members of the Water Policy Task Force

FROM: Daniel E. Griset, Sr. Planner, X895,
griset@scag.ca.gov

SUBJECT: An Update on the Strategic Planning Process of the Metropolitan Water District
of Southern California

RECOMMENDATION:

Receive comments for policy consideration.

BACKGROUND:

In 1998 the Board of the Metropolitan Water District convened an extensive strategic
planning process. This process has meant a thorough review of the District’ s mission

¯ and the needs of its member agencies and their water retailers. This process is
scheduled for completion within the next several months.

SCAG leaders have had some consultation with MWD’s management in which ideas
about collaboration and cooperation have been discussed. A key idea discussed was the
potential for SCAG’s development of a Southern California Water Demand Forecast
Program. This kind of effort would require a joint development with SANDAG in
order to provide MW-D with reliable third-party research and reporting from the entire
MWD service area. This third-party resource would offer MWD and other water
agencies in southern California with independent data needed for making important
water supply planning decisions involving capital investment plans, system adequacy
assessments and regional service expectations. This kind of initiative would remove
the potential complications or conflicts caused by an agency developing both water
demand projections and water supply programs within the same organization.

#31715
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SUSMP Policy Approved by the Regional Council of the

SOUTI-I~RN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS

(January 6, 2000)

The Southern California Association of Governments recommends that:

¯ the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board not adopt SUSMP numeric
standards until such time as the Board can validate the feasible, technical and
scientific bases for numeric standards.

¯ the Board monitorpiiotprograms similar to those underway in Los Angeles
County.

¯ the Board work closely with cities such as Calabasas, Santa Ciarita and Santa
Monica to assess the effectiveness of local initiatives aimed at managing runoff
water flows and quality.

¯ the Board develop a Memorandum of Understanding with SCA G in which SCA G
would incorporate a Best Management Practices for Preventing Storm Water
Runoff Pollution in the Los Angeles Basin project in its Environmental Programs
and Livable Communities work elements.

¯ the Board ask SCAG to manage a legal authorities initiative in which all of the 85
cities in the Los Angeles Basin would work to develop model language which would
then be available for municipal implementation throughout the Basin.

¯ the Board invite SCAG to contribute its Section 208 authorities to a collaboration
with other key organizations/stakeholders in scoping out plans for a watershed
management initiative program in each watershed of the Basin.

¯ the Board evaluate the operating results of watershed (regional) mitigation
programs prior to its consideration of any general retrofit mandates on existing
land uses.

¯ the Board and SCA G cooperate with other stakeholders in putting best efforts into
raising the new financial resources needed for planning and implementing these
water quality commitments.

¯ the Board’s staff be encouraged to meet with those SCAG sub-regional councils
affected by the SUSMP program prior to any Board action on these matters.

The Regional Council calls for the participation of the various sub-regional councils,
POTWs and other necessary entities in the development of watershed initiatives needed
for reducing and managing storm water runoff pollution in the region.



;OUTHERN CALIFORNIA

Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director

ASSOCIATION of California Regional Water Quality Control Board
GOVERNMENTS 320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200

Los Angeles, CA 90013
Main Office

818 West Seventh Street Re: Proposed Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan

z2th Floor
Dear Dennis:

Los Angeles, California

90017-3435          I am writing to express a great deal of concern among our member cities with the
announced schedule for consideration of your newly proposed SUSMP on January 6,

t (~3) 236-18oo 2000. January 6 is the regularly scheduled meeting day when all of our Policy
f(213/236-,s2~ Committees and our Governing Board convene throughout that day. This means that

many of our officials cannot participate in your meeting.
www.scag.ca.gov

Off]Los
......
AngelesPres’dentCount’, Sup. ........F,~,~ v,c~z~’ ~,,~,~v~.p~,~,Because of the significance of the proposed SUS~ policy we request that you~- .......~,~’~’~’~ ~,~°~ ~.~,.,~ ~,~,,~ .~,~,,~, .........~ reschedule this matter for the Bo~d’ s ~nsideration and decision for a later meeting in

~o, ~,.,. ~o~ ~,o~,,~ ~.~,~ ~ Many of our locally-elected officials are ve~ interested in addressing the Board ~d
~ .........~ .....................~ ~ ....... offering suggestions at a later meeting. We also believe that the Bo~d would be be~er
....~ ~. ~. ~,~ ...............~,~ ¯ se~ed by providing ample time to interested members of the public in which they may
~ .......a ......:~ .......~ ¯ ~ .... consider your proposN and its new directions without the distra~ions or travel of the

,,~ ¯ ~ ...........~,. ~,,oo~ ¯ ~,~ Tha~ you for your interest and consideration.



Strategic Plan Policy Principles

December 14, 1999

Preamble

Metropolitan is a voluntary cooperative of member public agencies created for the
purpose of"developing, storing and distributing water." Metropolitan’s Board is
committed to providing a high quality, reliable supply of affordable water for the
residents in its service area.

The strategic planning process was initiated in July 1998 in an effort to address the
evolving needs of the member agencies and their retailers to effectively fulfill
Metropolitan’s mission over the long-term. These diverse needs focus on flexibility,
certainty and public stewardship.

Flexibility: There are significant legislative and economic pressures to increase
the flexibility and responsiveness of water services to meet changing demands
through a competitive water market. Fair compensation for wheeling through
Metropolitan’s conveyance systems is an essential element of Southern
California’s developing market.

Certainty: Certainty in Metropolimn’s supply reliability and cost of service is
important to member agencies and retailers, particularly in their efforts to ensure
value to their customers.

Pubfic Stewardship: Metropolitan and its member agencies must ensure that
water is available to meet the needs of the public in a cost-effective and
environmentally sound manner.

The Board has been engaged in a strategic planning process for the past year and a half.
This process identified areas of common interests that form the basic elements for
Metropolitan’s strategic plan. Issues related to cost allocation and rate structure require
further discussion and resolution.

Statement of Common Interests

¯ Regional Provider. Metropolitan is a regional provider of water for its service area.
In this capacity, Metropolitan is the steward of regional infrastructure and the
regional planner responsible for drought management and the coordination of supply
and facility investments. Regional water services should be provided to meet the
needs of the member agencies. Accordingly, the equitable allocation of water
supplies during droughts will be based on water needs and adhere to the principles
established by the Water Surplus and Drought Management Plan.
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¯ Financial Integrity. The Metropolitan Water District Board will take all necessary
steps to assure the financial integrity of the agency in all aspects of its operations.

¯ Local Resources Development. Metropolitan supports local resources development
in partnership with its member agencies and by providing its member agencies with
financial incentives for conservation and local projects.

¯ Imported Water Service. Metropolitan is responsible for providing the region with
imported water, meeting the committed demands of its member agencies.

¯ Choice and Competition. Beyond the committed demands, the member agencies may
choose the most cost-effective additional supplies from either Metropolitan, local
resources development and/or market transfers. These additional supplies can be
developed through a collaborative process between Metropolitan and the member
agencies, effectively balancing local, imported, and market opportunities with
affordability.

¯ Responsibility for Water Quality. Metropolitan is responsible for advocating source
water quality and implementing in-basin water quality for imported supplies provided
by Metropolitan to assure full compliance with existing and future primary drinking
water standards and to meet the water quality requirements for water recycling and
groundwater replenishment.

¯ Cost Allocation and Rate Structure. The fair allocation of costs and financial
commitments for Metropolitan’s current and future investments in supplies and
infrastructure may not be reflected in status quo conditions and will be addressed in a
revised rate structure:

a) The committed demand, met by Metropolitan’s imported supply and local
resources program, has yet to be determined.

b) The framework for a revised rate structure will be established to address
allocation of costs, financial commitment, unbundling of services, and fair
compensation for services including wheeling, peaking, growth, and others.
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Next Steps in the Strategic Planning Process

Outstanding Issues To Be Resolved

While the November workshop identified the common interests of the Metropolitan
Board of Directors on the strategic plan, outstanding issues that require further discussion
and resolution were also highlighted. These outstanding issues included the following:

¯ The baseline regional demand, which guides Metropolitan’s delivery requirements,
should be determined. Metropolitan is responsible for providing the region with
imported water, meeting this projected baseline demand of its member agencies.
Beyond this projected baseline demand, the member agencies may choose the most
cost-effective additional supplies from either Metropolitan, local resources
development, and/or market transfers.

¯ The process for selecting the most cost-effective local resources development projects
for joint implementation by Metropolitan and its member agencies should be
developed.

¯ A framework should be established to guide the design and implementation of a
revised rate structure. The framework should address the following issues.

Fair allocation of costs and financial commitments for
Metropolitan’s current and future investments in
imported water supplies, source water quality
improvements, in-basin treatment, and infrastructure in
consideration of regional water needs, past financial
contributions, and other relevant factors;
The manner, in which Metropolitan pays for Local
Resources Program projects and conservation;

Fixed revenues, including growth charges, property
taxes, and standby charges;

Peaking charges;

Commodity rates;

Unbundling of services;

Fair compensation for replenishment and agricultural
water deliveries;

Fair compensation for wheeling.
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Schedule

In the next three months, the Board will have the opportunities to establish the Strategic
Plan policy principles and successfully complete the development phase of the process.
The meetings, deliverables and Board items are as follows:

Meeting Deliverables Board Items

December 14 Strategic Strategic Plan Steering Committee Discussion of recommended
Plan Workshop recommendation on policy principles andpolicy principles.

next steps.

Member agency managers’ presentation
on rate structure framework.

December 14 Board Strategic Plan Steering transmittal ofBoard consideration and action
Meeting recommended policy principles and next recommended policy principles.

steps.

Early January Strategic Draft of the rate structure framework andCommittee discussion on draft rate
Plan Steering Committeeguidelines, structure framework and

guidelines.
Preliminary determination of projected
baseline demands and selection process
for local resources projects.

January - February BoardStrategic Plan Steering Committee Board consideration and action on
Meetings recommendation on rate structure recommended rate structure

framework and guidelines, and other framework and guidelines.
outstanding issues.

February - March Public meetings on proposed policies andBoard receives and considers the
guidelines, input from public meetings.

March - April Strategic Plan Steering Committee Board direction to staff to
recommendation on implementation steps,implement Strategic Plan

according to approved principles
and guidelines.

As Metropolitan proceeds with development of the Strategic Plan, the relationship
between policy and implementation becomes important. The Board is responsible for
establishing policy positions and guidelines regarding the responsibilities of Metropolitan
as a public agency. The proposed policy principles provide such guidelines. Staff is then
responsible for implementing these policies by developing specific programs and
procedures, including rate structure development, project selection, and investment
strategies for supplies and infrastructure improvements.
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Ad:in Ortega, Jr.
Executive Assistant to the General Manager and

Acting Outreach Group Manager

An experienced strategic planner, Ortega is assisting in the development of the district’s

strategic plan for the new millennium, now being crafted. He has been involved in

statewide strategic planning efforts for trade and commerce, voter outreach and water

bond negotiations.

Ortega, Secretary of State Bill Jones’ assistant from 1997 to May 1999, previously spent

five years at the jointly managed West Basin and Central Basin municipal water districts

in senior management positions, including assistant general manager. Prior to joining the

water districts in 1984, Ortega held various positions with the Dolphin Group, Inc., a Los

Angeles- and Sacramento-based public affairs agency where he rose to the position of

vice president during his nine-year tenure.

Born in E1 Paso, Texas, Ortega received his bachelor’s degree from Whittier College. He

was a two-year fellow of the California Agricultural Leadership Program and studies

sociological, economic and political issues tied to food distribution through travel in

South American and interaction with leaders and field experts.

Ortega, a resident of Whittier, serves on the boards of the National Hispanic Media

Coalition and Heal the Bay. He also is a volunteer speaker for the Los Angeles Youth at

Work Program.

He and his wife, Dr. Susan E. Allen, have one child.
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MEMORANDUM TO THE WATER POLICY TASK FORCE

January 10, 2000

TO: Members of the Water Policy Task Force

FROM: Daniel E. Griset, Sr. Planner, X895,
griset@scag.ca.gov

SUBJECT: Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) Update

RECOMMENDATION:

Receive testimony and direct staff to prepare testimony for the Regional Board hearing
on January 26, 2000 that is consistent with the Regional Board policy adopted on
January 6, 2000 and to authorize the Chair of the Task Force to arrange for speakers
who will give this SCAG testimony.

BACKGROUND:

On January 6, 2000 the Regional Council adopted the attached policy statement on
storm water runoff pollution. This policy gives general direction to the Task Force as it
considers the most current versions of the various key parties involved with this issue
prior to the January 26th hearing of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control
Board. Also attached is the staff report for the Regional Council that gives additional
background on the SUSMP issue, as well as the December formulation of the staff
recommendation.

There are many discussions underway between the Regional Board staff and interested
parties throughout the region. The Board’s staff has changed its recommendations at
each interval in the process and so it is important that the Task Force be briefed on the
Board’s staff report once it is released on January 14th. A copy of that document will be
available at the Task Force meeting.

Since positions may be "fluid" in the several weeks before January 26th, staff seeks
direction and comments from the Task Force prior to staffs preparation of SCAG
testimony for the Board hearing. Staff also recommends that the Task Force authorize
the Chair to arrange for speakers to give this testimony at the hearing.

#31715
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Action taken by the Regional Council (1/6/00)

The Southern California Association of Governments recommends that."

¯ the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board not adopt SUSMP numeric
standards until such time as the Board can validate the feasible, technical and
scientific bases for numeric standards.

¯ the Board monitor pilot programs similar to those underway in Los Angeles County.
¯ the Board work closely with cities such as Calabasas, Santa Clarita and Santa

Monica to assess the effectiveness of local initiatives aimed at managing runoff water
flows and quality.

¯ the Board develop a Memorandum of Understanding with SCAG in which SCAG
would incorporate a Best Management Practices for Preventing Storm Water Runoff
Pollution in the Los Angeles Basin project in its Environmental Programs and
Livable Communities work elements.

¯ the Board ask SCAG to manage a legal authorities initiative in which all of the 85
cities in the Los Angeles Basin wouM work to develop model language which would
then be available for municipal implementation throughout the Basin.

¯ the Board invite SCAG to contribute its Section 208 authorities to a collaboration
with other key organizations/stakeholders in scoping out plans for a watershed
management initiative program in each watershed of the Basin.

¯ the Board evaluate the operating results of watershed (regional) mitigation programs
prior to its consideration of any general retrofit mandates on existing land uses.

¯ the Board and SCAG cooperate with other stakeholders in putting best efforts into
raising the new financial resources needed for planning and implementing these
water quality commitments.

¯ the Board’s staffbe encouraged to meet with those SCA G sub-regional councils
affected by the SUSMP program prior to any Board action on these matters.

The Regional Council urges staff to facilitate the participation of the various sub-regional
councils, POTWs and other necessary entities in the development of watershed initiatives
needed for reducing and managing storm water runoff pollution in the region.
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(Note: This is edited for the use ofthe Task Force at its meeting of January 18, 2000)

To: Regional Council

From: Daniel E. Griset, Sr. Planner (213236.1985), email: griset@scag.ca.gov

Date: December 15,1999

RE: Proposed Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan

SUMMARY:

At its January 26, 2000 meeting the Regional Board will consider new provisions for a storm water runoff
mitigation plan with a numeric standard requiring retention and treatment of up to ¾ of an inch of runoff on
a specific site. The proposed plan would be inserted into both the new Long Beach storm water permit as
well as the existing Los Angeles County permit. The plan would materially impact many new development
and redevelopment sites in Los Angeles County. The EEC is scheduled to consider this same item at its
meeting also on January 6.

BACKGROUND:

The current Los Angeles County Storm Water Permit that was issued in 1996 (as well as the City of Long
Beach Storm Water Permit issued earlier this year) called for various programs to be developed by the
permittees. Among these programs was one for addressing storm water pollution issues that may result
from development planning for private projects. In August the Executive Officer of the Los Angeles
Regional Board announced a new proposed role for managing pollution carried by urban storm water runoff
from certain new development sites. This rule required that these sites would need to retain and possibly
treat up to the first ¾ of an inch of storm water collected on these sites from a 24 hour storm event. At a
public hearing on September 16, 1999 local government and private industry responses to this proposal
raised many questions and objections to the implementation of a "numeric standard" as an appropriate way
to manage pollutants associated with urban storm water runoff. These responses suggested that a numeric
standard was a "volume" strategy, not a water quality strategy. A numeric standard dealt with quantifies of
water rather than with specific pollution problems associated with a given location and general hydrology.

Following the September hearing the Water Policy Task Force scheduled two months of testimony on this
issue. A wide cross section of interested parties appeared before the Task Force to give comments and
suggestions on the proposed new policy. These parties included local governments in the region who have
different approaches for managing this pollution, Caltrans, the storm water specialist from the Regional
Board, the building industry association, the Natural Resources Defense Council, automobile recycling and
gasoline station representatives, and a fast food restaurant representative.

~ SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA R0069415
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In response to this testimony the Task Force instructed staff to pursue informal discussions among the
various parties to search for new ideas for improving runoff water quality and preventing more runoff
pollution. These discussions were convened and were helpful in highlighting the importance of looking at
this runoff pollution problem as a regional or watershed problem (rather than just a problem for sp~ific
development sites) and as a problem requiring much better identification (rather than just retaining urban
runoff everywhere).

These concerns were presented by Mark Pisano to Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer of the Regional
Board, at a meeting in mid-November. Following that meeting a SCAG memorandum was sent to the
Executive Officer, urging him to implement a watershed management approach with Best Management
Practices development and monitoring in various locations. From these efforts and with SCAG’s assistance
the use of a numeric standard could be used as a "backup" policy, not a "front-end" policy, when identified
priority pollution problems are not mitigated. This approach would allow solutions to be tailored to actual,
identified pollution occtming in specific reaches of waterbodies throughout the County. Similarly, this
approach would feature larger-scale solutions (not just site-by-site nmoff volume retention) that more
successfully and economically stem runoff pollution and increase the beneficial uses of our region’s waters.

Following this consultation with SCAG and many others interested in this issue, Mr. Dickerson issued the
attached revised policy proposal on December 7, 1999. This proposal not only maintained the original
numeric standard it introduced other new mitigation requirements and provisions. Initially this proposal was
scheduled to be considered by the Board on January 6, 2000. In response to widespread concern about the
holidays and the conflict with schedules such as our Regional Council on that day, the hearing on this new
proposal has now been shifted to January 26.

The Executive Officer’s transmittal memo recommends a sequence of actions: first, the Board would vote to
implement the new policy as a part of the Long Beach permit and, second, the Executive Officer would then
implement the new policy as a part of the Los Angeles County permit.
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AGENDA
WATER POLICY TASK FORCE

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS

October 19, 1999
10:00 a.m.

SCAG Offices: San Bernardino A&B Meeting Room

1.0 CALL TO ORDER

2.0 PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

Members of the public desiring to speak on an agenda item must notify the Secretary
prior to the public comment period. Comments will be limited to three minutes.

3.0 APPROVAL OF MINUTES
3_ Approve the minutes of the September 21, 1999 meeting

4.0 PRESENTATION ITEMS FOR THE TASK FORCe..

4.1. Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs)
4

Dr. Xavier Swamikannu, Manager of Stormwater Programs at the Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, will review the history of the
Regional Board’s efforts to manage stormwater in the Los Angeles Basin.
These efforts to control water pollution from non-point water sources have
resulted in the proposed Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans
(SUSMPs). These Plans have been supported by environmental groups in the
Basin but have sparked strong opposition from certain affected cities and
businesses. Dr. Swamikannu will discuss the economic and environmental
aspects of the SUSMPs, as well as suggest oppommities for regional solutions
to the Basin’s serious stormwater pollution problems.

4.2 The Proposed SUSMPs as Viewed by the Los Angeles Environmental
11Community

Mr. David Beckman, Senior Attorney with the National Resources Defense
Council, will give an Environmental Organization’s assessment of the
proposed SUSMPs.
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4.3 The Proposed SUSMPs as Viewed by the Building Industry Association
20

Mr. Richard A. Watson, MA, AICP, Principal of a southern California urban
and regional planning firm, has been one of the principal private sector
contributors in the development of workable general permits for stormwater-
discharges associated with construction activity. Mr. Watson will give a
building industry assessment of the proposed SUSMPs and offer suggestions
for better managing stormwater and controlling this source water pollution.

4.4 The Proposed SUSMPs as Viewed by the City of Downey                   24

Mr. Desi Alvarez, Director of Public Works at the City of Downey, will give
his city’s view of the proposed SUSMPs, as well as alternative ideas for
controlling stormwater pollution.

4.5 The Proposed SUSMPs as Viewed by the City of Calabasas                  25

Ms. Heather Lea Merenda, Stormwater Program Manager at the City of
Calabasas, will give her city’s view of the proposed SUSMPs, as well as
describe programs currently operating as a result of the City’s existing
development policies~

4.6 Water Legislation Update

Staff will brief the Task Force on the status of selected bills passed by the
state legislature and put before the Governor for signature.

5.0 .CHAIR’S REPORT

6.0’ STAFF REPORT

7.0 TASK FORCE INFORMATION SHARING

8.0 COMMENT PERIOD

Any Task Force member, staff and members of the public desiring to comment on
items not covered on the Agenda, within the Task Force’s jurisdiction may do so at
this time. Comments should be limited to three minutes.

9.0 ADJOURNMENT
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Minutes
WATER POLICY TASK FORCE MEETING

September 21, 1999

The Minutes will be sent to Task Force Members
by separate cover
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MEMORANDUM TO THE WATER POLICY TASK FORCE

October 6, 1999

TO: Members of the Water Policy Task Force

FROM: Daniel E. Griset, Sr. Planner, X895,
griset@scag.ca.gov

SUBJECT: Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs)

RECOMMENDATION:

Receive comments for policy consideration.

BACKGROUND:

Dr. Xavier Swamikannu, Manager of Stormwater Programs at the Los Angeles Regional Water
Quality Control Board, will review the history of the Regional Board’s efforts to manage
storrnwater in the Los Angeles Basin. These efforts to control water pollution from non-point
water sources have resulted in the proposed Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans
(SUSMPs). These Plans have been supported by environmental groups in the Basin but have
sparked strong opposition from certain affected cities and businesses. Dr. Swamikannu will
discuss the economic and environmental aspects of the SUSMPs, as well as suggest opportunities
for regional solutions to the Basin’s serious stormwater pollution problems.

The Executive Officer of the Regional Board, Dennis Dickerson, has agreed to defer his formal
action on the proposed SUSMP program until the end of 1999. The intervening time allows
affected parties to examine the draft policy and explore underlying economic and environmental
issues that need more attention.

This proposed policy is only a beginning step in what will be a continuing process of other roles
designed to control and manage non-point source waters in watersheds throughout the SCAG
region. Nothing better dramatizes the hazards of unmanaged non-point source waters than the
beach closures prompted by highly-contaminated runoff flows. (By comparison, point source
regulations are well-developed and already operating successfully.)

The Task Force has had some preparation for this issue with our prior consideration of the Los
Angeles Regional Board’s court-ordered mandate to set Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs)
for waterbodies in the Los Angeles Basin. Also, the Task Force has been briefed on Santa
Monica’s Dry Weather Runoff Reclamation Facility, a coastal treatment investment that will
clean up 500,000 gallons per day.
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A content of a Times article is attached that describes the recent Regional Board hearing on the
SUSMP issue.

Members of the Task Force are urged to listen to each of the presentations with special attention
for ways that SCAG might be able to facilitate larger-scale clean water solutions for cities, in the
region’s watersheds. Staff is convinced that real solutions must eventually consider more than
new construction sites if the region-wide contaminated stormwater runoff problems are to be
solved.
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XAVIER SWAMIKANNU

Xavier Swamikannu provides regulatory oversight at the California Water Quality Control Board,
Los Angeles Region for the municipal storm water programs in the county of Los Angeles. The
programs he manages cover the County of Los Angeles and 84 cities, the City of Long Beach,
and the California Department of Transportation.

Xavier was a member of the original State team that developed and implemented storm water
regulatory programs for industry, municipalities, and construction activity in California pursuant
to the 1987 amendments to the Federal Clean Water Act. He participates on several state,
federal, and regional technical committees on storm water issues. He has published several
technical papers in scientific journals and conference proceedings, and been a presenter at
national U.S. EPA conferences. His expertise covers all aspects of the’National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program.

Dr. Swamikannu holds a masters of science in environmental sciences from Texas Christian
University and a doctorate in environmental science and engineering from UCLA. He has been
with the Califomia Water Quality Control Board - Los Angeles Region since 1989.
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Los Angeles Times Archives & Professional Research

Sunday, October 3, 1999
Home Edition
Section: Metro
Page: B-1

SPECIAL REPORT" Cities upset about proposed rules for cutting storm runoff from new developments are raising...; A
Torrent of Opposition;
By: MARLA CONE, TIMES ENVIRONMENTAL WRITER

Cities throughout Los Angeles County-which suffers the worst urban runoff problem in the nation-are waging an
intense battle against a proposed mandate that would help prevent toxic pollutants, bacteria and viruses from
contaminating ocean waters.

The standard proposed by the region’s water quality board would force Los Angeles County cities to fundamentally
change how large new projects--from shopping centers to housing subdivisions-are built. If enacted, it would be the
U.S.’ most far-reaching restrictions on polluted storm water.

Cities would have to ensure that new developments capture either 85% of the runoff from a storm in a 24-hour
period or the first three-fourths of an inch of rain. The standard would apply to new commercial projects of more than
100,000 square feet and all new gas stations, auto repair garages, restaurants and subdivisions of 10 or more houses.

Officials of about 50 cities, including Los Angeles and other beach communities, have joined with developers to
fight the proposal through letters and in speeches at a packed public hearing held last month by the Los Angeles
Regional Water Quality Control Board.

Because the costs of complying with the proposal are unknown, the city leaders are unconvinced that the benefits
would be worth the expense, and they are asking for a thorough economic study. They also want any standards to be
voluntary.

"Obviously a beach city wants to have ffs beaches pristine, but it"s a matter of cost,¯ said Nell Miller, Manhattan
Beach’s public works director.

Of the county’s 85 cities, only Santa Monica-already a leader in cleaning up its polluted beach waters-has
supported the runoff limits.

~rhe amount spent.., is most likely a small percentage of total construction costs. The benefits, however, are
regionwide,* wrote Craig Perkins, the city’s director of environmental and public works programs, in a lelter to the water
agency.

The agenc~s executive officer, Dennis Dickerson, does not need the support of his governing board or the cities to
set the runoff limits. But he has wavered in the face of the opposition, and this month he postponed any action until at
least January.

Dickerson said he wants to first try to educate city leaders and persuade them to change their minds or, if
necessary, agree to a compromise. He declined to say, though, whether he is willing to turn the limits into voluntary
guidelines.

"Hopefully, we can craft a document that will respond to some of the concerns of the cities but also ensure a strong
level of environmental protection," he said.

The Los Angeles region, with so many people and so much pavement, faces an almost ihsurmountable challenge in
cleaning up its voluminous runoff. The debate over how to contain the pollution has dragged on for a decade.

Massive amounts of oily waste, pesticides, metal residue and other pollutants flow to the sea from streets and
parking lots, even on dry summer days. Runoff also carries human viruses and bacteria from sewage that can give
swimmers, especially children, diarrhea, respiratory infections and other illnesses.

Since 1986 the federal Clean Water Act has required municipalities to reduce storm water runoff "to the maximum
extent practicable." But experts say Southern California lags behind many other urban areas because of the huge size
of the task and resistance to land use restrictions.

In the Southland, attempts to wrest any control of development from municipalities have long been considered
taboo, and the runoff measure has allied cities with developers in a fight against local environmentalists.

Mark Gold, executive director of the environmental group Heal the Bay, said the push for standards governing new
development "has been our biggest fight for a decade" in the campaign to clean up runoff, the leading source of
pollution in Santa Monica Bay.                                                          ’

David Beckman, a senior attorney with the Natural Resources Defense Council, accused the cities of "a bunch of
denying and deflecting and delaying." The proposal is far from a cure-all but "shows that the water board is finally
getting serious about storm water control," he said.

"It only covers new development and redevelopment, so it should not be construed as something that will magically
solve the storm water problem. But it should prevent it from getting worse," Beckma0 said.

On even a dry summer day, polluted runoff from the county’s 10 million people would fill the Rose Bowl. Year-round,
it contaminates beaches within roughly 100 yards of river mouths and storm drains. On a rainy day, the runoff renders all
beaches unsafe,
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In Los Angeles County, most runoff flows into three waterways: Ballona Creek, which empties into the ocean at
Marina del Rey; Malibu Creek, which ends at Surtrider Beach; and the Los Angeles River, which flows nto Long Beach
Harbor. Smaller storm drains are sprinkled along the coastline.

The proposal is designed to sharply reduce runoff from new buildings in all but severe storms.
Developers and city planners would have a range of options for compliance. They could leave grassy swales and

other open space so runoff could seep into the ground instead of flowing into storm drains. However, because land is
at a premium in the county, most developers are likely to seek other options, such as building detention pond~, using
permeable pavement or installing filters in curbside drains.

Xavier Swamikannu, who directs the regional board’s storm water program, stresses that cities would have the
flexibility to decide how each individual project must comply. The standards are not meant to slow development, he
said, but rather to ensure that developments are more environmentally sound.

UCLA environmental engineer Mike Stenstrom, a nationally known expert in urban runoff, said the storm water limits
are reasonable and can be achieved with relatively simple and inexpensive design changes at developments.

Builders, however, say there is insufficient scientific basis for setting a specific numerical limit for capturing storm
water-and little data on the costs. Every project and piece of land is different, they say, so hard and fast standards are
unreasonable. New Projects Unfairly Targeted, Builders Say

Builders also complain that new projects are being unfairly targeted even though existing development pollutes the
most.

"We are concerned that this approach will render some sites undevelopable, placing an unfdir burden on property
owners and developers,* said John R. Burroughs, vice president of Commerce Construction Co.

Ray Pearl of the Building Industry Assn. of Southern California said providing housing is just as critical as protecting the
environment. ~/e would ask you not to forget human habitat," he told the water board at a Sept. 16 hearing.

Azusa City Engineer Nasser Abbaszedeh said the proposal could prompt developers to move to neighboring
counties that have no runoff limits. *This would cause an inherent regional inequity throughout Southern California,* he
said.

The most vocal opposition has come from cities miles from the coast, in southeastern Los Angeles County and the
San Gabriel Valley. But surprisingly, the debate has not pitted inland cities against coastal ones. Cities such as~.ong
Beach, Manhattan Beach and Redondo Beach have shorelines contaminated with runoff flowing largely from inland
areas, but even they do not support standards that tell cities how to govern development.

*How much can you foist on the developer and how much can you foist on local government? Do you impose a
$20,000 or $30,000 cost on each development without knowing the benefits?* Miller of Manhattan Beach asked.
"Nobody is opposed to cleaning up storm water. BUt to just throw a numerical limit out there and say, ’Figure out how to
do it’-that’s tough for engineers to accept. It just seems premature.*

In unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County, builders already must control runoff from the first 0.75 of an inch of
rain from each storm. County officials agreed to the requirement, which became effective in June, in a settlement of a
lawsuit with local environmentalists.

Outside California, several counties and cities, especially along Chesapeake Bay, have already imposed similar
runoff standards-some more stringent. The Los Angeles County program, however, would be the largest. Orange,
Ventura and San Diego counties also face threats from runoff, but they have separate storm-water permits with
regional boards that impose no runoff limits.

Since July 30, existing businesses and developments in L.A. County have been required to follow a set of *best
managen~ent practices* outlined in a storm-water permit enforced by the regional water board. But it contains no
numerical limits for the volume of runoff controlled. For example, auto repair shops are.told to clean up oil leaks and
cover waste storage areas, and cities have stenciled *No Dumping* on gu~ers and mounted multimillion-dollar public
education campaigns.

Water officials, however, say public education and general guidelines will never go far enough. Instead, they say,
communities must change the very way they are designed.

Swamikannu said runoff pollution is so severe in the Los Angeles area that setting firm limits on new development is
"just a starting point" toward meeting federal standards, which require all waters to be safe for fishing and swimming.

Copyright (c) 1999 Times Mirror Company
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Wednesday, October 6, 1999

Confronting Dirty Water Runoff

_~thoendless miles of asphalt, Los Angeles County has the
rst urban runoff problem in the nation. Its severity

should dictate adoption of a controversial proposal to help
curb the flow of gunk into localbays.

Massive amounts of pesticides, metal residue, oily waste
and solid garbage flow to the sea in runoff from lawns, parking
lots and streets. Storm drains also carry human viruses and
bacteria from sewage that can sicken swimmers. Although
most severe in Los Angeles, runoff has fouled many Southern
California beaches, forcing closures in Huntington Beach for
much of last summe~, for example.

Since 1986, the federal Clean Water Act has required cities
to cut storm water runoff "to the maximum extent practicable."
But because this form of pollution is so diffuse--virtually every
parking lot and street is covered with a thin, oily film--fixes
are hard to come by. Until recently, communities mainly
exhorted residents not to hose driveway debris into the street
or throw trash down storm drains.

Now the Los Angeles region’s water quality board has
outlined a promising new approach. Yes, it will cost money,
and no, it won’t, by any stretch, completely solve the problem.
But proposed new standards could well keep ocean pollution
from worsening and help prevent beach closings.

cities would have to ensure that new developments capture
85% of their rainstorm runoff. The rules, which the Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board is considering,
would apply to new commercial projects of more than 100,000
square feet, all new gas stations, auto repair garages,
restaurants and subdivisions of 10 or more new houses.
Developers and city planners could adopt a variety of
strategies to contain runoff.

Some localities outside California already have imposed
similar runoff standards, but the Los Angeles program would
be the largest. Nearby counties like Orange ~tnd Ventura are
just beginning to grapple with this tough issue. Huntington
Beach officials, still puzzled about how to prevent a repeat of
last summer’s pollution, are looking for funds to study the
problem.
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The Los Angeles water board’s executive officer can adopt
the new development standards; litigation would be the only
other recourse. But a torrent of opposition from nearly every
city in the county, including Los Angeles, has caused him to
postpone a decision until next year. That opposition may be a
reason to consider broader alternatives, but the board should
follow through on this good start in dealing with a tough
problem. Los Angeles should be a leader in coastal cleanup
instead of everyone’s worst example.

Copyright 1999 Los Angeles Times. All Rights Reserved

~~ of the Los Angeles Times for similar stories. You will
not be charged to look for stories, only to retrieve one.
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MEMORANDUM TO THE WATER POLICY TASK FORCE

October 6, 1999

TO: Members of the Water Policy Task Force

FROM: Daniel E. Griset, Sr. Planner, X895,
griset@scag.ca.gov

SUBJECT: The Proposed SUSMPs as Viewed by the Los Angeles Environmental
Community

RECOMMENDATION:

Receive comments for policy consideration.

BACKGROUND:

Mr. David Beckman, Senior Attorney with the National Resources Defense Council, will give an
Environmental Organization’s assessment of the proposed SUSMPs.

The Natural Resources Defense Council is a national environmental organization with over
400,000 members. Mr. Beckman heads the Coastal Water Quality Program in NRDC’s Los
Angeles office, where his practice has focused on matters relating to Clean Water Act
enforcement, including storm water pollution control and TMDLs. Mr. Beckman litigated major
storm water pollution enforcement actions in 1995 and 1996 against Caltrans and Los Angeles
County. In 1997, Mr. Beckman developed and brought litigation against the EPA to enforce the
duty to develop TMDLs in the Los Angeles region, and this case resulted both in a consent
decree in the Los Angeles area and widespread interest in TMDLs across California.

Mr. Beckman is currently a member of the Independent Commission determining the fate of the
Belmont Learning Center complex, a proposed 5000 student high school near downtown Los
Angeles that was built on part of a former oil field.

After graduating from Harvard Law School in 1991, Mr. Beckman practiced for three years in
private practice prior to joining NRDC in 1995.

Attached to this memorandum is a copy of the presentation slides from the environmental
coalition that gave testimony at the Regional Board’s hearing on SUSMPs on September 16,
1999.
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Outline of Comments in Support of Staff’s    I
Recommendation Regarding Approval of SUSMPs ICOMMENTS ON PROPOSED STANDARD URBAN with Numeric Performance Standard -

STORM WATER MITIGATION PLANS (SUSMPs) L
SUSMPs Tmrgeted to Tm~t of Infi~Tate Substantial Qu~nititios
of Runoff from New and Rm~eveiopmenL

Lo~ An~ Regional Wat~" Quality Control Board
Septambe~ 16, 19~ A. The Region’s Severe Storm Water Problem

B. The Ro~e of New and ~pment in Crea~ng

Natural Re~ot=’cel D~ense Council Cm~fu~, Expe~ Ar~s ~ the F~ of Municipalities
Heel the Bey Across the Country

S~nta mmio= awk~l=~r A.Fdell~s of the Lo~ ~ River OUter MulticipelitJel Ac~o~ the Cot~ ate AdopUng
American Ocssrm Carnl~ign Similar Star~ar~s

~
B. The P~ Standmd was TMiored ,o Local

Conditions by ~

¯III.               "                          "              -     oThe Pennit and the C~n WMer Act MEPStandmd ~a~

.v. ~.~,.~~,0.~ THE LOS ANGELES REGION
,. ~,~~,~.~~ NEEDS THE PROTECTION

~ PROVIDED BY THE SUSMPs
B. ~1 C~ ~ A~ A~~ R~

AND A NUMERICC. C~ W~ A~ ~i~ ~ N~ ~ to

(~’~*" PERFORMANCE STANDARD

LOS ANGELES AREA WATERS
ARE EXTREMELY POLLUTED ~- Southern California Coastal Water Research

Project reports that st0rm water and =ban

The LA region has been recognized by experls and inthe LA area, and Ihat storm wa~er pelulk~
government of~ciala as having perhaps ~te most for Ixdlulants of concern has increased between
severn storm water polution prddem ~ the Natior~ two and seven hundred percent d~ng the last

[Los ~v~eies 7~mes (September ~-6, 1999)]
[SCCWRP ~nu~ Report; seea~ L~s Ar~e~s
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EPA o~clais have stated that the LA regionI           I THEROLE OF NEW AND REDEVELOPMENT
IN CREATING THE PROBLEM

lags behind "vir=aly even/place"in the nation
in reducing s~orm water polulion. F~ Storm water pollution has two main causal

components, increased volume and velocity
of surface runoff and the concentration ofLos/lngsles, whie covedng a small part of
pollutants in runoff.

¯ e land area of tha State, is home to over
50% of al intpaimd waters in Caifomla. ~,~ Development contributes directly to both

factors.
[~998 C~oma Sec~on 303(d) L~t] ~ In particular, by creating impervious surface,

development has dramatic effects on
increasing the quantity and quality of
storm water runo.:

COMPARE...
A 1-inch rainstorm The same storm on a
on a 1-acre natural 1-acre paved parking ~- Ona largsr scale such astha LA arsa, tha
meadow typically lot produces: impact is even more dramatic, ~th ~ and
produces: postKievelopment ~m:hargss in a watershed

increa,dng by 200 lim~ or more [e:g., Des
218 cubic feet of 3,450 cubic feet of Pisines River, Ilinois].
runoff (enough to fill runoff, nearly sixteen

[Source: Storm Water Strateoies: CommuniW Resoonswa standard office to times the meadow toRunoff PolI~on(NP~C, 1999)]a depth of 2 feet) (and enough to fill
three
offices completely)

STAFF ARE NOW ESSENTIAL

THE PROPOSED NUMERIC
PERFORMANCE STANDARD re.ares and

IS BASED ON CAREFUL, [~f~U~P~.(~erfor

EXPERT ANALYSIS AND THE ~ ,,...S~l~~~(~ps)

EXPERIENCE OF
MUNICIPALITIES ACROSS

THE COUNTRY    ~
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Structural BMPs have been thoroughly tested and are ~" Cities Across the CountW are implementing structuralhighly effective. stormwater control requirements similar to or more
stringent then that proposed by Staff.

Common storm water treatment methods, including wet
and extended-detention ponds, oil separators, vegetated ‘/Alexandria. Vir_oini~ (zero pollutant loading standard)
sweles and filter stripe, constructed wetlands, vadous
infiltration practices, and media filters can capture ~ ‘/Mont_oomerv Count~. Marvlar~ (~’eatment for l-inch
as much as 90% of the solids and !.*~,4. storm)

‘/Denver. Colorado (80th percentile runoff event)
Copper and zinc reductions of half or more are the rule in
these facilities. ‘/Santa Monies. Califomi~ (1-inch~24 hour parking lot

standard)
Infiltration can stop the discharge to surface wetsrs of ‘/County of Los Anoel~ (.75 inch/broader scope of
more than 95% of the solids, metals, and bacteria, subject development)

ITHE STANDARD PROPOSED BY STAFF HAS BEENI

TAILORED TO LOCAL CONDITIONS BY EXPERTS J t~ Proposed Standard is Less Stringent

~- Bases of the standard: than NRDC Experts Believe Necessary

,/Consent Decree in NRDC/Beykeeper v. Los Angeles ~" Proposed Standard is Less Stringent
County than Adopted by County

,/Dr. Richard Homer, national storm water expert

,/County of Los Angeles Experts (Woodward-Clyde)

/̄ Independent exports from Camp Dresser and McKse

,/Empirical data from leading texts (California Storm

III ~- The Clean Water Act specifically contemplates structural
¯ controls

I40 C.F.R. Section 122~26]
THE PERMIT AND THE

~=" MEP Standard places burden on dischargers to implementCLEAN WATER ACT BMPsu.lesstheycanshowtheyaraunneceesary:

"MEP STANDARD" PROVIDE ,/~[A o=harger].h.,I ha.. tho b.~.. ofsho.~ng
A STRONG LEGAL ~at it has metthe "msxlmum extent practicable"

standard in prop-sing or rejecting BMPs for

FOUNDATION FOR implements,on."
[NRDC/BayKeeper v. Caltrans, United

STAFF’S PROPOSAL S=tes District Court, Central District of
California (No. CV 93-6073-ER)]

R0069433



1996 Storm Water Permit for Los Angeles County provides:

~" SUSMPs and guidelines for their preparation must
STAFF’S PROPOSAL MUSTbe developed. [SecUon II.A.I.C (page 34)];

BE STRENGTHENED
~" "at the minimum, SUSMPs and guidelines shall be

prepared for the following development categories FURTHER TO ADDRESS[tho..t,es.e in S’-.’s pro,o.,."
ISSUES OF COVERAGE AND

v" all permltless must "implement [] s program for REQUIRED WATER
planning measures consistent with the [SUSMPs]."
[S.=,on,,,:..nd,~] QUALITY-BASED LIMITS

JMORE PROJECTS MUST BE COVEREDI J WATER-QUALITY BASED LIMITSARE ALSO NECESSARY
Staff’s Proposal would apply to a narrow
slate of projects ~ The SUSMP standards are performance-besed

and .do not represent water quality-based effluent
limits, which may impose more stringent"̄ An Additional SUSMP for Environmentally

Sensitive Areas is Necessary requirements on development.

v’The County of Los Angeles is applying F~ Many provisions of law may require that no new
development be authorized when it will impactthe treatment/infiltration standards to a polluted waters and/or that additional limits be

broad array of development projects, imposed so that discharges do not "cause or
contribute" to violations of water quality

¯ / Federal Clean Water Act Anti-Degradation
Requirements

~" Clean Water Art Prohibition on New CONCLUSION
Sources to Impaired (303(d) listed) Waters

¯ / Clean Water Act Prohibition on Discharges
that "Cause or Contribute" to Violation of
Water Quality Standards.
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I Outline of Comments in Support of Staff’s    I
Recommendation Regarding Approval of SUSMPs

!COMMENTS ON PROPOSED STANDARD URBAN with Numeric Performance Standard
STORM WATER MITIGATION PLANS (SUSMPs) L ~ Los ~ge~es ~on ~ me P~ecUon Prided ~y the

SUSMPs TargMed to Treat o~ Infiltrate SubstanUal Quanltities
of Runnfi/tom New and Rndevelopme~

L~s k~es P, egJo~ Wmr Quality convof 8~wd
S4~emCmr 16, 1999 A. "llte Report’s Severe Sto~n Water Pml)~em

B. The Rofe of New and Redmmtopment In Creabng the

Pregeflted by:. II. ~ Pl"OlX)led Num4~� Pefforflt~tce ~tandMd Are Based on
Natural Resources Defense C~Jncll Careful, F.Jq:m~ Analysis and ~e F..xpedence of Municipalities

Friends of ~he Los An~ River A.    OUter Munk::lpelltles Across the Countw are Adopting
American Oceans Camp~gn S~l~iar Standards

Cond~Uons by F.xper~

IlL The Permit and Ute Cleon Watlr Act "MEP Standard- p~)vlde a
Svong ~ Founm~on for the Staff’s

-. ~...~o,~....s.~.~.~.to.~,..... THE LOS ANGELES REGION
~ s~.~..,.o.,.~,,o...~s~. NEEDS THE PROTECTION

"~ PROVIDED BY THE SUSMPsB. ~ ~ W~ ~ ~~ R~i~

AND A NUMERICC. C~ W~ A~ ~1~ ~ ~ ~s to ~i~~,,~w~ PERFORMANCE STANDARD
D.    C~ W~ A~ ~n ~ D~

ILOS ANGELES AREA WATERS I
ARE EXTREMELY POLLUTED          ~ Southern CaBomia Coami Water Research

Project reports that ston~ water and urban
run~ are b~e lsacing seu~e of water psk~don

The LA region has been recognized by experls and in the LA area, and that storm water psllutk~
government officials as having perhaps the most for polMants of concern has bcreased between
severe storm water Ix)iutJon problem in I~e NalioR two and seven hundred percent durbg the last

[Los Ange/es Times (Se~teffd)er 5-6, 1999)]
[SCCWRP ~nua~ Repots; see a~o Los ~W3e/es
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EPA o/r~als have stated that the LA region
ITHE ROLE OF NEW AND REDEVELOPMENTIlags behbd ~vbtually evel~jpiace" b 1he nation IN CREATING THE PROBLEM

in reducing storm wa~r polulbr~ ~ Storm water pollution has two main causal
components, increased volume and velocity
of surface runoff and the concentration of
pollutants in runoff.the land area of the State, is home to over

F> Development contributes directly to both50% oral impaked watere in Caikxnia.
factors.

[19~ C=~orr= Sec~o~ 303(d) L~t] ~" In particular, by creating impervious surface,
development has dramatic effects on
increasing the quantity and quality of

~.~L--~_ storm water runoff: ~_~.-

A 1-inch rainstorm ! The same storm on a
F=- On a larger scale such as the LA area, theon a 1-acre natural 1-acre paved parking

meadow typically lot produces: impact is even more dramatic, wilh pre- and
produces: post-development �~harges in a watemhed

increasing by 200 l~es or more [e.g., Des
218 cubic feet of 3,450 cubic feet of Plabes River, llinois~
runoff (enough to fill runoff, nearly sixteen

[Source: Storm Water Stmteoies~ Community Responsesa standard office to times the meadow ~ Runo~ P~n (NRDC, 1999)]a depth of 2 feet) (and enough to fill
three
offices completely)

| STAFF ARE NOW ESSENTIAL

THE PROPOSED NUMERIC
PERFORMANCE STANDARD         ~a~

IS BASED ON CAREFUL,
Wa~ ~), 1~]

EXPERT ANALYSIS AND THE
~ "...~~=~=~~s(~s)

EXPERIENCE OF
MUNICIPALITIES ACROSS

THE COUNTRY    ~
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Structural BMPs have been thoroughly tested and are F=- Cities Across the Country are implementing structuralhighly effective,
stormwater control requirements similar to qr more
stringent than that proposed by Staff.

Common storm water treatment methods, including wet
and extended-detention ponds, oil separators, vegetated ‘/Alexandria. Virui~is (zero pollutant loading standard)
swaies and filter strips, constructed wetlands, various
infiltration practices, and media filters can capture 75%to ,/Mont,,omen/County. Maryland (treatment for 1-inch
as much as 90% of the solids and I~.~ storm)

‘/Denver. Colorado (80th percentile runoff event)
Copper and zinc reductions of half or more are the rule in
these facilities. ‘/Santa Monics. Calltorl~.i=, (1-inch/24 hour parking lot

standard)
Infiltration can stop the discharge to surface waters of v Count~ of Los Anoel~= (.75 inch/broader scope of
more than 95% of the solids, metals, and bacteria, subject development)

THE STANDARD PROPOSED BY STAFF HAS BEEN
TAILORED TO LOCAL CONDITIONS BY EXPERTS

~" Proposed Standard is Less Stringent
~- Bases of the standard: than NRDC Experts Believe Necessary

,/Consent Decree in NRDC/Baykeeper v. Los Angeles ~" Proposed Standard is Less StringentCounty
than Adopted by County

,/Dr. Richard Homer, national storm water expert

,/County of Los Angeles Experts (Woodward-Clyde)

~" Independent experts from Camp Dresser and McKec

,/" Empirical data from leading texts (California Storm
Water BMP handbook, STORM model)

III ~ The Clean Water Act specifically contemplates structural
¯ controls

[40 C.F.R. Section 122.26]
THE PERMIT AND THE

CLEAN WATER ACT
~ MEP Standard places burden on dischargers to implement

BMPs unless they can show they are unnecessary:

"MEP STANDARD" PROVIDE ,/"[A Discharger] shall have the burden of showing

A STRONG LEGAL that it has met the "maximum, extent practicable"
standard in proposing or rejecting BMPs for

FOUNDATION FOR implementation."
[NRDC/BayKeeper v. Caltrans, United

STAFF’S PROPOSAL States District Court, Central Distdct of
Califomia (No. CV 93,-6073-ER)]
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1996 Storm Water Permit for Los Angeles County provides:

,/SUSMPs and guidelines for their preparation must
be ~.veio~. [S.=ion,,~.l.C (~,go ~4)]; STAFF’S PROPOSAL M UST

BE STRENGTHENED
/̄ "at the minimum, SUSMPs and guideiine~ shall be

prepared for the following development categories FURTHER TO ADDRESS
[those ,, issue in Staff’s proposal]."

ISSUES OF COVERAGE AND
~" all permittee~ must "implement [] a program for REQUIRED WATER

planning measures consistent with the [SUSMPs]."
[Section ,l,~. and A.2] QUALITY-BASED LIMITS

IMORE PROJECTS MUST BE COVERED I IwATER’QUALITY BASED LIMITsARE ALSO NECESSARY’
Staff’s Proposal would apply to a narrow
slate of projects ~ The SUSMP standards are performance-based

and do not represent water quality-based effluent
limits, which may impose more stringentv"An Additional SUSMP for Environmentally
requirements on development.Sensitive Areas is Necessary

v’The County of Los Angeles is applying ~ Many provisions of law may require that no new
development be authorized when it will impactthe treatment/infiltration standards to a polluted waters and/or that additional limits be

broad array of development projects, imposed so that discharges do not "cause or
contribute" to violations of water quality

Federal Clean Water Act Anti-Degradation --e
Requirements

Clean Water Art Prohibition on New CONCLUSION
Sources to Impaired (303(d) listed) Waters

Clean Water Act Prohibition on Discharges
that "Cause or Contribute" to Violation of
Water Quality Standards.

R0069438



MEMORANDUM TO THE WATER POLICY TASK FORCE

October 6, 1999

TO: Members of the Water Policy Task Force

FROM: Daniel E. Griset, Sr. Planner, X895,
griset@scag.ca.gov

SUBJECT: The Proposed SUSMPs as Viewed by the Building Industry Association

RECOMMENDATION:

Receive comments for policy consideration.

BACKGROUND:

Mr. Richard A. Watson, MA, AICP, Principal of a southern California urban and regional
planning firm, has been one of the principal private sector contributors in the development of
workable general permits for stormwater discharges associated with construction activity. Mr.
Watson will give a building industry assessment of the proposed SUSMPs and offer suggestions
for better managing stormwater and controlling this kind of source water pollution.
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-"’""/-’" Biography

RICHARD A. WATSON, MA, AICP
Richard Watson & Associates

(949) 855-6272 phone
rwarich @home.�orn

Richard War.son is Principal of Richard Watson & Associates, LL.C.
(RWA), an urban and regional planning firm loca~d in Mission
Viejo, California. He is a geographer/planner with over 28 years of
professional planning and development experience. He has taught
geography and planning at the university level and served as a
planner in both the privat~ sector and the public sector. He has nine
years experience in storm water quality issues.

In 1993, he formed Richard Watson & Associates. RWA works
independently or in collaboration with other firms and consulting
associates to provide planning and problem-solving services for
private and public sector clients. The firm’s pxactice is divided
between new town planning and storm water qoalit3,.

Mr. Watson received his university education at Stanford University,
the University of California ar Los Angeles and the University of
Alber~ He holds a B.A. degree and an M.A. degree in Geography
from U.C.L.A. He completed, all requirements, except the disserta.
tiou, for a Ph.D. in Geography at the University of Alberta, wher~
his specialization was urban and regional planning.

From I970 to 1974, Mr. Watson taught urban and regional planning
courses at the University of Alberta and Oklahoma State University.
As Co~’dinatoz of Geography Extension at Oklahoma State, he
managed applied research projecr.s a~ a consultant to cities, sub-state
planning dis~c~s, the Sram of Oklahoma and the Ozarks Re~onal
Commission.

Mr. War, on served from 1974 to 1978 as Regional Plaxmer for ~he
Ozarks Regional Corar~ssion, a multi-state economic development
commission composed of the szams of Arkarmas, Kansa~ Louisiana.
Missouri and Oklahoma. He was responsible for the formulation of
a new Economic Development Action Plan for the 281,000 square
mile region and development of a regional energy program. Mx.
War, on supervised the Commission’s annual State Invesm~ent
Planning process and reviewed individual infrasla-ucture investment
projec~ and the preparation of the Commission’s annual report. I-Ie
coordinated public and private sector advisory groups and worked
closely with the governors’ offices in the five states and with numer-
ou~ federal, state and local agencies to achieve agreement on the
development and implementation of regional programs.
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RICHARD A. WATSON (Continued)

From 1978 to 1993, Mr. Watson was employed by the Jack G. Raub
Company and Mission Viejo Company where he was instrumental in the
planning and implementation of the Aliso Viejo and Mission Viejo
Planned Communities. At the Jack G. Raub Company, he was Director
of Advance Planning. This department included Economic Planning,
Environmental Analysis, Housing and Community Development, Policy
Planning and Resources Planning sections. As Director of Planning
Research at Mission Viejo Company, he was responsible for numerous
technical and policy issues, including compliance with storm water
quality requirements. He worked with numerous engineering,design and
construction disciplines as well as with many public and private organi-
zations. Mr. Watson also supervised Mission Viejo Company’s wetlands
program, including securing appropriate permits and agreements, as well
as the development of a major wetlands mitigation Frogram-

Mr. Watson has extensive experience in the development and implemen-
tation of the storm water quality prod*Tam in California. Since early 1991,
he has been an active participant on the California Storrnwater Quality
Task Force. Currently, Mr. Watson is a member of the Executive Com-
raittee of the Task Force and Chairs the Task Force’s TMDL/Watershed
Management Work Group- He also was a member of an Urban Develop-
ment Technical Advisory Committee for review of the state’s Nonpoint
Source Pollution Management Program. This involved working with staff
members of the State Water Resources Conu-ol Board, the California
Coastal Commission, ~,arious Re~onal Water Quality Control Boards
and others to review the adequacy of nonpoint source pollution manage-
ment in California-

He has been one of the principal private sector contributors in the
development of a workable General Permit for Storm Water Discharges
Associated with Construction Activity in California. In addition, he
served on the Technical Advisory Panel for the development of the
Construction, Municipal and Commercial/Industrial Best Management
Practices Handbooks for California. Mr. Watson has had practical experi-
ence in preparing Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans and Water
Quality Management Plans for private sector clients. Fie served as a
consultant for the development of post-construction best management
practices plan for a major transports_ ion corridor (toll road) in Orange
County, California. He is currently a member of a consulting team
assisting the California Department of Transportation (C.altrans) with
storm water quality issues. He is manning Caltrans" San Diego Water
Quality Control Study.
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RICHARD A. WATSON

Mr. Watson assisted th~ County of Orange (California) with developmen[
of a Drainage Area Management Plan, in_particular ~hose portions
dealing with construction and new development. I-le helped to prepare a
long-term financing plan for the County storm water p~-ogram.

Mr. Watson serves on the Southern California Water Resources Commit-
tee of the American Public Works Association and is a member of the
California Building Indusn’y Association Water Resources Task l:orce.
He is oRen an invited ~r at conferences and workshops dealing
with implementedon of ~he s~orm wazcr program.

During his more than 28 years of professional planning experience, Mr.
Watson has managed and contributed [o a diverse ~oup of projects. He
has worked in bo~h the private and public sectors. He has conrributexi ~o
the development of public policy rela~:l ro planning, development and
environmental management: He has also contributed ~o the development
of public policy related to planning, development, water quality and
environmer~ral managemenL

Mr. Watson is a member of the American Planning Association, the
America~ Institute of Certified Planners, d~e American Public Works
Association, ~he California Building Industry Association, the Pacific
Rim Council on Urban D~v¢Iopn~nt and the Urban Land Institute.
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MEMORANDUM TO THE WATER POLICY TASK FORCE

October 6, 1999

TO: Members of the Water Policy Task Force

FROM: Daniel E. Griset, Sr. Planner, X895,
griset@scag.ca.gov

SUBJECT: The Proposed SUSMPs as Viewed by the City of Downey

RECOMMENDATION:

Receive comments for policy consideration.

BACKGROUND:

Mr. Desi Alvarez, Director of Public Works at the City of Downey, will give his city’s view of
the proposed SUSMPs, as well as alternative ideas for controlling stormwater pollution. He is
respbnsible for general oversight of the city’s stormwater programs and implementation of the
stormwater permit.

Mr. Alvarez took his undergraduate education at Loyola University of Los Angeles before
completing a master’s degree in Civil Engineering at U.C. Davis, concentrating on water
resources and environmental engineering. He taught civil engineering at CSU Chico before
entering the private consulting business. Since 1986 he has worked in the public sector: as City
Engineer in Santa Monica (he began the studies that have produced the Dry Weather Runoff
Reclamation Facility), Director of Public Works/City Engineer in Redondo Beach, and City
Engineer in Glendale.

Mr. Alvarez, Chair of the Los Angeles County NPDES Sormwater Permit Executive
Advisory Committee, was active in the negotiation of the current permit.
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MEMORANDUM TO THE WATER POLICY TASK FORCE

October 6, 1999

TO: Members of the Water Policy Task Force

FROM: Daniel E. Griset, Sr. Planner, X895,
griset@scag.ca.gov

SUBJECT: The Proposed SUSMPs as Viewed by the City of Calabasas

RECOMMENDATION:

Receive comments for policy consideration.

BACKGROUND:

Ms. Heather Lea Merenda, Storm Water Program Manager at the City of Calabasas, will give her
city’s view of the proposed SUSMPs, as well as describe programs currently operating as a result
of the City’s existing development policies.

For the past year, Ms. Merenda has served as the Storm Water Program Manager for the City of
Calabasas. Her primary responsibilities includes NPDES Permit compliance, implementing and
coordinating the volunteer water quality monitoring program, development review for water
quality elements, enforcement, and outreach to the public, local school, City staff, and the
business community. Prior to joining the City of Calabasas, Ms. Merenda worked for four years
at Charles Abbott Associates. She worked with local governments in the areas of environmental
compliance, and building and safety. She also worked for the Environmental Services Division
for the City of West Hollywood.

Attached is a copy of the City’s "Community Vision" along with the City’s policy for "Urban
Runoff Pollution Control".

Ms. Merenda holds a Bachelor of Arts degree in Geography with a minor Environmental Science
from California State University Long Beach. Currently, she is working towards a Masters of
Public Administration degree from California State University at Northridge.

Phone (818) 878-4242 X293
Fax (818) 878-4205
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mCITY OF CALABASAS GENERAL PLAN"

AGENDA FOR THE 2 1 ST CENTURY

D. COMMUNITY VISION
The CaJabasas General Plan is intended to
be a vehicle for change. Simply stated,
Calabasas’ vision is that the future need
not repeat the mistakes of the past.
Through innovative approaches and not
accepting the way things are just because
they have always been that way,
Calabasas will achieve excellence - in
protecting the natural environment that
attracted so many of its residents to the
area, in managing its affairs in a manner
that is consistent with local social values, .
in enhancing the physical appearance of
the area’s built environment, and in
ensudng its residents a high quality of life.

Long before the actual incorporation of the City of Calabasas, new development began to
encroach into the community’s rugged hillside areas and to threaten sensitive
environmental areas. Residents recognized that only through local control and direct
management of development review could community objectives be achieved and could
local social va|ues be translated into physical forms. The results of growth in the years
preceding incorporation are, in many ways, inconsistent with local values; environmental
destruction, traffic congestion, overly intense development, visual clutter, and a lack of
community gathering places were cited by residents as being the primary community image
problems that must be addressed by the General Plan.

Calabasas still possesses a beautiful natural setting which will be protected for the
enjoyment of future generabons. The current density of population within the community
is I6w to moderate; continuation of this characteristic is a key part of Calabesas’ vision.
Thus, emphasis must be placed on the ways in which Calabasas residents can apply the
local management control that was gained through incorporation to advance community
values and translate them into physical forms. In recognition of the importance of retaining
the characteristics that make Calabasas a special place, the City’s General Plan and its
conduct of community affairs must be strongly oriented toward protecting the natural
environment, and managing the man-made environment, thereby ensuring that future
growth occurs only in a manner that is consistent with local community values.

Calabasas is blessed with a citizenry that not only values a high quality of life and
recognizes its responsibility to protect the area’s natural environment, but is also willing
to devote its energy to achieving those objectives. The General Plan is more than an
expression of long-term philosophy, and presenl~ much beyond a plan for land use and a
growth management program. The General Plan presents a management program for the
community’s future which has resulted from a comprehensive community involvement
program. This community involvement program integrated the efforts of numerous citizen
committees that have provided valuable input since the City’s incorporation. The General
Plan also represents a multi-agency approach which recognizes the interrelationships
between vital services and land use and environmental management decisions. It provides

Septlrnb~ 6, 1996
~ -- R0069445
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CITY OF CALABASAS GENERAL PLAN:

AGENDA FOR THE 21ST CENTURY

concrete programs and an action agenda for Calabasas to follow in achieving its vision,
which is expressed in three dominant themes:

¯ E~vironm~tM Respo~ttT~B~y _. preserving the area’s remaining
natural environment and living, wPl~in the limits imposed by available
resources;

¯
LoP.el Management and Contr.! - accepting responsibility formanaging Calabasas’ affairs and ~ts future in accordance with local
values; and

¯ Community image- protecting Calebasas’ special character.

ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSIBILITY

Maintenance of a high quality of life is dependent upon a high quality environment. Thus,
the area’s natural environment is invariably cited as the key to Calabesas’ desirability, and
preservation of open space is germrally cited as the community’s number one priority.

As part of a large metropolitan region, Calabases will continue to develop; however, this
does not mean that degradation of envimnmenta! quality and loss of resources must be
endured. Calabesas" position within the region creates lz~mandous development pressures.
Protecting the araa’s remaining natural hillsides, ridgelines, and significant habitat areas,
as well as preserving remaining open lands in their natural state, are important concerns
of area residents. Caleb¯sea’ view of environmental issues is a broad one, extending
beyond the City’s immediate physical environment to such issues as water resource
conservation, solid waste management, night sky and glare considerations, air quality, and
energy conservation. This broad view of the environment also extends geographically, and
is reflected in the community’s participation in regional planning and visioning programs,
including programs that only indirectly affect the City of Calabasas.

Environmental ResponsJbir~y Goals

To secure better management and protection of environmental resources:
the City of Ca/abases is cornmftted to;

¯ broadening the application of environmentally conscious planning
and design, establishing Celabasas as a community which
acknowledges lim/t~ on natural resources, and lives within those
limfts;

¯ recognizing the area’s natural environment as a critical community
asset and a key component of Calabasas" quality of life and
establishing a system of environmental ma-nagement wherein the
natural environment will be protected out of a sense of responsibility
and commitment to environmental quality, placing a higher ptYority

~pt~b=~ s, lsss R0069446
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CITY OF CALABASAS GENERAL PLAN:

AGENDA FOR THE 21 ST CENTURY

on environmental protection and open space preservation than on
expansion of urban or rural development;

¯ defining the area’s environmental carrying capecily, and limiting the
level, rate, and distribution of POpulation end economic growth to
that which is consistent with improved environmental quality and
the availability of natural resources; and

¯ minimizing the environmental impacts of i~ own ac~ivffJes by making
environmental sen$~’viW a key concern in the provision of municipal
services and facilities, and incorporating environmentally conscious
construction and management practices in the development and
maintenance of municipaJ fac#itJ’es.

LOCAL MANAGEMENT AND CONTROL OF
CALABASAS" FUTURE

The Ger~ Plan represents CaJabasas’ commitment to take responsibility for managing its
own future, and to guide the type, amount, and location of development in a manner
consistent with local social values - to preserve the beauty and natural environment of the
area,, to ensure the adequacy and integr~/ of services and facilities, and to protect and
enhance the quality of life of i~s citizens.

Without the local control and ability to manage daily community affairs that ere afforded
to cues, there is little assurance that development decisions will reflect local social values
or the long-term commitment needed to adequately protect the area’s environment. Thus.
area residents, individual homeowners" associations, and the Federation of Las Virgenes
Homeownem" Associations became end continue to be actively involved in civic affairs and
the County’s devedopment review and planning processes. In discussing the lessons that
were learned from the events of the pest, Celabesas citizens often express the message
that only through concerted, joint action could local residents be effecOve in inserting
community values into the review of development.

Lo~al Management and Control Goal=

To take responsibility for managing ice future and guiding ~e type. intensiw,
and location of development in a manner consistent wfth local social values
to preserve the area’s beauty and natural environment to ensure the
adequacy and integrity of se~ice~ and facil#Je$, and to pro~ect and enhance
the quality of life of its cft/zens, the C/P/ of Ca/abases will:

¯ formulate a devPJopment rewew program to implement General Plan
policies that provides a clear set of rules by which development
Proposals will be rewewed, including sl~fic perfermance standards
which describe the Ciw’s expectations of the quality and
responsibilities of new development;

September a, lS95
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17.56.020 - Applicability

A. Applicability of provisions. The provisions o~ this Chapter apply as detailed below,
to any proposed land use or development involving gradiag activities, or the
construction o~ new structures or paving. Comp/iaru:e with the provisions o~ this
Chapter sha//be re~ through land use permit or subdivision cortditiom o~
approvaJ. Any nac~ary pollution cortffol m~max,~ daall be iaatallad prior to
construction, or site/sta~etur~ o~cupaney, as de,mad apprapriata by ~e City. ha all
casea, the applicant/pemdt-~ is raspomible [or ~stmag compliance with the
proviaiom o~ this Chapter.

P/an ._ __ .zeqti~_ _ to submit a $ . ..

All rtt~ or r~built retail/conmumial/indusa~ ,~=,~,,. ~,~. ......

v~ ~: b, zea.~ contazzli.~tes as -art " ""
p or theirapplication in compliance wi~ th~ Administrntiv~ Polici~ of tha City.

~ which i/lustratas ltae Best"             "           "" "

pr~ess.

ZZesponsibiUty eor adna,~.qtratiou. This ~ ~U ~ ~ l~ ~e
Engineer or ~ or her desigz~ ~
Building S~,vic~.              coordinatian with tha ~r ot: P~ a_,a,:l

the ~~ o~.

1. The Fedara/ Watar Po!hatima Corttrol Act,~ 33 USCS § 1251 et seq., and the

2 The mazadates ~ .n~%,~ o~ the us Ea~ Protection Agency

3. The NPDES permit of Los Angeles County ~ it~ "co-penaitees";

4~ The Calabasas Geaeml P1a.n; and
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C~As M~c~x~. Co~ - Trn~ 17, Land Us~ ~ DL~ELOWm~r CO~

Urban Runoff Pollution Control                                        17.56.030

5. Other existing or future NPDES Permits and any amendments, revkcions or
re.issuance thereof by either Federal, State, County, or City regulatory agencies.

17.56.030 - Urban Runoff Mitigation Plan Requirements

The following runoff reduction ~t~ shall apply t~ all persons submitting

SWPPp format, by the tess aemaecl City Runoff M~tigatian Plan (RMP); or as an additional
m@~tlr~.
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d. Use re~ntion structures or design rooftops to store runoff. .Utilize
subsurface areas for storm rtmoff either for muse of to enable release of
rtmoff at predc:q~rmin~ times or rams to minimize the peak discharge into
storm drams. Cisterns are also a poss~le storage mechanism for reuse; and

e. Design curbs, berms or the like so as to avoid isolation of permeable or

3. R~iuce parking 1o~ pollution:

ren~ve petro~ contaminants and other pollutants which are likely
w accumulate;

b. Direct runoff toward permeable areas and away from pollutant laden areas
such as parking l~ts; and

Cril~ri~ for evaluation of initiation planl. The City’s evaluatinn of each Urban
Runoff Mitigation Plan w~ ascertain how well the proposed plan meets
coznbmed goals set forth in Subsect~ B. above. Each plan w-ill be evaluated on its

be developd.

~-,~-cu{m o., al~ove Is an economic and ph~,.~eM iml~.~.~¢,., due ’-- ~
~,xu~gurauon ot me mm or to i~reconcilable conflicts wi.~t other f’~

~"�
comprised of one x~resenlativ~ ~ach fro~ the City’s Planning Div~on, City

forwarded tn ~e CouncLl for final approval

E. Compliance as condition of approval. Compliance with an approved RunoffMit~al~n Plan shall be a condition of approval of any ~ planning approval.

F. Erosion contzoL F.rosion shall be contmll~ as

ALl construction sites shall provide a plan ~ prevent erosion duming
cc,nst=cti~ to ~ approved ~ the City_ ~ and

Co,erratUm Z~xdscape plans.(See the WatEr Conservation [m~lscape
Ordinance.)

R0069451
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Urban Runoff Pollution Control                                        17.56.040
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D. ~ents that any applicable conditions, covenants, and n~.ictiom (CC&Rs~include statements encouraging h~owne~s, and pemons in conm31 of homes an~

1. .1~. vent the impr~.r disposal of litter, lawn/garden clippings and feces

drainage system; y . po ~nts mt~ the st~m

2. Remove dirt, trash and debris ~ sidewalks and aI~ that may contnT~t~
pollut~nt~ to urban runaff;

4. Properly dispose of household haza~o~ wa~ t~

17.56.060 - Required Best Management Practi’ces

The owner, ~--m~t or other ~ ¯ ¯
:_-- _-3-,-       Vexr.~n m cnar~ o~ day-tc.~      ¯

¯ . trap ementthebestMana t    "Practices, as applicable, as follows, gemen Practices or u~e Good Housekeeping

For premises wifft parking l~s wi~h more than 25 ar "
atmmwa~r and w "      ¯                    p king spaces e      to¯ ..          hich parkin~ lets are ................ xpmed
Industrial Claaaific~tion~Co~Tth~O_m._a~_ ~ o, _.M~el~.. t and Budget S~

umma States Off~e of Maria                      ~,~r.cm-amg
Classiraca.,--" ..... gement and Budget Standard

¯ ~ --- ]    ~ w~ o~aZt OU1P.Z " ¯ "we~ to be ~ to m, ~x~ .....,~ ~    .. Y substance which, ff xt

exposed ~o stormwat~. --~-- -~. n~m any ~ of me premises



D. For premis~ which ¯~ under the reqmrements for th~ Industrial SWPPP 1~ Tederal
I~w, the ~ite "annual reports" and "monitoring report~~ ~ also be copied to the
city Engineer.

R0069454
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY¯
75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

In Reply
Refer to: WTR-5

Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control

Board, Los Angeles Region
320 W. 4= Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

The purpose of this letter is to urge the Los Angeles Regional Board to adopt the
proposed Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) dated December 7, 1999 which
was developed for post-construction storm water pollution control for specified new
developments in Los Angdes County and Cities within the County. The SUSMP was developed
pursuant to the requirements of NPDES permit No. CAS614001 for storm water discharges from
the municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) serving the County and its Cities.

We have reviewed the requirements of the proposed SUSMP and we believe they are
consistent with the requirements of the CWA, applicable NPDES regulations, and EPA guidance
on this matter. We understand that concerns have been expressed in particular regarding item #9
in the SUSMP which requires treatment (for the specified developments) for the runoff from the
first 0.75" of rain. However, contrary to some of the comments received by the Regional Board,
we believe this proposed requirement is fully within the authority of the Regional Board. NPDES
regulations at 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2Xiv)(AX2) specifically require that MS4 permittees include
requirements in their storm water management programs for post-construction control measures
to reduce storm water pollution from new developments atter construction has been completed.
EPA’s guidance manual for Part 2 MS4 permit applications (EPA 833-B-92-002) indicates that
"design criteria and performance standards" may be used to comply with this requirement. We
believe that the Regional Board’s proposal is fully consistent with this guidance.

The Regional Board’s proposal would not be the first time that such numeric criteria have
been used for new developments in California. The Regional Board’s criteria already went into
effect about 6 months ago in unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County via the recent NRDC
settlement agreement. We understand from Regional Board staffthat no evidence has surfaced
thus far that the criteria are proving to be an excessive burden on developers. In addition, similar
requirements are already in place in other parts of the country including the State of Florida (since
1982), and the Puget Sound area in Washington (since 1992); similar criteria have also been
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proposed for the State of Maryland, and are already in effect in Prince George’s County in
Maryland. We understand that Regional Board staffhave contacted these other States and again
found that compliance with the standards is being widely achieved without an excessive burden on
developers. As another example, the City of Phoenix requires retention facilities for the 100-year,
2-hour storm for new developments. The 100-year, 2-hour storm in the City of Phoenix is about
2.5" and substantially exceeds the storm which would need to be treated under the Regional
Board’s proposal. Nevertheless, compliance with the City of Phoenix requirement has also been
achieved without an undue burden on the developers.

By specifying numeric criteria for post-construction storm water controls (as opposed to
relying to a considerable degree on developers to include appropriate controls on their own), we
believe that the proposal will better ensure that effective storm water pollution controls are
included in the design of new developments. Thus, the proposal should lead to improved control
of storm water pollution which the proposal cites as a significant factor currently contributing to
the impairment of numerous rivers and streams in the Los Angeles area.

We are also concerned, however, that the Regional Board’s proposal would exclude
roofed surface areas in certain circumstances in the calculation of rainfall runoff We believe that
this provision could prove overly broad and may hinder implementation. As such, we would
recommend that it be removed.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the proposed SUSMP. If you
have any questions regarding this matter, please refer your staff to Eugene Bromley of the CWA
Standards and Permits Office at (415) 744-1906.

Sincerely,

Alexas Strauss
Director, Water Division

cc: Xavier Swamikannu, Los Angeles Regional Board
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Ve titura Countywide
Stormwater Quality
Management Program

January 14, 2000

~. Dens A. Dickerso~ Executive Officer
County of Ventm C~ifo~a Re~on~ Water Qu~ity Control Board

Los ~gdes Re, on
320 West 4~ Street, Suite 200

Fillmore ~S ~geles, CA 90013-1105

Moorpark Subject: Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan for Los Angeles County and
Cities in Los Angeles County (SUSMP)

Ojai Dear Mr. Dickerson:

The Ventura County Flood Control District (NPDES Permit CAS063339) offers theOxnard
following comments on the SUSMP proposed by the Regional Board for the stormwater
programs in Los Angeles County. Our comments are provided given that approval of

Port Hueneme the numerical mitigation standard in the SUSMP has the potential to have a significant
effect on the Ventura Countywide Stormwater Quality Management Program (Program)
as well as other programs throughout the state.

San Buenaventura

Numerous treatment control Best Management Practices (BMPs) have been designed
and built in Ventura County utilizing Program guidelines that deal with new development

Santa Paula        projects. The experience that we have gained has allowed us to take a practical look at

design criteria. We feel strongly that when design standards are imposed, they should be
Simi Valley written in a manner that is appropriate and technically sound. The proposed SUSMP, as

presently written, will be extremely confusing to public agencies and engineers charged
with designing facilities that comply with the specified criteria, The comments below are

Thousand Oaks limited to technical issues that we feel need to be addressed and corrected prior to
approval of the SUSMP document. Other details such as opportunities for regional
facilities and credits for total design policies should be dealt with in a comprehensive

Ventura County stormwater quality mitigation plan.
Flood Control
District

1. SUSMP Design Standards
On September 13, 1999 in a letter to Dr. Xavier Swamikannu, we requested that the
approach for the design of both volumetric and flow-based treatment control BMPs that
has been successfully utilized in the design of BMPs on new development projects, i.e.,
Unit basin storage volume design based on 70% capture of annual runoff and flow
based design criteria based on 10% of the peak 50-year flow rate from impervious
areas calculated using standard flood hydrology, be considered as an option in the
SUSMP. We subsequently provided back up documentation to show the equivalence of
our 70% capture of annual runoff to the 0.75" rainfall capture criteria presented in the

L #1600, 800 South Victoria Avenue, Ventura, CA 93009
(805) 654-2002 FAX (805) 654-2424 R0069457



original SUSMP. The "SUSMP Summary of Comments Received and Response"
(Response to Comments) misinterprets Ventura County’s comment by indicating that we
requested inclusion of peak flow rate control. In addition, the Response to Comments
includes an action to add "eighty five percent treatment of annual runoff volume as an
equivalent mitigation criteria".

Inclusion of Peak Flow Rate Control as a Treatment BMP Design Criteria
It appears that the added condition B under Section 9 is an attempt to address
Ventura County’s request for the inclusion of a flow-based design criteria. This
added language, as well as the language in the attached tentative resolution and the
Response to Comments, indicates a confusion in the difference between requirements
for peak flow rate control versus a standard that allows the use of low flow-based
water quality treatment control BMPs. The current language in the SUSMP sets
design standards for treatment control BMPs based upon a combination of four
volume-based design options AND the "control of peak flow discharge" with no
consideration of a design standard for BMPs that require a flow-based design. The
language in the proposed SUSMP gives the designer an apparent flexibility in their
choice of BMPs. This choice is important due to the wide ranges of land
development types, pollutants, sensitive groundwater basin locations and BMP
treatment control effectiveness. However, the present language limits the choices to
those with volume-based design criteria, i.e. detention basins, infiltration basins. With
the present language an engineer wanting to utilize any flow-based BMP, i.e., swales,
filters, treatment devices, would need to make assumptions on technical items such
as duration, frequency, and/or flow rate, leading to variable outcomes that could not
assure compliance with the criteria as written.

When we asked questions on the above issue, your staff referred us to the State of
Maryland’s Stormwater Design Manual (Maryland Manual). This document is
comprehensive and presents an approach for sizing stormwater facilities "to meet
pollutant removal goals, maintain groundwater recharge, reduce channel erosion,
prevent overbank flooding and pass extreme floods". It is clear when they are
dealing with the reduction of peak stormwater flow for flood control and when they
are dealing with low flow pollutant removal sizing criteria. The design sizing criteria
for water quality is volume-based when the options given require a volume-based
design. Examples are included. Redevelopment is encouraged in order to reduce
urban sprawl and although redevelopment projects are encouraged to implement
BMPs, they are not required to meet the design standards and performance criteria
established. This appears to allow flexibility for the use of other BMPs, including
those requiring a flow-based design, on redevelopment projects. A careful review of
documents like this one, that appear to be based on years of experience, may be
helpful in development of appropriate criteria.

SUSMP Desi~.~m Standard Options Are Not Technically Equivalent
While the most recent SUSMP does present Ventura County’s volumetric
methodology as an option, it sets the runoff volume standard for Los Angeles at 85%
capture. We are pleased that the SUSMP now includes our methodology, but request
review of the back up calculations and modification of the percent capture to reflect
equivalent standards. The document, "Calculations to Determine Equivalent Percent
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Volume Capture Criterion", Swamikannu 12/12/99 appears to be inadvertently based
on the rainfall curves for Bishop, CA. These curves are found one page before the
page in the California Stormwater Best Management Practices Handbook (State
Handbook) that contains the Los Angeles Airport curves. We request that the back
up documentation be reviewed and the standards be set in an equivalent manner.
Reducing the percent of runoff volume captured to a number is consistent with the
proposed 0.75" rainfall criteria will have minimal effect on pollutant removal.

2. The SUSMP Encourages Directly Connected Impervious Areas (DCIA)
A basic and effective site design principle for stormwater management is to minimize the
amount of DCIA. In some cases, even directly connected "clean" run-off can decrease
treatment efficiency as well as increase flood and erosion potential. However, the
proposed SUSMP language encourages the direct connection of roof drains by allowing
the exclusion of their area from the area for calculation of rainfall or runoff volume to be
treated provided they connected directly to the storm drain system. This may not be
appropriate in many cases and appears to be contrary to other parts of the document that
encourage projects to mimic predeveloped site conditions. In the Maryland Manual,
stormwater credits are allowed for innovative site planning practices, one of which is
"the disconnection of root~op runoff’.

The content of the SUSMP appears to have the potential to have far-reaching effects on
many communities. We urge you to take the time to work with our county and others
with experience in the design, construction and maintenance of treatment control BMPs
as well as all other interested parties to discuss development of appropriate standards.
We look forward to working with you on this issue.

If you have any questions please call me at (805) 654-5051.

Very truly yours,

Vicki Musgrove
Manager, Stormwater Quality Section
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Ventura Countywide
Stormwater Quality
Management Program

Participating Agencies

September 13, 1999
Camarillo

Mr. Xavier Swamikannu
£alifomia Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles RegionCounty of Ventura
:h20 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Fillmore

Subject: Regional Board Staff Recommendation - Notice of Public Hearing -
Consideration of Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans

Moorpark Submitted for Approval to the Executive Officer Under the Los
Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permit

Ojai            Dear Mr. Swamikannu:

Oxnard Attached is a document that describes the methodology used to develop the approach for
design of both volumetric and flow-based treatment control Best Management Practices
(BMPs) presented in the Ventura Countywide Stormwater Management Program’s Draft

Port Hueneme Guidelines for Land Development.

This methodology has been successfully utilized in the design of BMPs on new
San Buenaventura development projects throughout Ventura County. A great deal of time and energy was

put into development of these standards and it has been determined that they are
comparable to those listed in the subject document.

Santa Paula

We therefore ask that you appropriately include the following additional third option for
Simi Valley derivation of numerical mitigation measures.

3. unit basin storage volume design based on 70% capture of annual runoff and flow
based design criteria based on 10% of the peak 50-year flow rate from impervious

Thousand Oaks areas calculated using standard flood control hydrology.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please call me at (805) 654-
Ventura County 2040 or Vicki Musgrove at (805) 654-5051
Flood Control
District

~ Management Committee
Ventura County~Me StorrmYater Quality Managemem Progra~

R0069460
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Stormwater Treatment
A Design Approach for

Volumetric and Flow Based
Best Management Practices

Prepared by
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc.

Jeffrey D. Endicott, P.E.
Donald J. Schroeder, P.E.

Larry A. Roesner, Ph.D., P.E.

General Theory for Volumetric Controls
Many of the pollutants carried by storm water as it flows through and out of a drainage area are associated
with solid particles that are held in suspension by the turbulent motion of the water. By creating a volume
of slowly moving or quiescent water, those sediments have a chance to fall out of suspension. Generally,
the larger the particle, and the greater its specific gravity, the quicker it falls out of suspension. As a result
of this phenomenon, simple settling in volumetric controls such as detention basins can be an effective
treatment mvchamsm for stormwater runoff. However, for very fine particles, other factors may come into
play, and even in motionless water, particles may remain suspended indefinitely. Therefore, there is a
physical limit to the pollutants that can be removed by settling. Unless chemical reactions or other factors
intervene, some pollutants may stay in the water no matter how long it is detained.

A second factor also a~fects sediment removal by settling, and is related to the sequence in which storms
enter the basin. If a basin has a chance to empty completely from one storm event before the next arrives,
the next event can take full advantage of the available storm volume. However, if the previous event is still
partially held by the basin, the two events interfere. There are three major factors contributing to this
interference. First, the effective volume of the basin available to capture water from the second event is
reduced by the residual volume from the first event. Hence, an overflow (basin capacity exceeded) is more
likely for the second event. Second, even ff the basin does not overflow, the volume retained by the basin
after the second event is larger than it would be if the residual from the first event was not present, so
recovery from the second event takes longer. And, third, the constituents carried by the second event mix
with those from the first event, and the result is that the detention from the second event now attempts to
remove a mix of settleable material that is inherently less prone to settling.

Over all, interference between events generally reduces the effectiveness of the basin. And, the longer
flows are held, the more likely it is that interference will occur. It is therefore important to attempt to size
basins so that water is held long enough for adequate settling to occur, but not so long that inter event
effects (interference) become large. Many factors come into play in this situation, and design variables
such as compartmentalization and baffling can affect basin performance quite substantially. However, the
basic principle is that a balance of factors determines removal effectiveness.

Research carried out over the last ten years or so has provided insights that make possible a number of
general conclusions regarding basin sizing, and determination of maximum effectiveness. Most prominent
in the literature in this area is the data and related assessments of the Natiom~l Urban Runoff Program.
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This program evaluated a large number of urban cases, and it was found that a clear pattern emerged in
relation to settlcable materials. In essence, it became clear that a range of scttlcability was encoun~red in
urban runoff. At one end of the scale is a size range that relates to sands or other relatively coarse
materials, which settle out of solution m a matter of minutes or hours. At the other end of the scale are
clays and fine particles that take days for removal. This latter group cannot effectively be removed by
settling, since water held over a period of days almost inevitably results in inter event mixing, and removal
does not occur. In fact, rater event effects commonly become qmte significant if basin retention is longer
than 2 to 3 days, since rainfall frequency is typically ofth~ order during stormy periods. However, holding
water for less than 1 day is problematic from the standpoint of water quality improvement since for t~ical
sizes and depths available for basins, durations of less than approximately 2 days neglect the opportunity to
remove significant fractions of sediments that are quite amenable to settting.

Experience shows that calculated detention times in the range of 24 to 48 hours are likely to provide the
best compromise between factors, and result in the best performance of basins that rely on unassisted (no
chemical additives) settling as the primary water quality improvement mechamsm A detention time of in
this range is a good choice for providing significant removal, by allowing reasonable opportumty for
settling of materials that can be removed that way, without promoting the problems inherent in attempting
to achieve significantly longer detention times. It must be noted that the concept of detention time is only
meaningful at one particular storm event and runoff volume, while in actuality, runoff volume and patterns
vary widely over all storms. For typical basins with gravity flow discharge, the average detention time is a
function of basin surface area and depth, and configuration of the discharge pipe or spillway. Therefore,
basin design parameters must include total basin volume and dmwndown time at a full basin. By using a
40-hour drawdown time when the basin is full, the average detention time over all storms is likely to be
closer to 24 hours. The California BMP Handbook (Municipal) describes a rational approach for basin
sizing and drawdown.

Origin of Califomia BMP Handbook (Municipal) Criteda for Volumetric Controls
The California BMP Haadbcok (Municipal) criteria were developed as follows. Based on a review of the
general climatology of the state with respect to mean annual rainfall and topography, fifteen ram gages with
long term hourly rainfall records were selected by the project team hydrologists as being representative of
various regions in the state. A comparative analysis of the rainfall data at these stations revealed that of
the 15 stations analyzed, the rainfall statistics of six of the stations were similar to another station in the set
of 15, so those areas were grouped into the same climatic zone, resulting in nine general
hydrologic/topographic zones for the state. These are shown and described in Appendix D of the California
BMP Handbook (Municipal), and are attached for reference. For each of the nine ram gages, long term
simulations of runoff were exammed using the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ Storage, Treatment
Overflow Runoff Model (STORM). STORM is a hydrologic model that translates a time series of hourly
rainfall data into a time series of runoff, then routes the runoff through detention storage. The model
results were then plotted as annual percent runoff capture versus unit basin storage volume. These are
shown in Appendix D of the California BMP Handbook (Municipal), and are attached for reference. The
assumptions used in the STORM modeling for this effort include a 40-hour drawdown time, initial
abstraction/depression storage of 0.06 inches, and a runoff coefficient of 0.9 for impervious surfaces and
0.15 for pervious surfaces.

It is worthwhile to note that at the time the California BMP Handbook (Municipal) was prepared, a series
of STORM runs were also made for the same conditions and stations noted above, but using a 24 hour
rather than a 40 hour drawdown. The resultant reduction in required basin volume ranged from only 10 to
20 percent.
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Using the California BMP Handbook (Mumcipal) approach to determine required basra siz~ for a
particular application, one enters an Appendix D curve for the hydrologic zone that the project lies within
with the percent imperviousness of the area that drains to the basin and the required percent capture of the
annual runoff. The required percent capture of the annual runoff is usually set at the "knee of the curve."
The knee of the curve represents the point beyond which the incremental capture of runoff diminishes
relative to the incremental increase in required basin volume and, therefore, basra cost. In other words, the
incremental cost increase in the basin would begin to greatly outweigh the incremental increase in pollution
control benefits.

It is important, to note that ultimate pollutant removal effectiveness is not highly sensitive to selection of the
percent annualv, capture. For example, a study in Denver showed that whe~ the annual runoff volume
captured increased from 75%, to 85%, and to 94%, the average annual total suspended sediments removed
increased from 86%, to 88%, and to 90% respectively, a mere 4% gain m pollutant removal for a 20%
increase in annual runoff volume captured (Urbonas et al., 1990). This suggests that the ’~nee of the
curve" is a good smrtin8 point for discussion of a volumetric design standard, but that politically, socially,
and environmentally responsible standards 5 to 10 percent below the ’~nee of the curve" may emerge
during a thorough maximum extent practicable (MEP) analysis conducted at the community level.
Furthermore, refinement of the California BMP Handbooks (Municipal) approach can be accomplished at
the commumty level by redoing the analysis using local rainfall statistics and hydrologic parameters
established by responsible local authorities such as flood control agencies; however, this is not expected to
yield signifieaat differences from the results set forth in the California BMP Handbooks (Municipal).

General Theory for Flow-Based Controls
Flow-based controls am another option for removing ma~y of the same pollutants removed through the
volumetric controls discussed above. Flow-based controls include biofilters such as vegetated swains and
fitter strips, as well as media ~ters. These controls remove pollutants through filtering pnmazily, but also
through some limited settling Because the removal mechamsm, filtering, is fimdamcmagy aifferent than
settling, a di~ereat design approach is needed for these coatzols.

Historical hourly and 15 minute incremental ~ records can be az~lyzed and separated into storm
events using a model such as the UoS. Department of Transportation, Federal ~ghway Administration’s
Synoptic ~ Az=lysis Program (SYNOP). O~ce separated, the relative frequency of storms of
various rnagmtudes can be plott~lo The precipita~on plot for LAX is included for reference: A review of
the LAX plot (and similar plots ttu’ong~out the West) shows that the overwhebnmg majority of all storms
are relatively small. For example, the esbmated I year, 24 hour ra£r~P~ event in Los Angeles is estimated at
1.8 inches, which is larger than approximately 95% of all storms in the basin.

The ranoff ~ results from these smatl storms can calculated using standard hydrologic practices,
accumulated, and then plotted versus event size. The accumulat~xl nmoff plot for LAX is included for
reference. A review of the LAX plot (az~l s~ plots tlvoughont t~ West) shows that a large number of
storms are too small to produce any nmoff, d~t the group of frequent smag storms produce a large
accumulation of nmoff, and tt~ t~ large "flood event" type storms produce only a fracbon of the total
nmoff. For LAX, this curve shows ~ the accumulated ruao~ from all storms up to the previously noted
1o8 inch miZLCag (1-year,-24 hour event) produces approxLmately 90% of ag nmoff produced by the
dra~ge



Suggested Flow-Based BMP Design Criteria

The rainfall-runoff phenomenon described above suggests that flow-based controls designed to treat the
flow from small storms will result in treatment of a substantial majority of all runoff from a particular
drainage area. Bceause drainage area characteristics and the inteusity and duration of rainfall have
substantial impact on the ra~ of runoff ~om a given storm, a design criteria for flow-based controls must
be expressed in terms of an associated return period and event duration. It is suggested that event duration
be that which will result in the peak rate of runoff from a storm of given intensity, and is equal to the time
of concentration of the subject drainage area. It is suggested that the event return period be set such that
the runoff treated will be similar to or greater than the unit basin volume for 100% impervious area at the
target percent eapture rate, which will typically be on the order of a 6 month or 1 year storm.

~

Unfortunately, rainfall intensity and durafioh information is not widely published for the small, frequent
storms of importance to stormwater quality design. A practical alternative approach would be to use 10%
(for impervious areas) of the peak 50 year flow calculated using standard flood control hydrology. This
suggested design standard and multiplier can be refined through a thorough input from local flood control
and hydrology authorities and a maximum extent practicable (MEP) analysis conducted at the community
level.



GENERAL ZONES WITIHN CALIFORNIA FOR SELECTING                                               ~
DETENTION/INFILTRATION SIZING CURVES

ZONE AREA I
GAGE

1 Inland Empire: Westera San Diego, Riverside, Riverside City

S~n Bermu’dino Counties Experimental StOlon (~r/473)

Mojav¢ Desert: Eastern S~n Diego, Riverside, Thermal Airport-

San Bemardino, Los Angelea, Kern Counties Federal Aviation
A~tmini.~on (~S72) and

F’~re Sladon 39 (M~893)

Southern Coastal: I.m Angeles, Orange, Veatura Los Angeles International

Office (~5114)

CeatraI and Northern Coastal: Santa Barba~, Oakland Airport -

San Luis Obispo, Monterey, Santa Craz, Saata Weather Service Office

Clara, San Maim, San Francis, Alamed~ (//6335)

Contra Costa, Western Solano, Napa, Maria,
Sonoma, Mendocino, Trinity and Humboldt

5̄ Southern Central Valley: Kern County Bakersfield Airport -
Weather Service Office (~,42)

6 Mid-Ceatr~l Valley: Kiag~, West~ra Fresno, ~ ¯ Fresno Airport -

W~,~m Tuhu~, W~a IVI~Ie~, bi~.~l, ~d w~ s~de~

Mariposa Counties (#3257)

7 North Ceatr~ Valley: Stanisla~, Saa Iotquin; " Sacramento -.

S~cramanto, Eastern Solsno, Yolo, Colusa, Lake,Weather Ser~i.’ce Office

Glean, Teham~ Butte, Western Newd~, ~nd (ff/633)
Yuba Counties ". " " ~

8 Owe~ Valley: Mono ~ut Inyo Counties Bishop Airport -
Weather Service Office (~822)

9 Sierra: Del Notre, Siskiy~u, Modoc, Shasta, Truckee (P~343) ’

Lxssen, Plum~, Sier~, Eastern Nevada, Placer,
El Dorado, Am~:lor, Calavcras, Tuohu~,                                             .
M~ripom, ~ M~lem, ~ Fre~o, sad

R0069465       !~_



Oakland

HGURE D1.LOCATIONS OF RAIN GAGES
USED FOR SIZING DETENTION/
INFILTRATION BASINS

Municipal l~ndbook D - 3 March, 1993 (Revised)
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Los ,.. ,geles Int’l Airport
40 Hour Detention Storage Analysis
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DIRECTORS

, P~nson

~t Wolf

AMERIC, hT OCEANSB=.. =re Kohn

Je~ Kramer
B~ C~t

KeithAddis September 8, 1999
~

" - ~- :; ’~;~ ’
Sharon ~njamin
Gerald Breslauer Mr. Dennis Dickemon, Executive Officer
Skip S~enham California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Pier~ Brosnan LOS Angeles Region
Warner Chabot 320 W. 4= Street, Suite 200
Richa~ Chaffer LOS Angeles, California 90013
Kelsey Grammer
Brigade Guehr RE: Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans
~lliam Hamner
Hardy Jones Dear Mr. Dickerson:
La~ Kopald
Drew Mushy OR behalf of the members and Board of Directors of Amedcan Oceans Campaign, I
Jimmy Olmes submit the following brief comments on the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans
Christopher R~ve (SUSMPs) submi~ed for approval under the Los Angeles Coun~ Municipal Stormwater Permit

~lano Roosevelt (96-054). This topic will be considered as Agenda Item #14 at the September 16, 1999 meeting
~en Segal of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board.

n Sidamon-

ō~ Include a Numerical Mitigation Measure in the SUSMPs.
Jo= ,~ine Sm~h
Bob Talbot ~S cu~ently dra~ed, the SUSMPs fail to include specific nume~cal mitigation measures
MichaeIVisbal for stormwater. Many of the SUSMPs fail to include even a narrative mitigation measure.

Numerically based performance measures are needed to implement an effective stormwater
David Younkman management program that will gain the suppo~ of the public. Standard Urban Stormwater
~=~,.O,r~,~ Mitigation Plans with measures would assist permi~ees in selecting appropriate Best

Management Practices for managing sto~water and would provide enforcement agencies and
members of the public with the benefit of clearer, enforceable standards.

As a minimally acceptable standard American Oceans Campaign suppo~s the Regional
Board staff recommendation to include a numerical mitigation measure for each SUSMP. The
staff recommendation for a numerical mitigation measure is to be determined by either:

a. the 85= percentile, 24-hour ~noff event determined as the maximized capture
stormwater volume for the area, or
b. a historical-record based reference 24-hour rainfall criterion (.75 inch for the Los
Angeles County area) that achieves the same or greater reduction in pollutant loads
achieved by the 85= percentile 24-hour runoff event.

Along with other environmental groups, we believe that the numerical mitigation
measure which is derived should be applied within the boundaries of the dties as well as
unincorporated areas in Los Angeles County.

" ’ ~ ~" R0069470

725 A";~,ona Avenue, Suite 102, Santa Monica, California 90401 (310) 576-6162 FAX (310) 576-6170
600 F- ~o:’.n~ylvaniaAvenue SE, Suite 210, Washington D.C. 20003 (202) 544-3526 FAX (202) 544-5625

http://www.americanoceens.org



Protect Environmentally Sensitive Areas.

The SUSMPs should follow the precedent established by the recently approved permit for Long
Beach City and provide additional protections for environmentally sensitive areas. There are certain
areas where the impacts of stormwater have an exceptionally detrimental impact on water quality,
habitat, or ecological conditions. These sensitive areas should receive additional protections from the
impacts of development and polluted urban stormwater. We agree with other environmental groups
that a buffer zone of at least 100 feet should be imposed between any development and an
environmentally sensitive area.

Thank you for, considering these comments. I look forward to the Septerrd~er 16t" meeting where these
and other concerns can be raised.

Sincerely,

Ted Morton
California Policy Director

R0069471
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Board of Directors
January 12, 2000

l)res~dent

Rut}~ Lansford
President
We,,d+ of B~Uon~ Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
~,~/7~,, Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

t.... ~ae, cir.-    Los Angeles, California 90013                            -         "
(~uuncilrnember
P..,u, ~,++~,,:er RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment
Cathenne "I\’r rell
t~nvlronment a]
+’dtaa, s D’rector Dear Mr. Dickerson:
Pla\a Vista

~:~,.~-o,,,.~ t~,,.~’,or LOS Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. Brought to
",.,d,. ~ .... this point by extensive development with a complete disregard for the quality and

quantity of runoff generated, today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted
into runoff that builds in toxicity as it crosses parking lots, building sites, industrial
sites, automotive repair garages, ar:d gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the
nation, and little measurable requirements in the municipal storm water permits,
we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for swimming, creeks and
streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose
health risks to aquatic life.

On January 6, 2000, you and the Board have the opportunity to change our course
toward worsening water pollution by adopting the reasonable proposal set forth by
your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or
infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to a three quarter-inch storm. The
Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October
6th editorial as a "promising new approach... [that] could well keep ocean
pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good start in
dealing with a tough problem."



Board of Direclors
January 12. 2000

Pr.,~., Dennis Dickerson
Ruth Laa~sford
r’re~d~nt Page Two
Fnends ot Ballona

S e,re ta~ / Trea mrer

l,,s "kngeles Cit3.
c:.......a,,e.,t,, The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water~,,~, ~;z~t~ pollution in the planning phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to
C~.e.~e -r~,,r~n solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional economy.~.:,,~ .........~t,~ Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two\ t t aJ~rs Director
p~,:. X’~1a billion dollars annually, but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of
~..~.,-,,,,~. D~,.,-,o~ the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the health of the coastline

~...a, ~,~,~ declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) -
and with billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is
impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s
proposal will soon have a transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoff
that invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the health of local aquatic
life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches
annually, for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los
Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to mitigate the effects of urban
runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely)/.-~ ~

, Wendy~Rains./
Executive Director

R0069473

(310) ’}7~r.-0,700 ~ax:(~lO) 57+-.o+~.÷ b~4@ballo~a-,~etlands.org



~ COASTKEI~PER
A PROJECT OF"
ENVIRONM ENT NOW"

COASTKEEPER

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

You have the opportunity to significantly reduce urban runoff, the number one source of
pollution to our coastal and inland waters. In January 2000, I urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your own staffto curb urban runoff: Ensure that
specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or infiltrate 100% of the runoff
generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards
worsening water pollution.

Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoff that builds in toxicity as
it crosses parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas
stations before it is channeled and runs untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous
urban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable requirements in the municipal
storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for swimming,
creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that
pose health risks to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6th editorial as
a "promising new approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening
and help prevent beach closings," and a "good start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution
in the planning phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff
problem. Second, urban runoffis bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles County
coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually, but
these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract
their customers. As the health of the coastline declines, so does business Oust ask any

11777 SAN VICENTE BLVD. SUITE 555 ¯ LOS ANGELES. C;Z~, goo4~a"

(310)820-2322 FAX (310)820-1452
CACOAST@ENVIRONM ENTNOW.ORG

Wa/VW. COAST]KEEPER. 0 RG R0069474



businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with billions of dollars at stake, the health
of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will
soon have a transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our
streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of
the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually, for the health of
our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s
proposal to mitigate the effects of urban runoff fi’om new and redevelopment.

Washko
Director

2                                R0069475



Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Wa~er Quality Conu’ol Board ~
320 W. 4e’ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Staff’Proposal to Reduce Runofffrom New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

You have the opportunity to significantly reduce urban runoff~ the number one source of
pollution to our coastal and inland waters. In January 2000, I urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your own staffto curb urban runoff: Ensure that specified
new and redevelopments capture, treat or infiltrate 100% of the runoff.generated by up to
and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal, you and the Regional
Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water
pollution.

Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoff.that builds in toxicity as
it crosses parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas
stations before it is channeled and runs untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous
urban runoff.problem in the nation, and little measurable requirements in the municipal
storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for swimming,
creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that
pose health risks to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6± editorial as
a "promising new approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and
help prevent beach closings," and a "good start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution
in the planning phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff

problenx Second, urban runoffis bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles County
coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually, but
these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract
their customers. As the health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any
businessperson near Humington Beach) - and with billions of dollars at stake, the health
of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will
soon have a transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our
streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the
60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually, for the health of’ our

R0069476



regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s
proposal to mitigate the effects of urban nmoff’fi’om new and redevelopment.

Sincerdy,

Halli Mason, Vice President
Los Angeles-Santa Moniea Mountains Chapter
California Native Plant Society

t { " ’3 "/0 R0069477
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J’~nu,~,7 19, 2000

Dennis Dickcrson, Executive Director
Los Anodes Regional W~-r Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th SI~, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

Re: Jauu~ 26, 2000 Board Meeting, Agenda Item # 11: Support for Three Quarter - L~h
Standard to Reduce Runoff from New Dvv~lopment ,and Redevelopment

On behatf of our 15,000 California member, th~ Ceatcr for ~ ~on v~lenmes this
opportunity to comment on the proposed Standard Urban Stormw~er Mitigation
(SUSMPs) submitted to the Exevutive Officer pursuant to the requiremems of the Los Angeles
County Municipal Stormwater Permit, Order No. 96-054. CMC urges you to adopt a Slandm’d
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan for ~ Los Angeles County municipalities that requires
mitigation by specified new and w, developme.nt projects of 100% of the runoff generated by the
first three ~ of an inch of ~ wifll no ~ptions. By’adopting this standard, the Regional
Board will have the opportunity to alter significantly our current course towards worsening water
pollution.

The majority of rainfall in the area is conv~ into runoff that builds in toxidty as it crosses
parking lots, building sil~s, indu,stfial sitvs, automotive r~pair garages, and gas statices before it
is channeled and runs un~vat~ into the ocean. With the mos~ iafamous urban runoff problem in
the nation, and few measm’able requirements in the municipal storm water permits, Los Angeles
County’s beaches are frequently unsafe for swimming; and its creeks and streams pose health
risks to aquatic life.

The three quarter-inch standard was suppottvd by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6th
¢xtitorial a~ a "prvznising new appnac.h... [that] oould w~ll ~ or.5~ pollution from
worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a ,good start in dvaling with a tough problem."

The three quarter-inch standard also makvs economic sense. First, reducing storm water
pollution in the planning phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to begin to solve
th¢ runoff problem. Second, controlling urban nmoffbenefits the regional economy. Los
Angeles Coumy coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars
annually, and these businesses are largely dc:pe, ndcm on the health of the coastal resources to
attract their Customers. As the health of the coastlhm declines, so does the tourist business. With
billions of dollars at stake, the he, aRh of our entire regional economy is impacted. The standard

1
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also will help the $10 billion ~d~ ~ tourism economy in tl~ it will ~rve as a model
to ~ ~dopted by other coasU~ Regional Bosrd~.

In a region that is ~y being built and rebuilt, adoption of the three quarter-inch standard
can make a major difference in the amount of pollute~L runoff that invades our streams, rivers and
coastal waters. For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who
visit Los Angeles County beaches annually, fc~ the health of our regional economy, and for a
more livable Los Angeles, we urge you to adopt the three quat~-ineh stmuiard, with no
exceptions, t~ m~tig~te the effects of urban runoff f~om new development m~d redevelopment.

Since~ly,

Linda Sheehm
¯Pollution Programs ~r

lsheehan(~acmc.org

R0069479
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~ January 11, 2000
’,’ATERSHED

Dennis Dickerson
Executive Director

~OA~D O~ D~ECTO~S Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4= Street, Suite 200

CH",ST’NE O~SEN’US. "RES,OE’~ LOS Angeles, California 90013

DrANE HOFFMAN VICE PRES~OENT,,o ,.RO,,,,~ SO.~ A,~ W~’~E~Re: Support for the 3/4 inch standard to reduce runoff from new and

~ ~E,T. sO,,ERS. T’~EAS~RER reueve~opmem

.,,,.,ES ,’, ,~E~,~. SECRE~*R~ Dear Mr. Dickerson:

~,..,~o,.,.,E~,.-.~ ~o,.~ .....~ I recently have had the chance to review the standard urban stormwater
~AR~ ~E~H ~ORR,~,,~ mitigation plan for Los Angeles County and Cities in Los Angeles County.
~A~ ~ c,~’rE, Treatment of the stormwater quality is an essential element for protecting
¯ ,-~ ....~.o~ ~o~.o.-,~=~ local watersheds, and is widely used by many municipalities around the
E,~’.~,,.,E~7~:"’~’~’~ 0,C~,~O~:..~,~,~T~,~:country. I strongly support the three-quarter inch runoff treatment standard
~R,~CES. ,.,,,,~A,, based on past scientific research on the performance of stormwater best

management practices. I have also enclosed a recent article on stormwater
GEORGE HOLBACK~.~o ,....~,,~, ,~E,,~, strategies for arid and semi-arid watersheds that may be helpful in adapting
,~O.ER~ ~OH,~SO,~ effective stormwater practices for your region.

I KETTLER
-~ ~,~_:~_~ ,~E Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed stormwater

,~.-.’~’i~,".~-, .::,.:.., ",EE mitigation plan. Adoption of the three quarter inch standard will help to
EL’ZABETP4R~I~EC*

protect the creeks and coastlines of Los Angeles from the impacts of
~ .-~°’~..~- stormwater pollutants, and represents a fair, equitable and achievable
~ ~ S.ER~A~ threshold for stormwater treatment.

~,,.,~o~ ~,.,E,,~ Si    ely

Thomas R. Schueler
~4E ".DQUARTERS Executive Director

ELLICO’FT CITY MD 21043 CC Mark Gold
~4!S: 461-8323
{4"0:,461-8324 FAX
www cw~oaG attachmentEMAIL: CENTER~CWP ORG

THOMAS R SCHUELER
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

RICHARD A CLAYTON. JR., P,E,

HYE YEONG KWON
,.~S SIST~ ~,,T DIRECTOR

~ \- "Z.qcl R0069480



’11. Stormwater Strategies for Arid
and Semi-Arid Watersheds

W ater supply and flood control have traditer manager. [Note: in some arid and semi-arid water-
tionally dominated watershed planning insheds, most precipitation falls as snow and evapora-
arid and semi-arid climates. Until recenttion rates are much lower. These watersheds are found

years, stormwater quality has simply not been much ofin portions of Alaska and at higher elevations of the
a priority for water resource managers in the west. ThisRocky Mountains and Sierra Nevada. Guidance on
situation is changing rapidly, as fast growing commu-stormwater strategies for these dry but cold watersheds
nities are responding to both emerging water qualitycan be found in Caraco (1997)].
problems and new federal regulations. In particular,
larger cities in the west have gradually been dealing Thisarticlereviewsstrategies a;~-~.t.~,~~:,~:.-,~.,~~
with stormwater quality to meet the requirements offor managing stormwater in re- Soon, thousands more smallerthe first phase of EPA’s municipal stormwater NPDESgions of scarce water based on an communities will need toprogram. Soon, thousands more smaller communitiesextensive survey of 30 stormwa- develop stormwater qualitywill need to develop stormwater quality programster managers from arid and semi- prograr~s.when the second phase of this national stormwaterarid regions. Next, the article ex-
regulatory program is rolled out later this year. plores how source control, better ;;;~’~2’:’£:~~~:’~~

site design and stormwater prac-
At first glance, it seems ludicrous to considertices can be adapted to meet the demanding conditions

managing the quality of stormwater in arid regionsposed by arid and semi-arid climates. It begins by
where storms are such a rare and generally welcomeexamining the environmental factors that make storm-
event-- sort of like selling combs at a bald convention,water management in arid and semi-arid watersheds so
The urban water resources of the southwest, however,unique and challenging. As a consequence, stormwa-
are strongly influenced by stormwater runoff and byter strategies for the west are often fundamentally
the watershed development that increases it. Indeed,different from those originally developed for more
the flow of many urban streams in the southwest ishumid regions. Some of the fundamental differences
generated almost entirely by human activity: by urbanare outlined in Table I and are described in detail in the
storm flow, irrigation return flow and wastewaterfollowing text.
effluent. Thus, the quality of both surface water and
groundwater in urbanizing areas of arid
and semi-arid regions of the southwest is
strongly shaped by urbanization.

For purposes of this article, arid wa-
tersheds are defined as those that receive
less than 15 inches of rain each year.
Semi-arid watersheds get between 15 and
35 inches of rainfall, and have a distinct
dry season where evaporation greatly ex-
ceeds rainfall. In contrast, humid water-
sheds are defined as those that get at least
35 inches of rain each year, and often
much more. There are many arid and
semi-arid watersheds, most of which are
located in fast growing regions of the
western United States (Figure 1). Low
annual rainfall, extensive droughts, high ["1 ~taH ~ ~ ~intensity storms and high evaporation rates

¯ are characteristic of these watersheds, and ¯ ~a~a~ ~5 in. ~5 ¯
I present many challenges to the stormwa- I-1 R~aI~, a~,n

t ~ - ~c,~ R0069481



drainage network of arid watersheds. Without such
indicators, it is difficult to define the qualities that
merit protection in ephemeral streams. Clearly, the
goals and purposes of stream protection need to be

Aquatic resources and management objectives reinterpreted for ephemeral stream channels, and can-
are fundamentally different not be imported from humid regions.

Rainfall depths are much lower
In humid watersheds, the first objective of storm-

Evaporation rates are much higher water management is the protection of perennial
streams, with goals such as maintaining pre-develop-

Pollutant concentratio ns in stormwater are muchment flow rates, habitat conditions, water quality and
greater biological diversity. In contrast, the objectives for

stormwater management in most arid watersheds areVegetative cover is sparse in the watershed
ultimately driven either by flood control or the quality

Sediment movement is great of a distant receiving water, such as a reservoir, estu-
ary, ocean, or an underground aquifer. Witness someDry weather flow is rare, unless return flows are of the recent water quality problems in arid and semi-

~resent arid watersheds for which stormwater is suspected to
be primarily responsible: beach closures along theAquatic resources and management objectives are Southern California coast, trash and floatables washed

fundamentally different into marinas in Santa Monica, nutrient enrichment in
The rivers of arid regions are dramatically differ-recreational reservoirs like Cherry Creek Reservoir in

ent from their humid counterparts. Some idea of theseDenver and Town Lake in Austin, trace metals viola-
differences can be seen by companng the dynamics oftions in the estuarine waters of San Francisco Bay, or
an arid river to a humid one (see Box 1). The differ-concerns about the quality and quantity of groundwa-
ences are even more profound for the smaller urbanter recharge in aquifers of San Antonio and Austin.
streams in arid watersheds. In fact, it is probablyUsually, the only local concern is preventing the loss of
appropriate to refer to them as gullies or arroyos rathercapacity of irrigation channels or storage reservoirs
than streams, since they rarely have a perennial flow ofcaused by sedimentation.
water. Many of the physical, chemical and biological
indicators used to define stream quality in humid Groundwater is a particularly valued water re-
watersheds simply do not apply to the ephemeralsource in arid and semi-arid watersheds. Many fast-
washes and arroyos that comprise the bulk of thegrowing westert: communities are highly reliant on

Box I An Arid River Runs Through It

Consider, for a moment, the characteristics of the South Platte River as it runs through Denver,
Colorado, as chronicled by Harris et al (1996). Flow in the South Platte river is extremely variable with

a few thunderstorms and the spring snow melt causing a half dozen dramatic peaks in discharge.
Normally, however, river flows quite low, falling below the average daily flow level some 354 days a

year. Much of the flow in the South Platte has been spoken for: it has been estimated that dver water is
used and returned back to the river from three to seven times before it leaves the state (primarily due

to upstream water appropriations for irrigation). Most of the time, the river’s flow is sustained by
municipal wastewater effluent flows, which contribute about 90% of the river’s daily flow during most of
the year. Indeed, without wastewater and irrigation flows, the river would frequently run dry (as it had

prior to settlement). The river continues to strongly interact with groundwater, and much of the flow
moves underground. The South Platte is very warm, with summer surface water temperatures exceed-

ing 30 degrees Celsius (and fluctuating by as much as 15 degrees each day).

From a water quality standpoint, the South Platte frequently suffers from oxygen depletion, and has
high concentrations of dissolved salts and nitrogen. Prior to settlement, the South Platte River was not
believed to have riparian forest corridors, but in recent years, introduced species have become well
established along many parts of the river. The quality of river habitat is generally regarded as poor,
due to low flows, sandy, shifting substrates, and a lack of channel structure and woody debris. The

river’s channel continually changes in response to extreme variations in both flow and sediment
supply. These extremely variable conditions are not conducive to a diverse aquatic habitat for aquatic

insects or fish. For example, fewer than a dozen fish species inhabit the South Platte River, as
compared to 30 or more that might be found in a humid region.

R0069482
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Rainfall Statistics

City Annual Days of 90% Annual Two Year, Ten Year,
Rainfall Rain per Rainfall Evaporation 24 Hour 24 Hour

Ye ar Eve nt Ra te Storm Storm
Washington, DC 38 67 1.2 48 3.2 5.2

Dallas, TX 35 32 1.1 66 4.0 6.5

Austin, TX 33 49 1.4 80 4.1 7.5

Denver, CO 15 37 0.7 60 1.2 2.5

Los Angeles, CA 12 22 1.3 60 2.5 4.0

Boise, ID 11 48 0.5 53 1.2 1.8

Phoenix, AZ 7.7 29 0.8 82 1.4 2.4

Las Vegas, NV 4 10 0.7 120 1.0 2.0

groundwater resources, and it is becoming a limitingis smaller than that of semi-arid and humid watersheds
factor for some. On a national basis, groundwater(Table 2). For example, the rainfall depth associated
provides 39% of the public water supply. In the aridwith the two-year 24-hour storm in most arid water-
and semi-arid southwest, however, groundwatersourcessheds ranges from 1.0 to 1.4 inches, which is roughly
comprise 55% of the water supply (Maddock andequal to the typical water quality storm for a humid
Hines, 1995). Consequently, these communities havewatershed. Similarly, thera!nfalldepth for theten-year
a strong interest in both the recharge and protection of24-hour storm in most arid watersheds ranges from
groundwater on which they depend, two to three inches, which is roughly equivalent to the

depth of a two-year storm in a semi-arid or humid
Rainfall Depths Are Much Smaller watershed. Consequently, stormwater managers in arid

Table 2 compares a series of rainfall statistics forregions can fully treat the quality and quantity of
eight arid, semi-arid and humid cities and documentsstormwater with about a third to a half of the storage
that it rarely rains in arid watersheds. For example, inneeded in humid or semi-arid watersheds, with all
the fast growing Las Vegas, Nevada region, rainfallsother factors being equal.
greater than a tenth of an inch occur, on average, less
than ten days a year. Not only does rain seldom fall, not Even though the rainfall depths in arid watersheds
much falls when it does. For example, 90% of allarelower, watershed development can greatly increase
rainfall events in a given year are usually less than O.50peak discharge rates during rare flood events. For
to 0.80 inches in arid watersheds, compared to 1.0 toexample, Guay (1996) examined how development
1.5 inches in humid watersheds. If a "90% rule" washad changed the frequency of floods in arid water-
used in many arid regions, the water quality stormsheds around Riverside, California.
would be roughly half that of most semi-add andOvertwodecades, impervious cover~, ~’~~",’~:’~’.’;,~
humid watersheds, which would greatly reduce theincreased from 9% to 22% in theseWatershed development cansize, land consumption and cost of structural practicesfast-growing watersheds. As a di-greatly increase peak dischargethat need to be built. In many cases, the entire waterrect result, Guay determined thatrates during rare flood events.quality storm could be disposed of on-site throughpeak flow rate at gauged stations for
better site design, without the need for structural prac_the two-year storm event had;~~~.:’~:,~
tices. It should be noted that there are some significantclimbed by more than 100%, and
exceptions to this rule. Los Angeles, for example,that the average annual stormwater
experienceshigherrainfalldepthsduetointensecoastalrunoff volume had climbed by 115% to 130% over the
storms in the winter, especially in el Nine years, same time span.

While intense storms cause the flash flooding thatEvaporation Rates are Greater
is so characteristic of the west, it is also important to High evaporation rates are a great challenge in
keep in mind that the depth of rainfall in these stormsarid and semi-arid watersheds. Low rainfall combined
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with high evaporation usually means that stored wateroffers little protection against soil erosion. Lrrigation
will be lost water. In Las Vegas, for example, annualis required to establish dense and vigorous cover,
rainfall is a scant four inches, while pan evaporationwhich may not be sensible or economical given scarce
exceeds ten feet (See Table 2). Consequently, it iswater resources. In addition, high flows released from
virtually impossible to maintain a pond or wetland instorm drains frequently accelerate downstream ero-

an arid watershed without a supple-sion since channels are also sparsely vegetated. Fi-
mental source of water(see Saundersnally, many stormwater practices require dense veg-

;r.~,~.:’~~:~:.’.~.~:~~ and Gilroy, 1997; Technical Noteetative cover to perform properly (e.g., grass swales
As streams urbanize, d~ I 1 l). Evaporation also greatly ex-are often not practical in arid watersheds, given the
weather flow can actually ceeds rainfall for many months ofdifficulty to establish and maintain turf).

increase, the year in semi-arid watersheds, and
requires special pond design tech-Sediment Movement Is Greater

;~-2~.:’~~:~’~.~ niques.                              Stream channels in arid and semi-arid watersheds

move a lot of sediment when they flow. For example,
Pollutant Concentrations in Stormwater Are OftenTrimble (1997) found that stream channel erosion
Higher supplied more than two thirds of the annual sediment

The pollutant concentration of stormwater runoffyield of an urban San Diego Creek. He concluded that
from arid watersheds tends to be higher than that ofthe higher flows due to watershed urbanization had
humid watersheds. This is evident in Table 3, whichgreatly accelerated the erosion of arroyos, over and
compares event mean concentrations (EMCs) fromabove the increases caused by grazing, climate and
five arid or semi-arid cities to the national average forriparian management. Channel erosion can be particu-
several common stormwater pollutants. As can belarly severe along road ditches that experience higher
seen, the concentration of suspended sediment, phos-stormwater flows, which not only increases sediment
phorus, nitrogen, carbon and trace metals in stormwa-erosion but also creates chronic ditch maintenance
ter runoff from arid and semi-arid watersheds consis-problems.
tently exceeds the national average, which is heavily
biased toward humid watersheds. In addition, bacteriaDry WeatherFlowsAreRare, Unless Supplemented by
levels are often an order of magnitude higher in aridReturn Water
regions (Chang, 1999). Most small streams in arid watersheds are gullies

or arroyos that only flow during and shortly after
The higher pollutant concentrations in arid water-infrequent storm events. As streams urbanize, how-

sheds can be explained by several factors. First, sinceever, dry weather flow can actually increase. Human
rain events are so rare, pollutants have more time tosources of dry weather flow include return flows from
build up on impervious surfaces compared to humidlawn and landscape watering, car washing, and sur-
regions. Second, pervious areas produce high sedi-face discharges of treated wastewater. For example,
merit and organic car-
bon concentrations be-
cause the sparse veg-
etative cover does little
to prevent soil erosion
in uplands and along
channels when it does
rain. The strong effect
of upland and channel
erosion can be detected
when stormwater
samples are taken from
channels, but are less
pronounced in storm-
water outfall pipes.

Vegetative Cover is
Sparse in the Water-
shed

Native vegetative
cover is relatively
sparse in arid and semi-
arid watersheds, and
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tMizell and French (1995) found that excess water froming services. Targeting is also used to reach homeowners
residential and commercial landscape irrigation andwith specific water conserx~ation, car washing, fertili-
construction site dewatering greatly increased rate andzation and pesticide messages (see On Watershed
duration of dry weather flow in a Las Vegas Creek, andEducation).
was sufficiently reliable to be the primary irrigation
source for a downstream golf course. Street sweeping. Street sweeping seeks to remove the

buildup of pollutants that have been deposited along
Stormwater Strategies for Arid and Semi-Aridthe street or curb, using vacuum assisted sweeper
Watersheds trucks. The pollutant removal

performance of a new genera- ~’~-~:.:’.~..~~~
Watershed managers need to carefully choosetion of street sweeper was re- Better site design presents astormwater practices that can meet the demandingcently reviewed in Technical

great opportunity to minimizeclimatic conditions and water resource objectives ofNote 103. While researchers    impervious cover and stormwa-
arid and semi-arid watersheds. Communities can em-continuetodebatewhetherstreet ter impacts in the west.pity three broad strategies: aggressive source control,sweepers can achieve optimal
better site design, and application of "western" storm-performance under real-world ~r.~o.~.~’~:-~"~.~.~.-.=x:;~.~
water practices. Some of the key trends in each of thesestreet conditions, most concede
areas are described below, that street sweeping should be more effective in areas

that have distinct wet and dry seasons (CDM, 1993),
Aggressive Source Control which is a defining characteristic of arid and semi-arid

watersheds.
The term "source control" encompasses a series of

practices to prevent pollutants from getting into theStorm drain inlet clean outs. One of the last lines of
storm drain system in the first place. The practicesdefense to prevent pollutants from entering the storm
include pollution prevention, street sweeping, anddrain system is to catch them in the storm drain inlet.
more frequent clean outs of storm drain inlets. EachMineart and Singh (1994) reported that monthly or
practice acts to reduce the accumulation of pollutantseven quarterly clean outs of sediment in storm drain
on impervious surfaces or within the storm draininlets could reduce stormwater pollutant loads to the
system during dry weather, thereby reducing the sup-San Francisco Bay by 5% to 10%. Currently, few
ply of pollutants available for wash off when it rains,communities clean out their storm drain inlets more

than once a year, but a more aggressive effort by public
Pollution prevention. Pollution prevention seeks toworks to clean out storm drains prior to the onset of the
change behaviors at residential, commercial and in-wet season could be a viable strategy in some commu-
dustrial sites to reduce exposure of pollutants to rain-nities.
fall. Almost all arid stormwater managers considered
pollution prevention measures to be an integral ele-Better Site Design
ment of their stormwater management program, on par
with the use of structural stormwater practices (Caraco, Better site design clearly presents great opportu-
1997). Indeed, many western communities have pie-nities to reduce impervious cover and stormwater
neered innovative pollution prevention programs (seeimpacts in the west, but has not been widely imple-
On Watershed Education, this issue). These programsmented to date. Indeed, the "California" development
focus on educating homeowners and businesses onstyle, with its wide streets, massive driveways, and
how they can reduce or prevent pollutants from enter-huge cul-de-sacs has been copied in many western
ing the storm drain system when it’s not raining, communities and arguably produces more impervious

cover per home or business than any other part of the
In recent years, western communities have beencountry (Figure 2). While the popularity of the Cali-

targeting their educational message to more specificfornia development style reflects the importance of the
groups and populations (see On Watershed Education,car in shaping communities, it is also a strong reaction
this issue). For example, Los Angeles County hasagainst the arid and semi-arid landscape. The brown
identified seven priority categories for intensive em-landscape is not green or pastoral, and many residents
ployee training in industrial pollution prevention --consider concrete and turf to be a more pleasing and
auto scrap yards, auto repair, metal fabrication, motorfunctional land cover than the dirt and shrubs they
freight, chemical manufacturing, car dealers, and gasreplace.
stations-- on the basis of their hotspot potential and
their numerical dominance (Swammikannu, 1998). In While the techniques and benefits of better site
the Santa Clara Valley of California, the three keydesign have been extensively profiled in the last issue
priorities for intensive commercial pollution preven-of Techniques (3:2), it is worth discussing how these
tion training are car repair, construction, and landscap-techniques can be adapted for western developments.
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A key adaptation is to incorporate the concept of"storm-conservation is also a high priority.
water harvesting" into residential and commercial
development design (COT, 1996). Water harvesting is Bettersitedesignprinciplesalsoneedtobe adapted
an ancient concept that involves capturing runoff fromfor fire safety in Western communities adjacent to
rooftops and other impervious surfaces and using it forchaparral vegetation that are prone to periodic wild-
drinking water or to irrigate plants (e.g., the cistern). Infires. In some case, vegetation setbacks must be in-
a more modem version, rooftop runoff is spread overcreased in these habitats to protect developments from
landscaping areas or the yard, with the goal for completedangerous wildfires (CWP, 1998).
disposal of runoffon the property for storm events up to
the two-year storm (which ranges from one to twoDeveloping Western Stormwater Practices
inches in most arid and semi-arid climates. For ex-
ample, the City of Tucson recommends 55 gallons of Given the many challenges and constraints that
storage per 300 to 600 square feet of rooftop for residen-arid and semi-arid watersheds impose, managers need
tial bioretention areas (COT, 1996). In higher densityto adapt and modify stormwater practices that were
settings, it may be more practical to store water in a rainoriginally developed in humid watersheds. In our
barrel or cistern for irrigation use during dry periods,stormwater managers survey, four recurring principles

emerged on how to design "western" stormwater prac-
When water harvesting is aggressively pursued,tices that are suited to the challenging climate and

stormwater runoff is produced only from the impervi-water resource problems of arid and semi-arid water-
ous surfaces that are directly connected to the roadwaysheds:
system. Denver has utilized a similar strategy program
to disconnect impervious areas and reduce the amount1. Carefully select and adapt stormwater practices
of stormwater pollution (DUDFC, 1992). A usefulfor arid watersheds
guide on these techniques has also been produced for2. Minimize irrigation needs for stormwater prac-
the San Francisco Bay area (BASMAA, 1997). Waterrices
harvesting may also prove to be a useful stormwater3. Protect groundwater resources and encourage re-
retrofitting strategy, particularly in regions where watercharge

Pollutant National Phoenix, Boise, Denver, San Jose, Dallas,
AZ Idaho Colorado California Texas

Source (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Rainfall ! 7.1 inches 12 inches 13 inches 14 inches 28 inches

N 2-3000 40 15 35 67 32

TSS 78.4 227 116 * 384 258 663

BOD 14.1 109 89 nd 12.3 12
COD 62.8 239 261 227 nd 106

Total N 2.39 3.26 4.13 4.80 nd 2.70

Total P 0.32 0.41 0.75 0.80 0.83 # 0.78

Soluble P 0.13 0.17 0.47 nd nd nd

Copper 14 47 34 60 58 40

Lead 68 72 46 250 105 330

Zinc 162 204 342 350 500 54 0

References: (1): Smullen and Cave, 1998, (2) Lopes et al, 1995 (3)Kjelstrom, 1995 (computed)
(4) DRCOG, 1983, (5) WCC, 1992 (computed) (6) Brush etal, 1995.
Notes: nd= no data, #= small sample size * = ouffall pipe samples
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4. Reduce downstream channel erosion and protectWet Ponds. Wet ponds are often impractical in arid
from upland sediment watersheds since it is not possible to maintain a perma-

nent pool without supplemental water, and the ponds
1. Carefully select and adapt stormwater practices forbecome stagnant between storms. Wet ponds are fea-
arid watersheds sible in some semi-arid watersheds, on the other hand,

Some stormwater practices developed in humidwhen carefully designed. Performance monitoring stud-
watersheds are simply not applicable to arid water-ies have demonstrated that wet ponds exhibit greater
sheds, and most others require major modifications topollutant removal than other stormw.ater practices in
be effective (Table 4). Even in semi-arid watersheds,Austin, Texas, at a lower cost per volume treated (COA,
design criteria for most stormwater practices need to1998, and Technical Note XX). In arid and semi-arid
be revised to meet performance and maintenance ob-climates, wet ponds can require supplemental water to
jectives. The following section highlights some of themaintain a stable pool elevation. Saunders and Gilroy
major design and performance differences to consider(1997) reported that 2.6 acre-feet per year of supple-
for major stormwater practices, mental water were needed to maintain a permanent pool

of only 0.29 acre-feet. Generally speaking, stormwater
Extended Detention (ED) Dry Ponds. The most widelydesigners working in semi-arid watersheds should de-
utilized stormwater practices in arid and semi-aridsign for a variable pool level that can have as much as a
watersheds were dry ponds, according to the Center’sthree-foot draw down during the dry season. The use of
survey (Figure 3). Most were designed exclusively forwetland plants along the pond’s shoreline margin can
flood control, but can be easily modified to providehelp conceal the drop in water level, but managers will
greater treatment ofstormwater quality. While dry EDneed to reconcile themselves to chronic algal blooms,
ponds are not noted for their ability to remove solublehigh densities of aquatic plants and occasional odor
pollutants, they are reasonably effective in removingproblems. The City of Austin has prepared useful wet
sediment and other pollutants associated with particu-pond design criteria to address these issues (COA,
late matter (see Technical Note 95). In addition, ED1997).
ponds can play a key role in downstream channel
protection, if the appropriate design storm is selected,Stormwater Wetlands. Few communities recommend
and adequate upstream pretreatment is incorporated,the use of stormwater wetlands in either arid or semi-
Dry extended detention is the most feasible pondarid watersheds. Once again, the draw down rates caused
practice in arid watersheds, since they do not require aby evaporation make it difficult to impossible to main-
permanent pool of water, tain standing water that can sustain emergent wetland

plants, unless copious subsidies of supplemental water



are supplied. One interesting exception was a gravel-ter in both arid and semi-arid watersheds. Sand filters
based wetland that treated parking lot runoK in Phoe-require no supplemental water and can be used with
nix, Arizona (Wass and Fox, 1995). While the wetlandalmost any soil type. Still, the basic sand filter design
did require some supplemental water, evaporation wascontinues to evolve to counter the tough design condi-
reduced by the overlying gravel bed, and the wetlandtions found in these regions. For example, Urbonas
achieved relatively high removal rates ofoil and grease.(1997) evaluated sand filter performance in Denver,

Colorado, and concluded that designs need to be modi-
Sand Filters. Sand filters continue to be one of the most fled to account for the greater sediment buildup in arid
common practices used to treat the quality ofstormwa- regions (Technical Note 100). Urbonas found that the

Stormwater Arid Semi-Arid
P ractice Watershed s Wate rsheds

ED Dry Ponds PREFERRED ACCEPTABLE
multiple storm ED dry or wet forebay needed
stable pilot channels
"dry" forebay

Wet Ponds NOT RECOMMENDED LIMITED USE
evaporation rates are too high to liners to prevent water loss
maintain a normal pool require water balance analysis
without extensive use of scarce design for a variable rather
water than permanent normal pool

use water sources such as AC
condensate for pool
aeration unit to prevent
stagnation

Stormwater NOT RECOMMENDED LIMITED USE
Wetlands evaporation rates too great to require supplemental water

maintain wetland plants submerged gravel wetlands
can help reduce water loss

Sand Filters PREFERRED PREFERRED
requires greater pretreatment refer to COA, 1 997 for design
exclude pervious areas criteria

Bioretention MAJOR MODIFICATION MAJOR MODIFICATION
no irrigation use runoff to supplement
better pretreatment irrigation
treat no pervious area use xeriscaping plants
xeriscape plants or no plants avoid trees
replace mulch with gravel replace mulch with gravel

Rooftop Infiltration PREFERRED PREFERRED
dry well design for recharge of recharge rooftop runoff on-site
residential rooftops unless the land use is a hotspot

Infiltration MAJOR MODIFICATION MAJOR MODIFICATION
no recharge for hotspot land uses no recharge for hotspot land
treat no pervious area uses
multiple pretreatment treat no pervious area
soil limitations multiple pretreatment

Swale= NOT RECOMMENDED LIMITED USE
n ot recom men ded fo r pollutant limited use unless irrigated
removal, but rock berms and grade rock berms and grade control
control needed for open channels to essential to prevent erosion in
arevent channel erosion open channels
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test sand filter quickly became clogged with sedimentturf can only be maintained in these arid conditions
after just a few storms, and recommended that sandthrough the use of spr~nlder irrigation systems. The
filters include a more frequent sediment clean outpollutant removal performance of swales in arid and
regime, an increase in the filter bed size, and upstreamsemi-arid watersheds appears to be mixed (Table 5).
detention to provide greater sediment pretreatment.Poor to negative pollutant removal performance was
Some additional research on the performance andreported in a Denver swale that was not irrigated
longevity of sand filters in the semi-arid climate of(Urbonas, 1999-personalcommunication).Inthesemi-
Austin, Texas can be found in TechnicalNotes 111 andarid climate of Austin, Texas, Barter et al (1998)
I 12 (this issue), reported excellent pollutant removal in two highway

swales that were vegetated but not irrigated. Similar
Bioretention. The use of bioretention as a stormwaterperformance was also noted in a non-irrigated swale
treatment practice is not very common in many west-monitored by the City of Austin (COA, 1997).
ern communities at the present time. Clearly, this
practice will require extensive modification to work in2. Minimize irrigation needs for stormwaterpractices
arid watersheds. This might entail xeriscape plantings, In arid climates, all sources of water, including
use of gravel instead of mulch as ground cover, andstormwater runoff, need to be viewed as a resource. It
better pretreatment. Sprinklerirrigationofbioretentionseems senseless, therefore, to irrigate a practice with
areas should be avoided. 50 inches of scarce water a year so that it can be ready

to treat the stormwater runoff produced from l 0 inches
Infiltration Practices. While a number of communitiesof rain a year. Still, irrigation of stormwater practices
allowed the use of infiltration in arid and semi-aridthe 183 and Walnut Creek sites. In our survey of
watersheds, few encouraged its use. Two concernsstormwater managers, 65% reported that irrigation
were frequently cited as the reason for lack of enthusi-was commonly used to establish and maintain veg-
asm for structural infiltration. The first concern wasetated cover for most stormwater practices.
that infiltration practices are too susceptible to rapid
clogging, given the high erosion rates that are custom- Irrigation should be limited to practices that meet
ary in arid and semi-arid watersheds. The secondsome otherlandscapingorrecreational need in acom-
concern was that untreated stormwater could poten-munity and would be irriga.ted anyway, such as land-
tiaIly contaminate the aquifers that are used for ground-scaping islands in commercial areas and road rights of
water recharge, way. Irrigation may also be a useful strategy for dry ED

ponds that are designed for dual use, i.e., facilities that
Swales. The use of grass swales for stormwater treat-serve as a ballfield or community park during the dry
merit was rarely reported for arid watersheds, but wasseason. Even when irrigation is used, practices should
much more common in semi-arid conditions. Grassbe designed to "harvest" stormwater, and therefore
swales are widely used as a stormwater practice inreduce irrigation needs. Landscapers should also con-
residential developments in Boise, Idaho, but the densesider planting native drought resistant plant material to

Highway 183 median Walnut Creek City of Austin Swale

Parameter Mass Load Reduction (%)

TSS 89 87 68

COD 68 69 33

TP 55 45 43

TKN 46 54 32

Nitrate 59 36 (-2)

Zinc 93 79 ns

Lead 52 31 ns

i ns = not sampled. Fecal coliform and fecal strep removals were negative at the 183 and Walnut
Creek sites.
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reduce water consumption. Bioengineering options to stabilize downstream chan-
nels in arid watersheds are limited, and often require

3. Protect groundwater resources and encourage re-erosion control blankets to retain moisture and seeds,
charge as well as extensive irrigation.

In many arid communities, protection of ground-
water resources is the primary driving force behindUpstream erosion quickly reduces the capacity of any
stormwater treatment. Ironically, early efforts to usestormwater practice in an a_rid or semi-arid watershed,
stormwater to recharge groundwater have resulted indue to sparse vegetation cover and erosion from up-
some groundwater quality concerns. In Arizona, forstream gullies, ditches, or channels. Designers have
example, stormwater was traditionally injected into l0several options to deal with this problem. The most
to 40 foot deep dry wells to provide for groundwatereffective option is to locate the practice so that it can
recharge. Concerns were raised that deep injectiononly accept runofffrom impervious areas, particularly
could increase the risk of localized groundwater con-for infiltration, sand filters and bioretention. Even
tamination, sinceuntreatedstormwatercan be asourcethen, the practice will still be subject to sediment
of pollutants, particularly if the proposed land use istransported by the wind.
classified as a stormwater hotspot.

All stormwater practices in arid and semi-arid
Wilson et al (1990) evaluated the risk of dry wellwatersheds require greater pretreatment than in humid

stormwater contamination in Pima County, Arizona,watersheds. Seventy percent of the arid stormwater
and determined that dry wells had elevated pollutantmanagers surveys reported that sediment clogging and
concentrations in local groundwater. The build up ofdeposition problems were a major design and mainte-
pollutant levels that had occurred over several decadesnance problem for nearly all of their stormwater prac-
tended to be localized, and did not exceed drinkingrices.
water standards. Still, it is important to keep in mind
that dry wells and other injection recharge methods Even though not all upstream erosion can be
should only be used to infiltrate relatively "clean"prevented, designers can compensate for sediment

runoff, such as residential roofs. Otherbuildup within the stormwater practice itself. Pretreat-
~r,~-z’~:’~~,’~;~ surface infiltration practices, such asment and over-sizing can prevent the loss ofstorage or

In many arid communities, trenches and basins, can also poten-clogging associated with sediment deposition. As
protection of groundwater tially contaminate groundwater unlessnoted in Technical Note 112, rock berms or vertical

.sources is the primary drivingthey are carefully designed for runoffgravel filters are ideally suited as a pretreatment de-
force behind stormwater treat- pretreatment, provide a significant soilvice.

ment. separation distance to the aquifer, and
;’,’,’~,~.’,,~~:~;~~ are not used on "hot spot" runoff sites. Most stormwater managers surveyed indicated

that sediment cleanout regimes for stormwater prac-
4. Design to reduce channel erosion tices need to be more frequent in arid and semi-arid

Above all, the western stormwater practice mustwatersheds, with removal after major storms and at a
be designed to reduce downstream erosion in ephem-minimum, once a year. Lastly, stormwater managers
eral channels, while at the same time protecting itselfconsistently emphasized the need for better upland
from sediment deposition from upstream sources. Thiserosion control during construction. A full 65% of the
is a daunting challenge for any engineer, but themandgers reported that upstream erosion and sediment
following ideas can help. control was a major emphasis during their stormwater

plan review.
With respect to downstream channel erosion, de-

signers will need to clamp down on the storm eventsSummary
that produce active erosion in channels. This might
entail the design of ponds or basins that can provide 12 It is clear that stormwater managers in arid and
hours of extended detention for the one-year returnsemi-arid climates cannot simply import the stormwa-
interval storm event (which is usually no more than anter programs and practices that were originally devei-
inch or two in most arid and semi-arid watersheds),oped for humid watersheds. Instead, they will need to
Local geomorphic assessment will probably be neededdevelop stormwater solutions that combine aggressive
to set channel protection criteria, and these hydraulicsource control, better site design and stormwater prac-
studies are probably the most critical research prioritytices in a distinctly western context. Regulators, in
in both arid and semi-arid watersheds today. Withoutturn, need to recognize that western climates, terrain
ED channel protection, designers must rely on clumsyand water resource objectives are different, and be
and localized engineering techniques to protect ditchesflexible and willing to experiment with new approaches
and channels from eroding, such as grade control, rockin municipal stormwater programs. Lastly, stormwater
berms, rip-rap, or even concrete lined channels,managers from arid and semi-arid watersheds must
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work more closely together to share experiences about CO. 240 pp.
the stormwater solutions that work and fail. It is only
through this dialogue that western communities canGlick, R., G. Chang and M. Barret. 1998. Monitoring
gradually engineer stormwater practices that are rug- and evaluation ofstormwater quality control ba-
ged enough to withstand the demanding challenges of sins. Water Environment Federation Speciality
the arid and semi-arid west. Conference. Proceedings Watershed Management:

Moving from Theory to Implementation. Denver,
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COALITION FOR

10780 Santa Monica Blvd., Suite 210 ¯ Los Angeles, CA 90025
(310) 44! -1544 ¯ FAX (310) 446-4362 ¯ E-mail airclean@igc.org

January 20, 2000
,

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director ~-..~
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board -
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

re: Stormwater Runoff Standards

Dear Mr. Dickerson,

As you know, on January 26t~ the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board will be
considering a staff proposal to require new and redevelopments to treat or infiltrate 100% of the
runoff from up to and including a .75 inch storm. This three quarter-inch, 24-hour storm standard
is a reasonable and necessary step toward clean coastal and inland waters. Unfortunateb’, the
proposal is also riddled with unnecessary and crippling exemptions. As Executive Director of the
Coalition for Clean Air, I am writing in order to urge you to adopt this proposal, but only a~er
eliminating exemptions such as the rooRop, small restaurant, local practices, and impracticability
exceptions.

Urban storm water runoff, as a non-point source of water pollution, is a serious environmental
threat. Your proposal should be guided throughout by the goal of reducing storm water pollution
loads to the maximum extent practicable, and should seek to minimize the amount of stormwater
directed to impermeable areas and to maximize the percentage of permeable surface in all
categories of development and redevelopment.

While adoption of a three quarter-inch, 24-hour storm standard is the right way to move forward,
it will only be effective ira host of unnecessary exemptions are eliminated from the proposal.
One of the worst of the exemptions included in the current proposal is the RooRop Exclusion,
which could actually have the effect of encouraging largerrooftops, and therefore less permeable
surface, area~ per site. Furthe..-m, ore, rooftop runoffis allowed to byp,-ss m,-’tigation measures and
may pass directly into street gutters and storm drains, despite the fact that rooftops collect aerial
pollutants. There is no justification of this exemption within the context of efforts to achieve
water quality improvements.

Other exemptions further weaken the proposed rule. All restaurants, regardless of size, are
potential sources of polluted runoff, and should be included within the rule’s provisions.
Furthermore, you should adopt a proposal that allows for effective, even-handed enforcement of
SUSMP requirements. We are concerned that effective enforcement will be compromised by
current language which gives deference to existing local practices and which allows for "so-
called" impracticability waivers. Finally, we would like to see regulation of runoff from parking
lots of all types, including a list of BMPs applicable to all parking lots.

¯ L .~ , : R0069492



As a recent L.A. Times series made clear, toxic pollution of Santa Monica Bay, and other coastal
areas is a worsening problem, and the solutions available to solve this problem are limited and
often expensive. Besides endangering public health, polluted stormwater runoff endangers
aquatic life, in streams and rivers, as well as offshore. Luckily, you have the opportunity to adopt
a proposal that is both effective, and practical.

Clean beaches and streams are important not only for public health and aquatic wildlife, but for
our economy as well. Coastal tourism and recreation supports many Southern California
businesses, and as our coastline becomes polluted their business declines - and our entire regional
economy is affected. Reducing stormwater pollution at the construction phase is in fact the most
cost-effective way to tackle this complex problem.

Of course this solution is not cost-free, but it is critical that we anticipate the effects of new
developments, and their costs to the public, so that those problems can be mitigated at the outset,
and anticipated as one of the costs of new development. This is not only the most cost-effective
way to address the problem, but it is consistent with the principles of a market economy, which,
to function well, requires that the costs of a product be reflected in its price. Since new
developments increase the problem of polluted stormwater runoff, we must ask that the costs of
minimizing these effects be included in the planning process, and not shifted to the public at-
large, after the fact, at much greater expense.

In sum, I ask you to please support the three-quarter inch standard, with no exceptions, to
mitigate the effects of storm water runoff from new and redevelopment. It is the right thing to do,
for the public health, for our economy, for aquatic wildlife.

Tim Carmichael
Executive Director

2
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~ BY: ....................
December 6, 1999

~grd of Directo~

~ Shab~

Dens Dickerson, Executive Director
Los ~geles Regional Water Quali~ Control Bo~d

v~ ~.~, 320 W. 4m S~eet, Suite 200
Los ~geles, California 90013

~: Suppo~ for S~ffProposal to Reduce R~off~om New ~d Redevelopment
R~k Bro~ ~
~ De~ ~. Dicke~on:

~.~ w~ ~.~ You have ~e oppo~i~ to si~ific~tly reduce ~b~ r~off, the number one
o,.r.~ ~.D source of pollution to our coastal and inland waters. ~ J~ry 2000, I ~ge you

to adopt ~e reasonable proposal set fo~ by yo~ o~ staff to curb urb~ ~off:
v.~ ~.d Ensue ~at specified new ~d redevelopments cap.e, treat or ~filtrate 100% of

¯ e ~off generated by up to ~d ~clud~g a ~ee q~er-~ch sto~. By adopt~g
~~ ~s proposal, you ~d ~e Regional Board have ~e oppo~ity to alter our c~ent

co~se towards worse~g water pollution.
P~, BS~

To~y approx~ately 50% of o~ ra~fall is conve~ed ~to ~off that builds ~
~’~ ~’~ toxici~ as it crosses p~g lots, build~g sites, ~d~trial sites, automotive repair
¯ ~. r,.~c~r garages, ~d gas stations before it is ch~eled ~d ~s ~treated ~to ~e oce~.

Wi~ ~e most ~o~ ~b~ ~off problem ~ ~e nation, ~d li~le meas~able
r~ sm~., ~s. ~A req~ements ~ ~e m~cipal sto~ water pe~ts, we have coatless beaches ~at

~e ~equently ~afe for sw~g, cree~ ~d s~e~s wi~ water ~at is ~safe to
~ s~ ~A ~, ~d ~d ~d coastal waters ~at pose heal~ risks to aq~tic life.

~,~ ~A YO~ S~S proposal is supposed by ~e Los Angeles Times ~ its October 6~

~.~ ~s editnfal as ~ "promis~g new approach . . . [that] could well keep oce~_~ pollution
~om worse~g ~d help prevent beach clos~gs," ~d a "good st~ ~ deal~g with
a tou~ problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water
pollution in the planning phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to
solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional economy.
Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two
billion dollars annually, but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of
the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the health of the coastline
declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) -
and with billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is
impacted.



In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon
have a transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoff that invades our streams, rivers
and coastal waters. For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people
who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually, for the health of our regional economy, and for
a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to mitigate the effects of urban
runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,

Rahman Shabazz, President
Community Coalition for Change
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DEFEND THE BAY
A CALIFORNIA NON-PROFIT CORPORATION - FOUNDED 1995

Cmamd to defend Nemport Bay and public areas from potentially detmnental influences affecting the ecology and public health.
SUITE 200

(949) 722-7822 471 OLD NEWPORT BLVD.
FAX 722-6911 NEWPORT BEACH

CALIFORNIA, 92663

Robert J. Caustm         December 12, 1999
Tom Houston

ADv/soRs & Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
CON’~dBV’IORS 320 W. 4’~ Street, Suite 200 .

Los Angeles, CA 90013-1105Steve and Barbara Bamard
S¢ymour md Pat

Arm: Dennis Dickerson
Glen and Bobbie Ce~7~y
Patmck F. and B¢tsy Collins ’
p,t~¢i, E. Cox RE: Storm water runoff standards
Ho=srd D. Chastain
John and Dotma Crean ~,-,,--~rat, D~ Dear
William P. Fk:ker
David Grant
A~ G~o,a,y I am writing to encourage you to set storm water runoff standards as
Ga~ P. Hill
J,m~, F. ,~ l~s mlU J~, J,. soon as �, ;h~ross.~.e.
Phil & Mary Lyons
M-~ ~d,o~ M,D,~ Storm water runoff is a huge source of pollution for our recreationalThomas E. Miller Esq.

, m.w. iooa,¢h waters and clearly degrades our oceans and bays to the point where they are
., ~a Sh,~ Noy~ not suitable for human contact for days after a significant storm event.jan Padtimon

Eric Pepys
a’~ Q~, v,’~=s~r This does not have to be the case. The technology exists to reducePhtlip and Ttish P.amserpm,~a,,,aL~S~ pollutants, but the business community will not be interested in installing
s~,,, E. s~, StD. retention basins, etc, until the RWQCB mandates their installation.
Jim Townsend
J¢m wan There is no reason to delay the implementation of runoff standards.Basil and Judith Witt
c.~i~ ~mm Wo~:o, The Los Angeles region has made huge strides in setting these standards, with
SPON$O~ significant input l~om the stakeholders. It is time to put these standards into
Frank and Frances Robinson effect now.

FO UNDA TIOIV
co2v’rat~trroas Thank you,
The Ca~ul Family Foundation

Lyons Skate Foundation
Su.d’tider Foundation, Newport B¢ac.h

BENEFACTOR Robert Caustin
The Harm] & Grace Steele Founding Director

Foundation
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Education for Sustainable Living
] 7] 8 Wellesley Ave.

Los Angeles,. CA 90025 USA
Phone: 310-826-6t52 ..
Net: ak870@lafn.org ~.~.~ J~i~.~ 21

19 January, 2000

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Wafer Quality Control Board
320 W. 4fh Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Dear Dennis Dickerson:

You have the opportunity to significantly, reduce urban runoff, the number one
source of pollution to our coastal and inland waters. On January 26, 2000, we
urge you to adopt reasonable design standards for sizing treatment control Best
Management Practices at specified new and redevelopments: Ensure that the~e
developments mitigate, through treatment or infiltration, 100% of the runoff
generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch star_m, with no
exceptions. By adopting this standard, you and the Regional Board have the
opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening, water pollution.

Today approximately 50°~ of our rainfall is converted into runoff that builds in
toxicity as it crosses parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair
garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs untreated into the-
ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem inthe nation, and little
measurable requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have
countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for swimming; creeks and streams
with water that is unsafe to drink; and inland and coastal waters that pose health
risks to aquatic life.

The three quarter-inch standard was supported by the Los Angeles Times in its
October 6th editorial as a"promising new approach ,.. [that] could well keep
ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in dealing with a tough problem."                   --

The three quarter-inch Standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing
storm water pollution in the planning phase of construction is the most cost-
effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our
regional economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation
businesses generate over two billion dollars annually, but these businesses are
largely d~pendent on the health of the coastal, resources to attract their
customers. As the health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any
businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with billions of dollars at stake, the
health of our entire regional economy is impacted.
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January ll, 2000

Dennis Dickerson,
Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water
Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

RE: RUNOFF STANDARDS FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT AND REDEVELOPMENT

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

The Environmental Defense Center (EDC) is a non-profit environmental law firm working to
protect and restore watersheds and water quality on the Central California Coast.

We are writing to remind you that you have the opportunity to significantly reduce urban
runoff, the number one source of pollution in our coastal and inland waters. As we are
grappling with the same runoff issues to your north, we look to your Board to set a precedent
for water pollution control. Therefore, please adopt reasonable design standards for sizing
treatment control Best Management Practices at specific new developments and
redevelopment projects. Additionally, please make sure that these developments mitigate,
through treatment or infiltration, 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three
quarter-inch storm, with no exceptions. Another standard for development projects is to
require bio-filtration basins (a.k.a. constructed wetlands) for urban stormwater runoffin
project designs. Reduce reliance on storm drains, and incorporate vegetated swales and
basins in project designs. By adopting these standards, the Regional Water Quality Control
Board has the opportunity to reverse the trend of watershed and water quality degradation,
and to set a precedent for improvements in other areas.

In urban environments, rainfall is converted into runoffthat collects pollutants as it crosses
parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before
it is channeled in stormdrains and culverts and directed untreated into the ocean. With the
most infamous urban runoffproblem in the nation, and little measurable requirements in the
municipal storm water permits, southern California has countless beaches that are frequently
unsafe for swimming. Creeks have water that is unsafe to touch, and inland and coastal
waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

The three quarter-inch standard was supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6th
editorial as a "promising new approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from
worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good start in dealing with a tough
problem."
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Dennis Dickerson
January ll, 2000
Page 2

The three quarter-inch standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water
pollution in the planning phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the
runoff problem Second, urban runoffis bad for our regional economy. Central and Southern
California’s coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over three billion dollars
annually, but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to
attract their customers. As the health of the coastline declines, so does business. With
billions of dollars and human health at stake, the health of our entire regional economy and
population is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of the three quarter-inch
standard will reduce theamount of polluted runoff‘that invades our streams, rivers and coastal
waters. For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 100 million people who visit
this region’s beaches annually, for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable
region, please adopt the three quarter-inch standard and other design standards that reduce
polluted runoff.

Sincerely,

Brian Trautwein
Environmental Analyst

Prmte.d on IO0OA Recycl¢d Popcr R0069500
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January 17, 2000

R~: Staltdard Urball Storlllwater Mitigation Permit

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Friends of the Los Angeles River (Fo/.,AR) fully concur with the comments submitted by NRI~ on
Friday, January 14, 2000.

In addition we would like to submit comments relating to our own experiences with development
standards in Los Angeles.

In November of 1998, FoLAR entered into a mitigation agreement with Legacy Partners
Commercial, Inc. for the development of a business park on 49 acres at the Taylor Yards. This
agreement was included in the final Mitigated Negative Declaration for the property. The Taylor
Yards are a riverfront property which had never been previously developed or paved. FoLAR’s
concerns were related to the inherent increase in runoff that standard development practices would
necessarily cause to contribute to this soft bottom section of the river. Legacy’s president, Bill
Shubin, being an avid ,urfer, shared our concerns.

FoLAR’s consultants worked jointly with Legacy’s engineering experts to develop a drainage
design plan, which would retain and detain surface water runoff and would implement surface water
quality measures. The plan was designed so as not to increase peak flows of surface water runoff in
a 100-year storm event.

Facilities were designed to prevent or otherwise minimize surface water runoff from the developed
parcel. Efforu resulted in a parking lot and landscaping design which direct surface water runoff to
bio-swales, allowing for natund percolation of rainwater to the groundwater via an 18" perforated
pipe subdmin system. The final design accomplished a system that can immediately accommodate a
1/2" rain event every 24 hours. Additionally, storm drain improvements were designed to drain
surface waIer runoff on-site during the peak period of a 100-year storm event. This latter is
accommodated through detention, which then over l~me allows gradual percolation through the
bioswales.

~\- 2~ "~ R0069501



The innovative design has ~e positive result of accommodating a capital event (and detaining the
additional peak flows) while eliminating the need for certain on-site storm drain improvements.
Storm drain cost savings were re-allocated to construct a system for retention and percolation.

Much of the resistance within the building industry seems to stem from a fear that approvals will be
too difficult to obtain or that these new standards will send development costs skyrocketing

Our experience with Legacy shows that costs are not necessarily increased, but shifted. And while
initial meetings with building and safety and other agencies were challenging, a spirit of
cooperation prevailed and these innovative concepts were readily approved. Moreover, it will be
easier and easier with each new project. Change is possible and in this instance, necessary.

We agree with Legacy Partners’ Michael Conway, project manager who says he "can point to this
project as evidencing successful cooperation between private industry and public interest." And we
would encourage other developers to follow ~eir lead.

Metanie Winter
Executive Director
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VIA

Scptcmlxr 16, 1999

Ocnms Dicke~on. Exccum,c O{Ticcr

Los Angcles, CA

RE:    SUpl~O~ rot Numeric’ill ~ti£~li()n ~casurcs fi~r all 5hmdard Urh~m S~orm~~{cr ~idRadon Plans

Dcar Mr. Dickcrson:

Fr~cnd" S~casurc~r Ihfo Cr
~hc~c ~s no.loSti~Calion ~or Ihc nmncrical mili~llioll IIl¢l$orcs ~or lhc h~co~ors~¢d areas orlhc Coolllv Io bc Ics$

Slrlll~Cl~l ~ir and cqu~lablll ~~n Ih°s~annc~ rr Ih~hroughouUm inc°rp°n~ctl d~c ~talcrshcd°.ncs All c~wronmcntal rulc~ and mgulltlio~s sl~uuld

In the busincss world scffm~ numcncal lar~cls is a ~s;sy-o~-Ii~�. ScHinB numcnc;~ gouJs ~md dcvclopm~ rorccas[s
Is HOl an c~act ~]cn~c. II ~s ~llways b;Iscd on.iud~clncSH and ~ prcpondcmncc o~cv~dcncc h~ IhC cQsc o~thc
cSU SM PS’s{;~bhsl~cdY°~Sr[o allSla~SUS~ps.l~ls appl~c_ drSOmld sc~cnls~c Jud~cmcnl m~d advocatcs Ih;~l numc~cal Inc~lsurcs

RE: Suppo~ for Comments Suhmhlcd h?’ HcJd the

Mcmbcrs o~ lhc FoLAR Tcchmcal Advisory Board havc rcvicwcd lhc dr~ o[ Ihc lcltcr subml~cd bs ~;~rk ~old
and Li~ Bo?Ic. E~. Wc conc~r ~n lhc~r ;u~dysis and �ommcn~a~’. which ~o consistcm ~ith politics
pmcticcs supponcd b~ our orgam~afion m i(s cWorls 1o rcvi~ali~.c ~hc Los Angclcs R~vcr Walcrshcd FoLAR
wutdd apprccialc ~1 i~ Ih~ Boald ~s’ould dir~l slaff Io;

* Dc~nc mcren~d ~tcn0al ~or do~,s~rc;m~ crosion ,s discl~r~cs from hiilsidc Wo~mcs ~nd d~sch~rgcs ~o
ripannn, ~’clland. a~ CShmrinc hab~l;~s

- Considcr lhc sTncrgislic imF~�l or ~lhmmts
t Acco~m{ rot i~crcmc~lal in¢rcascs oi" ~lhd;m~s or �onccr, o~’cr li~nc ;~S ~pul~lion
- Eslablish an additional SUSMP ~or dcvclopmcm lhal m;n ~mp~�~ Environ~ncnlnll~- S~.sitxvc
~ h~co~itc ~nili~{~o~ of nmoff from ~rkm~ lots ;~s a scparalc rcq~r¢~ncnt ~n cyst BMP ~-llh lhc

c~ccpuon or sin~e hillsidc rcsidc.ccs
~ lncludc w~Idlifc ~mdors in thc ~cclion ~lalcd [o "’Con~’ation or Na[~ral Arcas" in
. Dclctc ph~sc "’~fappHcabl~" ~rom scc~on ~illcd "’Pro~ccl Slo~s ~md Cha~c[~" nnd dcEnc thc Icnn "’slo~"
~ Add ~ordmE ~I~i cncoom~cs ~sc o~ ~mml drai~Ec s~S~�~s whcn ~ssiblc. prohibils u~ o~concrc~c

channcls wi{houl adc~ualc ~iligal~o~, ;rod Io ~hc CXlCnl ~ssiblc climi~{~ or rcduccs ~or~ Io unlincd
�l~mcls
Ensurc lh~ll ~i mmim~m slnnd~s~ is ~I ~or dclcnmnm~ fl~c ~inl ;~I ~h~cE costs cx~cd bcnc~ts [hrcshold is
sc[ 1o bc c~ain tl~l Icss �~I~ ~Im~Cnla]l?, pro~rcss~s~ mumciDillilics a~ not Ewcn ~ l~pholc to avoid
~pphcab~illy of lhc SUSMPs m lhc~r.lonsdic1~o~
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V;~ FA(::SL~ILE

Rch)$¢rt the ~cq.ircmcms IO minimi/c Ihc amomd o[ ~lormw:~lcr dirtied Io im~rmc~b]� ar:as.
[hc ~rccnla~C of ~rn)cabic s.rl~cc, and rcdtEc Slormsv~Hcr load to lhc In~El.~O~ll c~tcnt pnlctic~tblc in cach
SUSMPs
R~tlt.~ {II~I[ ill aH SUSMPs. cKccp( [[los~ [or ll[llsld~ rcs~dcnccs, 2S% of ];llldS~l~ :trOIS b~ ~crl~a~

Avoid ~ of cncrgy diss~p;~tcrs lhal sso.ld m~pmgc o~t c~isdn~ h~bilnl
Prohibit cc~am m~acccptublc conn~tions to ~l)c MS-4 as dcscribcd by H~d ~c Bay
Rccommcnd BMP n~)m:cn;mcc gmdclincs )n {hc m~cl progn.n
Rcvic~v local ordin;~ccs, or ;~dopl thc c.rrcnl Cosml~ dcfini~ions rot sel~ng minimum stan~rds for
slo~s and l~�{~hl or cul or fill slo~s
Appl~ rcqui~mcnls for ~;isohnc o.llcts ~o all rcc:lil dcvclopmcnl lh;~{ ~sill mcludc a loci dis~nscr cs~ciall~’
c.ir ~v;tsh ~pcral~o.s :rod m:i~]s, s~ hlch .):~y i~oi cvc~ h;ivc pumps ~sitl~ aulo[~t]� shut-off ~alvcs

~;m~ ~o. ~cr lhc 0pportm.t~ ~o commcnl o~t thc ~ugusl ~ I. I*)~)*) dr:irl o[thc SUS~s. [r~’ot~ ~ould ]ikc
d~scuss FoLAR’s posiuon on SUSMPs. plcasc call Mclamc Winlcr at ~2~-
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LOS ~NG~L[’.~ t<r_u,- ¯
Friday, August ~, 199g

Mr. D~nnls Di~kerson
i::x~utive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board               -.~
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

RE: Direction and oversight to the "Receiving Water Subcommittee - Los Angeles
River Watershed of the Los Angeles County Municipal Stormwater Permit’.

Dear Mr. Dickerson,

This is a request for participation by the Regional Board to either Chair or Co-Chair the above
referenced "Receiving Water subcommittee’. The request is from both Mr. Glen Howe of the
Los Angeles County Department of Public Works Stormwater Program and myself. We were
both able to share a few of our concerns with Mr. Xavier Swamikannu yesterday morning
during a meeting on the Stormwater Education Outreach to the Chinese and Asian
Community.

The need for the Regional Board involvement includes providing leadership and coordination
of ongoing and future monitoring efforts on the Los Angeles River. I am aware of some of
these efforts: Los Angeles River monitoring from the Supplemental Environmental Projects
from the Los Angeles City Sanitation Bureau, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
receiving water monitoring and monitoring for development of the Total Maximum Daily
Loads. The municipal Stormwater receiving water .monitoring for the upcoming permit
renewal in two years needs to be coordinated with these other efforts. This will provide for
the most effective use of the limited sampling money available.

Thank you for consideration of these comments. Our mission statement is to revital/ze and
protect the Los Angeles River-a living urban river system -through inclusive planning,
education and wise stewardship. You can reach me at (626)794-0487.

Sincerely,
.,~_

Jacqueline Lambrichts
Technical Advisory Board - Water Quality

~ FoLAR POBol 2~J2134 Los Angeles. CA 90029 323.223.0r.~5
: LACDPW- Grant/Howe

FoLAR - MacAdarns/Mui R0069505
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URGENT ACTION ALERT
For more detailed information, visit our website at www.healthebay.org

~e~hel~    and select Action Alert link.

Public Hearin~or the
Regional Water Quality Control Board
Wednesday, January 26, ~000

9:00am
A historicalopportunitg to

combat ocean polluO’on at the source!
Richard H. Chambers Court of Appeals Building

Main Room #3
125 South Grand Avenue, Pasadena

The Regional Water Quality Control Board is

What is the # 1 source of considering numerical standardsto quantify
the amount of stormwater that must be

pollution to our ©oastal captured, treated or infiltrated at all new and
redevelopment sites before it becomes poison

and inland waters? inour rivers andocean. TheRegional
Board~ staff has proposed that certain new

Untreated stormwater and redevelopments treat or infiltrate 100%
of the runoff from up to and including a .75

runoff, inch rainstorm. New standards would
reduce polluted runoff dramatically.

We must take action now
to protect our environment,
water, and quality of life...

before i~ too late.

Heal the Bay will provide a bus to
the hearing, leaving from Santa
Monica. For more information
and to sign up, please call us at
1"800"HEAL BAY, ext. 145.
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2701 Ocean Park E~lvd., Suite 150
Santa Monica CA 90405
310.581.4188 fax 310.581.4195
htb~healthebay.org

He’ll t~e J~y www.healthebay.org
J~u~ 14, 2000

De~is Dickerson, Executive Officer
I[’~ --:~!California Regional Water Quality Control Bo~d

Los Angeles Region
~ ~A~ ~ ~ 2000 ~

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

RE: Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Heal the Bay has reviewed the proposed Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan for Los
Angeles County and Cities in Los Angeles County submitted by the Los Angeles Regional Water
Quality Control Board Staff on December 7, 1999 (the "December 7th Proposal") for approval by
the Executive Officer under the Municipal Storm Water Permit for Los Angeles County and
Cities. We hereby join in the comments of the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) and
submit the following comments on behalf of Heal the Bay and its members. We also hereby

incorporate Heal the Bay’s comments submitted on September 7, 1999 concerning the preceding
version of the Proposal issued by the Regional Board staff on August 11, 1999 (the August 11
Proposal).

General Comments

Although Heal the Bay found ample room for improvement of the August 11th Proposal (see our
comments submitted September 7, 1999), we were so strongly supportive of the numerical
mitigation measure proposed therein that we called upon our membership and other citizens and
organizations to voice their support for the August 1 lt~ proposal as an important step toward
cleaner coastal and inland waters. Consequently, we were alarmed to discover that the December
7th Proposal, modified in an apparent effort to placate disgruntled municipalities, takes numerous
dramatic steps backwards from. achieving enforceable and effective regulation of storm water and
from realizing the goals of the Clean Water Act.

Exemptions are the Rule

The December 7th Proposal sets forth the promise of a new era of reduced urban runoff, when
priority new and redevelopment sites must aj~ply appropriately designed BMPs to capture,
infiltrate or treat runoff.generated by the 85tn % storm or the 0.75 inch - 24-hour storm. But the
promise of this new era of runoff-reduction from new and redevelopment vanishes as exemptions
prove to swallow the rule. The following is a list of exemptions to the numerical mitigation
standard that serve to vitiate it:
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The Rooftop Exclusion

The exclusion of roofing surfaces from the total area for calculation of rainfall or runoff volume
to be treated guarantees undersizing of BMPs to accomplish the stated goal of capturing 85% of
the total runoff from the sites. Worse yet, the roofing exclusion encourages building from lot line
to lot line, and discourages landscaping on site. Thanks to this exclusion, the bigger the rooftop,
the less storm water to treat or infiltrate, as storm water from roofing surfaces may be diverted
directly to a storm water conveyance system. Thus, rooftop runoff bypasses the mitigation
measure and goes straight into street gutters and stormdrains, carrying pollutants to receiving
waters. This is exactly what the SUSMP provision and the Stormwater NPDES permit authors
were trying avoid.

Rooftop runoff contributes both significant volume and pollutant loadings to the total urban
runoff problem. It is a complete travesty that rooftops have been excluded when they serve as the
deposition site for so much aerial pollution and provide such a large percentage of the total
impermeable surface in this region. The Center for Watershed Protection has demonstrated a
strong correlation between the percentage of impermeable surface and the health of receiving
waters and habitat.

Finally, the rooftop exclusion has not been used anywhere in the nation and has absolutely no
substantiation in the record. Staff developed the exclusion just to appease opponents of the 0.75
inch and 85th % standards. This exclusion has no sensible iustification in terms of achieving water
quality standards, and can only be seen for what it is, a sell-out to the vocal opposition of the
proposed numerical mitigation measure.

Small Restaurants

The exclusion of restaurants less than 5,000 square feet is nonsensical. The size of a restaurant
may have little to do with the amount and quality of runoff it produces (they all have kitchens,
garbage bins and parking lots), and this exclusion would cover the majority of restaurants.

Local Practices Prevail

Your response to comments states that "federal laws and regulations require that controls on new
and redevelopment be enforceable." Yet the December 7t~ Proposal allows permittees to continue
with local practices that conflict with the SUSMP requirements except where those practices
would "defeat or circumvent the intent of the SUSMP requirements." This begs the question:
How will the Board enforce a standard that can be replaced by any other so long as it doesn’t
defeat the intent of the standard? The SUSMP should provide definitive standards that are clear to
the regulated community and the public in whose interest these standards are adopted.
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Impracticability Waivers

Permittees can provide for a waiver of the SUSMP requirements if "impracticablity" for a specific
property can be established. "Recognized situations of impracticability include: (I) extreme
limitations of space for treatment on a redevelopment project, (ii) unfavorable or unstable soil
conditions at a site to attempt infiltration, and (iii) risk of ground water contamination because an
underground source of drinking water is less than 10 feet from the soil surface."

Since the December 7th proposal calls for treatment O.._~R infiltration, the listed "recognized
situations of impracticability" is perplexing. For example, if infiltration is impracticable because
of unstable soil conditions ~r the risk of groundwater contamination, treatment may be
practicable.

One can envision an extremely rare situation at a redevelopment site where there is insufficient
room for infiltration or treatment. We are intrigued by the idea of in-lieu fees set forth in the
December 7± proposal whereby the project proponent in these cases could contribute to a fund
used to reduce the overall amount of storm water pollution in the watershed. However, we
question the workability of having the "savings in cost" determined by the project proponent.
How will this sum be determined? Infiltration could cost next to nothing, so this storm water
abatement fund could add up to a big nothing.

The December 7th proposal should be amended to reflect that certification of groundwater
contamination risk or geologic hazards mus.__.At be provided by a California Registered Geologist.

Finally, the provision that the Executive Director may approve any other justification for
impracticability is troublesome. What are the standards? Where is the public in this decision
making process? Too much reliance on the Executive Officer’s discretion for approval has
already led to tremendous delays and spotty implementation of the current Los Angeles County
Stormwater NPDES permit.

Clarification of Exemptions not provided

The Regional Water Quality Control Board needs to clarify that the SUSMP requirements apply
to all categories of priority development. As stated previously we oppose all exemptions.
RWQCB staff has not differentiated between exemptions from the 85t~ % standard and other
SUSMP requirements. Please clarify that exemptions only apply to the 85th% standards, not
certain types of gas stations, small restaurants, etc.

Alternative Certification for Storm Water Treatment Mitigation

The provision that allows for permittees to accept a signed "certification" stating that a
developer’s plan meets the criteria established in the SUSMP, and that the plan preparer has
undergone training on designing BMPs to meet the numerical mitigation criteria. This
"certification" is in lieu of the permittee actually verifying BMP adequacy.
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Heal the Bay is opposed to the proposed self-certification of compliance with no requirements set
forth for plan preparers. This system will only work if plan preparers undergo legitimate training
and certification as occurs in the fields of lead and asbestos abatement.

Guidance to Cities

The December 7t~ Proposal states in the "Background" section that "The permittees are required
to use this SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP." This guidance is not sufficient. The
SUSMP needs introductory language clarifying that the permittees shall adopt the standards set
forth therein in their own citywide SUSMPs.

Environmentally Sensitive Areas

Heal the Bay is pleased to see the additional SUSMP for development that may impact
Environmentally Sensitive Areas. An Environmentally Sensitive Area (as defined in the Long
Beach Storm Water Permit) is (a) an area of special biological significance as designated by the
SWRCB, (b) an area designated as a significant natural area by the California Resources Agency,
(c) or an area designated as an Area of Ecological Significance by the County of Los Angeles.
Clearly these areas require the special protection of a SUSMP for all new and redevelopment,
including single family homes. The impacts of single family home development in the Santa
Monica Mountains has proven to be nothing less than devastating to some riparian habitats in the
mountains. An additional BMP for development in these areas should be a buffer zone of at least
100 feet between any development and an Environmentally Sensitive Area.

However, Heal the Bay finds the category description "located adjacent to or discharging to an
environmentally sensitive area" to be too ambiguous. In keeping with the intent of the provision,
we propose the following revision: "located within or directly adjacent to or discharging directly
into an environmentally sensitive area."

Parking Lots

Heal the Bay is also pleased to see the additional category for "parking lots 5,000 feet or more or
with 25 or more parking spaces and potentially exposed to storm water runoff." However, Heal
the Bay suggests, in addition, that mitigation of runoff from parking lots should be a separate
requirement in every SUSMP category (with the exception of single hillside residence). This
requirement should emphasize that parking lots are a significant source of pollutants in runoff and
should include a list of BMPs and good housekeeping requirements applicable to all parking lots.
In addition, this section should incorporate the numerical mitigation measure that applies to every
SUSMP. The City of Santa Monica has successfully required mitigation of a I-inch, 24-hour
storm at parking lots since 1992.
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Definition of Redevelopment

Heal the Bay was concerned that the trigger for application of the SUSMPs to redevelopment in
the August 11t~ Proposal ("where the cost of new improvements exceeds a predetermined
threshold [that] shall be consistent with the local jurisdiction’s policy for application of other
building codes to new improvements") made for an uneven playing field and decreased the
applicability of the SUSMPs in less environmentally-progressive municipalities. We believe that
the December 7th Proposal solves this problem with a more general definition for redevelopment.

SUSMP Provisions Applicable to All Categories

As stated in our previous comments, the following requirements should be applicabie to all
categories:

a) Minimize the amount of storm water directed to impermeable areas;
b) Maximize the percentage of permeable surface; and
c) Reduce storm water pollutant loads to the maximum extent practicable.

We are troubled by the limiting definitions contained within the December 7t~ Proposal provision
entitled "Minimize Storm Water Pollutants of Concern." The definition of "pollutants of
concern" limits the applicability of the SUSMP standards unduly, especially when this term is
modified by the phrase "that may result in significant impacts." There is no definition provided
for "significant impacts." Heal the Bay recommends, in the alternative, "reduce storm water
pollutant loads to the maximum extent practicable." This language is derived from the Clean
Water Act amendments of 1987 and the Municipal Storm Water Permit for Los Angeles County
and Cities (Board Order No. 96-054; NPDES No. CAS614001) Part 2 IXII.A.2).

Discretionary Projects

Heal the Bay objects to the limitation of the December 7t~ Proposal to "discretionary" projects.
Los Angeles County does not limit its program to discretionary projects, and there is no
justification for this severe limitation. The SUSMP requirements should apply equally to
ministerial and discretionary development projects, just like any other building code
requirements. Clearly, a parking lot or commercial development covered by ministerial
provisions still is a significant pollutant source that needs appropriately sized and designed BMPs.

Xeriscape

As stated in previous comments by Heal the Bay, please add to all SUSMPs that 25% of required
landscaped areas must be vegetated with xeriscape.

Outdoor Material Storage Areas

As stated in previous comments by Heal the Bay, within the SUSMP provision "Properly Design
Common Outdoor Material Storage Areas," please address the i~sue of storm water accumulation

5 R0069512



Dennis Dickerson
January 14, 2000

in secondary containment areas not covered with a roof. Please state that storm water that
accumulates in the containment area must be treated or infiltrated, not directly discharged into the
storm drain system. Also, please provide guidance on what period storm the secondary
containment should store without discharge to the MS-4.

Also, properly designed common storage areas should contain trash containers with lids. This is
the most cost-effective BMP to prevent polluted runoff, trash and debris problems.

Wildlife Corridors

As stated in previous comments by Heal the Bay, "Conservation of Natural Areas" in the
SUSMPs should include state or locally designated wildlife corridors.

Protect Slopes and Channels

As stated in previous comments by Heal the Bay, "Protect Slopes and Channels" should not be
modified by the phrase "if applicable." All project plans must include BMPs consistent with local
code and ordinance to decrease the potential of slopes an/or channels from eroding and impacting
storm water runoff. This section should also define "slope". In addition, this section should
include two additional bullet points, as follow:

* Utilize natural drainage systems when possible, and avoid the activity of replacing natural
systems with concrete channels and pipes.

* Where possible, eliminate or reduce runoff flow to unlined channels to the maximum
extent practicable.

As stated in previous comments, please include within the "Protect Slopes and Channels" SUSMP
provision that riprap or other structural energy dissipaters should never impinge on existing
habitats.

Unacceptable Connections to the MS-4

The model program fails to prohibit some unacceptable connections to the MS-4. For example:
no connections to the MS-4 should come from wash-down areas, restaurants, fueling, and vehicle
maintenance areas contained in new and redevelopment.

Proof of Ongoing BMP Maintenance and Control

We are pleased by the inclusion of BMP maintenance guidelines in order to insure that BMPs get
maintained after installation. However we suggest the additional requirement that all structural
BMPs should be inspected by the property owner on at least a quarterly basis with proof of
inspection (a standard form) to be provided to the municipality.

R0069513
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Comments for Specific Plans

Single Family Hillside Residence

Heal the Bay objected to the definition of "hillside" contained in the August 11± Proposal
because the definition was left to the local jurisdiction making for an uneven playing field and
decreasing the applicability of the SUSMPs in less environmentally-progressive municipalities.
As stated in previous comments by Heal the Bay, we argue that in order to be effective, the
SUSMP must include minimum standards for natural slopes and height of cut or fill slopes.
However, the definition of "hillside" within the December 7t~ Proposal, including "any natural
slope", is too broad. We suggest a review of local ordinances to develop these minimum
standards, or adoption of the current definitions in the County Public Works Hydrology/
Sedimentation Manual:
1) grading will occur on any natural slope where the natural slope is 15% or greater, and 2) plans
include cut or fill slopes that are 30 feet high or greater.

Retail Gasoline Outlets

As stated in previous comments by Heal the Bay, the requirements for gasoline outlets should
apply to any retail operation that includes a fueling dispenser regardless of the development’s
primary activity classification. For example, fueling stations at car washes pose the same risk. of
storm water contamination as fueling stations at a gas station. We strongly recommend the
applicability of this SUSMP be widened to include any retail development that will include a fuel
dispenser, including marina fueling stations that don’t even have pumps with automatic shut-off
valves.

Conclusion

BMPs must be sized correctly to be effective, and numerical mitigation standards are the only
guarantee of proper sizing. Heal the Bay remains committed to the three quarter-inch or 85th %,
24-hour storm standards as both a necessary and reasonable step toward clean coastal and inland
waters.

The three quarter-inch and 85th %, 24-hour storm standard are accepted by Los Angeles County.
On January 11, 1999 the Coastal commission adopted the 85± % standard (or 10% of the 50 year
storm) in their Coastal Polluted Runoff Plan. From now on, all Coastal Development Permits,
new Local Coastal Plans and Local Coastal Plan amendments must contain these standards. This
will apply to ai_.~l new development in the coastal zone. Also, the California Coastal Commission
has adopted an 85t~ % standard for the town plan portion of the Gualala LCP. Similar or more
stringent standards have been adopted in jurisdictions across the country. The standard is
economically efficient as it is built into the development phase of projects, and the standard
prevents costly cleanup away from the ’ source. After a summer of beach closings and the
associated economic hardship, the opposition from municipalities to this standard perplexes us.
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The support for this standard is significant, ranging from respected storm water experts Professor
Mike Stenstrom from UCLA and Tom Schueler, Director of the Center for Watershed Protection,
and a broad base of environmental groups, to the Los Angeles Times and business people who
support a more livable Los Angeles.

However, this decision should not be a popularity contest. With over 150 impaired water bodies
in the LOs Angeles region and increasing development pressures, we must be guided the desperate
state of our water quality and the legal mandate to reduce storm water pollution to the maximum
extent practicable.

Unfortunately, the December 7tla proposal nearly nullifies the numerical mitigation standard with
a host of troubling exceptions. We encourage you tt~ eliminate the rooftop; small restaurant, local
practices and impracticability exceptions so that the numerical mitigation standard will provide
the tremendous water quality benefits it can bestow upon this region.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the December 7th draft of the Proposed Standard
Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan. Please call Lisa Boyle at extension 142 if you have any
questions about our comments.

Mark Gold, D.Env. Lisa Kaas Boyle, Esq.
Executive Director Director of Law and Policy

R0069515
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September 7. 1999

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 W. 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans       .

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Heal the Bay has reviewed the Standard Ut’ban Stormwater Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs)
submitted for approval to the Executive Officer under the municipal storm water permit for Los
Angeles County and Cities, and we submit the following comments:

(;eneral Comment~

1. We are pleased to see the inclusion, in each of the SUSMPs, of the requirement that peak
stormwater runoff discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development levels for developments
in which an increased peak stormwatec discharge rate may result in an increased potential for
downstream erosion. However, please define "increased potential for downstleam erosion"
as discharges from hillside properties and discharges to riparian, wetland and estuafinc
habitats.

2. We are extremely concerned that the SUSMPs do not provide a numerical mitigation
measure for stormwater. This significant exclusion leaves permittees with little guidance to
facilitate the development of BMP design criteria, and leaves enforcement agencies and the
public without an enforceable standard. As a poor substitute, Section 3, entitled "Minimize
Stormwater Pollutants of Concern," is inserted into the SUSMPs for 100+ home subdivisions.
10-99 home subdivisions, and 1004- square-foot commercial development’s (hereinal’ter
"Section 3"’.) Section 3’a non-numerical mitigation standard - - requiring that developments
must be designed to minimize, to the "maximum extent practicable," the introduction of
"pollutants of concern" that may result in "significant impacts," generated from tile site to
"directly connected impervious areas" and to the stormwater conveyance system as approved
by the building official - - provides little more guidance than the simple listing of BMPs that
follows the evasive standard. The SUSMPs for automotive repair facilities, retail gasoline
outlets, restaurants, and hillside located single-family dwellings do not even contain the
problematic, non-numerical mitigation measure set forth in Secaon 3.

Heal the Bay believed that after the August 10, 1999 workshop on numerical mitigation
measures for stormwatet, the discussion had moved beyond �ontemplation of such ineffectual
mitigation standards as those set forth in Section 3, and that the remaining task was ~o
determine the most appropriate numerical measure to be inserted, into the SUSMPs.
Returning to the properly framed issue, the appropriate numerical mitigation measure, Ileal
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the Bay supports the Regional Board staff recommendation for a numerical mitigation
measure for all the SUSMPs, to be derived as follows:

I. the 85" percentile 24-hour runoff event ~ined as the maximized capture
stormwat~r volume for ~� m’ea (Urea R~off Qgc~li~y Management, WEF Manual of
Practice No. 23/A$CE Manual of Practice No. 87, 1988), or

2. a historical-record based reference 24-hour rainfall criterion (.075 inch for the Los
~ Angeles County Area) that achieves the same or greater roduction in pollutant loadsachieved by the 85m percentile 2a-hour runoff event. ’

As we have stated in previous comments, there is no sensible reason for the numerical
mitigation measure for the incorporated portions of the County to be Jess stnngent than for the
unincorporated portions of the County. If we axe to succeed in the battle against runoff
pollution, we must fight together, with every permitee properly armed. As stated on the front
page of the 1999 Labor Day edition of the Los Angeles Times, "Urban runoff woes are
nationwide, but the biggest battleground is Southern California. Nowhere else in the country
has such an extreme problem and lags so far behind in curing it." At this critical point in our
ecological history, when 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoff that builds in toxicity as
it crosses our urbanized landscape before it is channeled and runs into our ocean, we urge you
to hold firm to the staff’s recommended numerical rratigation measure. Many cites around
the country use a more stringent numerical mitigation measure, such as a ! inch standard or a

¯
one-year, 24-hour hour storm standard (which is above 1 inch for Los Angeles). Considering
the unique problems of Los Angeles, with so much impervious sun’ace and such vulnerable
rivers md coastal waters, we must t~ progressive ~ we attem~ to solve our stoxmwater
problem.

The staff recommendation is an elegant solution to the demand by the cities for flexibility
while it maintains an even playing field ~ith the unincorporated County (.75 inch 24-hour
storm retention standard). It provides for the same baseline level of protection (.BY" percentile
capture rate), with a flexible historical-record based reference ?A-hour rainfall criterion to
achieve it. Thus, municipalities ,can account for their unique rainfall patterns and hydrology
to set their 24-hour rainfall criterion, within the framework of the 85°’ percentile capture rate.

As various municipalities argue regarding the "cost-effectiveness" of the numerical
mitigation measure proposed by the Regional Board staff, we urge you to remember that the
cost of bringing our waters into compliance with the Clean Water Act, and especially with the
TMDL requirements that we will face in the near future, can only increase if we fail to
mitigate stormwater on-site.

Apart from the overarching problem with Section 3 in its lack of a numerical measure,
Section 3 is rife with problematic terminology that may impede pollution control. The stated
definition of "pollutants of concern" may fail to account for incremental amoums of
pollutants that over time may have a degrading effect on water quality. In addition, the
"pollutants of concern" definition does not account for synergistic effects of pollutants.

R0069519
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Moreover, "significant impacts" are not defined, and are used to lim|t "pollutants of conce~.n."
Overall, the standard set forth in Section 3 is vague, ov©dy broad, unworkable and
unenforceable. Only a numerical standard will provide sure guidance and an operable tool f~
enforcement.

3. Each SUSMP needs introductory language �larifying that the permiu~.es ~ adopt the
standards set forth therein in their own citywjde SUSMPs Otherwise, this model program
will be as ineffectual and unenforceable as the County’s previous m, odel programs (apart from
publimeducation). The Regional Board needs m specifically starethat the numeric standards
apply to new and redevelopments in all cities in the County excap/, perhaps, for those new
developments in areas with geologic instability problems that would mzke runoff retention a
geologic hazard, However, even in those developments, treatment can occur.

4, Each SUSMP needs introductory language �larifying how permittees are to implement the
requirements of the SUSMP in the permitting process.

5. Heal the Bay continues to advocate for an additional SUSMP for development that may
impac~ Environmentally Sensitive Areas. We were under the impression that Regional Bo~d
staff agreed with this position. An Environmentally Sensitive Area (as defined in the Long
Beach Stormwa~r Permit) is (a) an area of special biological significance as designated by ~he
SWRC8, (b) an zrea designated as a s~gnificant natural area by the California Resources
Agency, (�) or an area designated as an Area of Eco]ogica! Significance by the County o~ Los
Angeles. Clearly these areas require the special protection of a SUSMP for ~ new and
redevelopment, including single family homes. The impacts of single family home
development in the Santa Monica Mountains has proven to be nothing less than devastating to
some riparian habitats in the mountains. An additional BMP for development in these areas
should be a buffer zone of at least 100 feet between any development and an Environmentally
Sensitive Area.

6. As stated in previous comments by Heal the Ray, mitigation of runoff from parking lots
should be a separate requirement in eve~ SUSMP (with the exception of ~ingle hillside
residence), This section should emphasize that parking lots are a significant source of
pollutants in runoff and should include a list of BMPs and good housekeeping requirements
appficable to all p~rking lots. In addition, this section should incorporate the numerical
mitigation measure that applies to every SUSMP.

7. As stated in previous comments by Heal the Bay, "Conservation of Natural Areas" in the
SUSNIPs shout, d include wildlife corridors.

g. As stated in previous comments by Heal the Bay, "Protect Slopes and Channels" should
not Ix: modified by the phrase "if applicable." All project plans must include BlVlPs consistent
with local code ~d ordinance to decrease the potential of slopes an/or channels from eroding
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and impacting stormwater runoff. This section should also define "’slope". In addition, this
section should include two addition bullet points, as follow:

* Utilize natural drmnage systems when possible, and avoid the use of concrete channels.

" Where possible, eliminate or reduce runoff to unlined channels o the maximum extent
practicable.

9. T~ trigger for improvements to comply with the SUSMPs has [xcn changed from "where
the costs of new improvements exceeds 50% of the m~rket value of the existing
improvements" to "where the cost of new improvements exceeds a predetermined threshold
[that] shall be consistent with the local jurisdiction’s Policy for application of other building
codes to new improvements." Heal the Bay is concerned that this change m~.kes for an
uneven pJaying field and decreases the applicability of the SUSMPs in less environmentally-
progressive municipalities.

I0. Reinsert the following requirements into each of the SUSMPs:

a) Minimize the amount of stormwater directed to impermeable areas;
b) Maximize the percentage of permeable surface; and
c) Reduce stormwater pollutant load to the maximum extent practicable.

I I. As stated in previous comments by Heal the Bay, please add to all SUSMPs (except
single family hillside residence) that 25% of required landscaped areas must be vegetated with
xeriscape.

12. As stated in previous comments by Heal the Bay. for all SUSMPs which include
"Properly Design Common Outdoor Material Storage Areas," please address the issue of
stormwater accumulation in secondary containment areas not covered with a roof. PIcase
state that stormwater that accumulates in the containment area must be treated, or infiltrated,
not directly discharged into the stormdrain system. Also, please provide guidance on what
period storm the secondary containment should store without discharge to the MS-4.

1.3. As stated in prtvious comments by Heal the Bay, we recommend that the "’goals" section
be reintroduced to each of the SUSMPs. Obviously, if the god of each type of SUSMP is
�leaflet articulated, project proponents will prepare better SUSMPa and more effective reviews
of project plans will be conducted by permittees.

14. Heal the bay objects to the inclusion of the last sentence in the third paragraph of the
Background Section as follows: "Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines
and any pre-existing regulation, the pre.¢xisting regulation shall prevail." This sentence
makes the SUSMPs meaningl¢ss by ensudng that antiquated regulations that degrade the
environment will prevail over new guidelines designed to protect the County’s aquatic
resources.

4                             R0069521



Dennis Dickerson
September 7, 1999

1 S. For the project slopes and channel sections, riptap or other structural energy dissipaters
should never impinge on existing habitats. BMPs should not be inserted at the expense of
habitaL

16. Properly designed �onunon storage areas should only contain trash containers with lids.
This is the most cost-effec~ve BMP to prevent polluted runoff, trash and debris problems.

17..The model program fails to prohibit ~ome unacceptable connections to the MS-4. For
exam~c: no connections to the MS-~ should come from wasl~’.down areas, restaurants,
fueling~ and vehicle maintenance areas contained in new and redevelopment.

18. The model program n~ds to contain BMP maintenance guidelines in order to insure that
BMPs get maintained after inst~llation. T~is occurs with clarifiers and oil-separators all the
time. We suggest that all sU’uctura] BMPs should be inspired by the property owner on at
least a quarterly basis with proof of inspection (a standard form) to b~ provided to the
municipality.

Comments for Specific Pla~_o

Single Family Hillside Residence

I. Heal the Bay is concerned that the definition of "hillside" within this SUSMP is left to the
local jurisdiction making for an uneven playing field and decreasing the applicability of the
SUSMPs in less environmentally-progressive municipalities. As stated in previous comments
by Heal the Bay, we argue that in order to be effective, the SUSMP must include minimum
standards for natural slopes and height of cut or fill slopes. We suggest a review of local
ordinances to develop these minimum standards, or adoption of the current definitions m the
County building code.

Retai_! Gasoline Outlets

I. As stated in previous commenLs by Heal the Bay, the requirements for gasoline outlets
should apply to any retail operation that includes a fueling disl~nser regardless of th~
development’s prima~ activity classification. For example, fueling stations at car washes
pose lh~ same risk of stromwater contamination as fueling stations at a gas station. We
strongly recommend the applicability of this SUSM~ be widened to include any retail
development that will include a ~el dispenser, including rna.dna fueling stations that don’t
even have pumps with automatic shut-off valve.
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the August I l, 1999 drab of the SUSMPs.
Please call Lisa Boyle at extension 142 if you have any questions about our comments.

Sincerely,

Matk4~old, D.Env. Lisa Ksas Boyle, l~$q.
Executive Director Director of Law ~md Policy
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!:.--i-.-_~,.-~.
June l 0, 1999

Mr. Tim Piasky
County of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works
900 Soutl:i Fremont Avenue
Alhambra,~CA 91803-1331                                 :

RE: Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans (Second Draft)

Dear Tim:

Heal the Bay has reviewed the second draft of the SUSMPs for the seven categories of
priority projects, and we have the following comments.

General Comments

1) We were pleased to see that the first requirement for every SUSMP is a numerical
performance standard for the mitigation of runoff. However, Heal the Ba~’ strongly
bclieves the SUSMPs should match the County’s own USMPs which requires mitigation
(infiltration and/or treatment) of ! 00% of site runoff generated from each and every
storm event of up to and including 0.75 inches of rainfall. Given that the goal of the
SUSMPs as specified in the permit is to reduce pollutants in stormwater to the maximum
extent practicable and the County can meet the 0.75 inch standard, there is no reason for
the permittees to be held to a lesser standard.

2) Please clarify the language in the requirement to mitigate stormwater runoff from
storm events generating up to the 0.6 inches of rainfall from impervious "directly
connected areas". Heal the Bay’s understanding is the mitigation requirement applies to
all impervious areas in which the runoff eventually flows to a stormwater conveyance
system.

3) The permit specifically states the SUSMPs must "minimize to the maximum extent
practicable, parking lot pollution through the use of appropriate BMPs such as retention,
infiltration and good housekeeping." Since the permit specifically identifies parking lots
as a source that must be addressed in the SUSMPs, mitigation of runoff from parking lots
should be a separate requirement in every SUSMP (with the except of the single family
hillside residence). This section should emphasize that parking lots are a significant
source of pollutants in runoff and should include a list of BMPs and good housekeeping.
requirements applicable to parking lots. This section should also refer back to the
requirement to mitigate 100% of the runoff from a parking lot up to a 0.75 inch storm.

~r~i:: R0069524
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For single family hillside residences: The number one goal of this SUSMP should be to
prevent erosion and sedimentation. Please add this as the first goal.

For the retail gasoline outlet and automotive repair shops: One of the most important
goals of this SUSMP is to direct flows from fueling, auto repair, and maintenance areas
to sumps or sanitary sewer connections. Please add this goal to the list.

For automotive repair shops: One of the key goals of this SUSMP is to eliminate
uncovered outdoor work or storage. Please add this goal to the bulleted items.

10) Plea~ add continuous deflective separation (CDS) units to thelist of treatment
control BMPs for mitigating stormwater runoff.

11) The permit specifically requires integration of the BMP list for development
approved by the Board with the SUSMPs. How will this be accomplished?

12) Heal the Bay strongly believes a SUSMP should be required for every development
located in an environmentally sensitive area. (An environmentally sensitive area is an
area of special biological significance by the SWRCB or an area designated as a
significant natural area by the California Resources Agency or an area designated as an
Area of Ecological Significance by the County of Los Angeles.) Clearly, these areas
require special protection and SUSMP requirement will ensure that water quality and
ecological problems caused in these areas will be reduced if not mitigated. An additional
BMP for development in these areas should be a buffer zone of 100 feet between any
development and an environmentally sensitive area.

Comments for Specific Plans

Sin.~le Family Hillside Residence

The criterion for permittees to determine when a project is considered a hillside project is
not defined in the SUSMPs. The SUSMP must include mi~,irnum standards for natural
slopes and height of cut or fill slopes. Any single-family residential project which
exceeds these standards is then considered a hillside residence and must meet the
SUSMP’s requirements. We suggest the County review local ordinances and develop
these minimum standards or use the current definition in the county building code.
Without the minimum standards, the effectiveness of this SUSMP is wholly dependent on
whether a local ordinance sets protective minimum standards to determine if a project is a
hillside development.

Several of the bulleted items (bullets #2, 3, 5-8) in the section Reducing Post-
Development Runoff do not appear to apply to development of single family hillside
residences.

Under the requirement to protect slopes and channels, the words "if applicable" should be
deleted. This requirement will be applicable to all hillside single family residence
development.
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Los Angeles River Watershed Management Committee

September 9, 1999

Dr. Xavier Swamikartnu
Callfornia’~egional Water Quality Control Board
T.~s Angeles Region

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

$12"BJECT: Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans ($USMPs)

Dear Dr. Swamikarmu:

After extensive discussion and review, the Los Angeles River Watershed Management
Committee has voted to oppose the inclusion of any numerical standard in the SUSNLPs.

This opposition is based on the lack of information regardk,’tg the concentratio~ of
pollutants in the receiving waters. The monitoring data collected to date does not
satisfactorily demonstrate that the types of activities the SUSMPs have been developed
for are actually causing a negative impact to the receiving waters, nor has it been shown
that the proposed BMPs will be effective in reducing the targeted pollutants. In the
absence of such data, requiring the additional expense of Treatment Control BMPs
needed to meet any numerical standards is not justified.

The L.A. River Watershed is an extremely diverse region, with a multitude of distinct
areas. Requirin$ all developments to meet a single numerical standard may not be the
most effective tool for achieving the goals of the NPDES Permit.

If you have any questions, please call me at (562) 802-7880

Sincerely,

~ Angeles l~ver Watershed Maxta~.ment Committee
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Report Urges County Space Available

to Address Shortage of
Affordable Properties               "
¯ Lack of land for homes and industry
near urban centers is threatening L.A.
area’s prosperity, group says,

By BOB HOWARD
SPECIAL TO THE TIMES

"Give me land, lots o~ land," the old song goes.
’Tton’t fence me in."

That plea could be Lo~ Angeles County’~ theme
song these days a~ a shortage of land for homes,
apartments and factories po~es oae of the biggett
threats to the county’s continued prosperity.

Lack of land for affordable homes and apartmenta
presents an economic problem, experta ~ay, because
it means that people who already have a hard time
finding affordable housing in Los Kngeles. County
will have an even harder Lime in the future, mklerdial and i~:lu~tal

And lack of land to build modern industrial space ~egt~t amount of (~,,~:)pable lafld.
threatens to prevent Lo~ Angeles County from
attracting the kinds of companies that bring the
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REPORT: Shortage
Continued from CI "You can always find land~ but
kinds of jobs I.~. sorely needs,there is a lack of well-lo~ated land
according to a summer report bywith infr~tructure in place, includ-
the Los Angeles Economic Devel- ing transportation infrastructure, in
spment Corp. areas that are suitable for develop-

The LAEDC has been lamenting ment," said Cal HollJs, a principal at
the shortage of industrial space for real estate consulting firm Keyser
several years now, but recently it Marston Associates Inc.
has quantified the shortfall. The The county lacks the "attractive,
ceunty needs about 21 million safe, campus-like settings" that
square feet of new industrial space high-tech companies and high-pay-
per year but only about 10 million ing manufacturers want, said Wal-
square feet is being built, according ter Hahn, an economist with F_.&¥
to President Lee Hamngton. l~enneth Leventhal.

That translates into about 1200 Balm said the big stretches of
~cres of new indu~.xial land needed empty land in Lancaster and Palm-
every year to satisfy current de- dale are "just too far away" to
mand, the LAEI)C report said. attract the high-paying manufac-
~ailure to meet such demand turing jobs that cities and counties
could result in the loss of more than crave today.
$700 million annually in high-value A big reason for the shortage of
manufacturing wages to the local industrial and residential land
economy," the report said. closer to L.A.’s core is ~oning for
-The problem isn’t so much an o~J=~ars," according to ~

absolute lack of land as a lack of mont of Kosmont Associates, a real
land in the right places, estate consultant.
~xcept for the 1,087-acre Pla_~YA "Cities are strapped for cash, so

Vista tract near Marina del Rey and they have gone after retail uses on
~=~,300-acre Porter Ranch in the whatever sites are still available so
~an Fernando~are few that they can capture the sales
tladeveloped tracts close to existing taxes," Kosmont said. Cities re-
centers of population and corn- ceive 1% of the state sales tax
~aerce in Los Angeles County. generated within their boundaries.
~Newhall Land & Farming Co. According to the LAEDC report:
I~ about 6,000 acres remaining to"Most cities have battled tooth and
develop for homes and industry in nail for the next big-box retailer or
Valencia, where it has completedauto mall, consuming massive
I4,000 homes and 12 million squareamounts of land which now gener-
feet of industrial space, and whereares few liv’~ble w~ge jobs. The
K has plans for 9,000 more homesultimate outcome is quite foresee-
and 10 million square feet more ofable-too many retail establish-
industrial buildings, said Marlee ments, too few customers, and
.I~. uffer, a company spokeswoman, failed projects."
4- In addition to the Valencia prop- Industrial land is so scarce that
~rty, the company has 6,000 acresthe LAEDC’s list of the largest
~/land to develop in Newhall, withav~lable parcels close to the urban
about 5,000 acres scheduled forcore consists mainly of properties
homes and 1,000 acres for industry,in the 50- to 200-acre range.
Lauffer said. Nearby in Santa Clari-

is develo  4.00 Costs of Converting~re Stevenson Ranch, which is ,ed by L,---, Ho-,--. a Property
" Otherwise, except for the distant

edges of the county, the pickings But what about the millions
m’e slim. ~ feet afold indust.,d.R1 space in
" About 25,000 acres of countyLA.? Couldn’t some of those build-

land lies within the 270,000-acrein~ be razed to make room for
Tejon Ranch, m~t d which is inmodern
Kern County. Lancaster and Palm- ’~fhere is a lot of land in south-
dale each have about 50,000 acresCentral LO~ Angeles that is well-lo-
of land zoned for housing andcated for industrial purp¢mes, but
10,000 acres zoned for industrialthe ccmt of converting [can be]
development, according to Jim Gil-prohibitive" because of the ex-
ley, Lanc,~ter City Manager. Palm-per~.,~ required for demolition an~d
dale is also the location of the of con ’ t in
largely undeveloped Ritter Ranch,~~----~-’i-~Vtant Hollis said.
which is 11,000 acres. However, in some cases conversioa
¯ When or how prominently any of may make economic sense.
these outlyi~ tracts will t~ntre in Added Harrington: ’~rhat’s hap-
providing Wordable bouts and penin~, p~icu~rly in South L¢~ R0069~29

rain. am .having to move out of I.~



Largest Tracts of Available Land in L.A. County

Lancaster 50,000 Multiple small parcels Residential /gong Antelope Valley Freeway

Los Angeles Cry. 25,000 Tejon Ranch Mixed East of Interstate 5, north of California 138
_+ ,? .mI+

Lancester     10,000+. Multiple small parcels Industrial Alon~ Antelope Valley Freeway
p~Imdale :: ~" I0,000+ Multil~e small I:~’~-’k~u~#~IIl"
Santa Clarita 4,5(X] Newhall Land        Mixed     Interstate 5 and Antelope Valley Freeway

+’~S~m= emma ’: °4,oo0 ~"~ ~rmm’mar~++:+’.,’+~ma~+ +~+ ~sto~mt.m.mme 5+ " ~’+" .++ "+ ...........
Los An+eles L300 - Porter Ranch        Mixed     Nor~wast comer of San Femando Valley

~ ,-"~y .....
!+~" 400+

Majestic Rlty & Koll Dev. Industrial Pomona and San Gabriel River freeways

Los Angeles 208 Goodyear property Industrial Avalon Boulevard and E. Slauson Avel

Los Angeles 200 Wilmington property Industrial ~naheirn Street and East E. Street

Hawthorne 190 ¯ Northrop Industrial E! Segundo Boulevard and Prairie Avenue
~ Angeles t70..: ~ C.~teway " "’ ’~ ~ . West 190th $~reet and Normandie Avenue
Downey 160 NASA/Boeing Industrial Impedal Highway and Clark Avenue

~’ Los Angeles 150 Taytor Y~d ......... Industrial N.san Farnando Road and Glendale Frevway
Los Angeles. 100 Former Gen. Motom ~lant Mixed Van Nuys and Roscoe boulevards

List is a mpcesentatJve sample; "zoctir~" indicates I~ma~ intended usa of ~’~, ~ may include o~er uses; some development
may tt~e begun o~ =ome
P~na~/sources: Los ~n~eles Count/Economic De~elo~ Corp.; Meye~ Gm~p

Los Ar~eles Times’

Angeles County because ~ey cadt for decades, and it’s gotten worse" ¯ Pez~uade the state to develop
find facilities to house their nex~because the federal government - "revitalization zone" manufactur-
stage of growth." When the county has eliminated all but a few of the ¯ ing incentives sirmlar to those of
loses those growing companies, itprogram~ that once encouragedthe Los Angeles city rev~tald.ation
usually loses more desirable andaffordable housing, Hahn said. zone program
better-paying jobs. The exod~ of low- and modero ¯ Develop more industry-ori-

The relationship between afford- ate-paying jobs out of the county, ented training at community col-
able housing and economic devel-the lack of affordable housing andlegos.
opment is much closer than itthe.inabitity to attract high-paying Harrington said the LAEDC m
appears, according to economistemployers add up to a dearth ofworking on concrete analysis of the
Hahn. Even the well-paid technJ-employers in the inner city and abenefits that both the cities and the
clans and professionals employedconcentration of high-paying jobs state would reap from the 25%
by technology companies often in such white-collar areas as Lo~share of the income tax ~Tom indt=-
can’t afford to buy the types of Angeles’ Westside and the beachtrial redevelopment.
homes they want in Los Angeles cities, according to Hahn. "We’ve got to convince the state
County, he said. The LAEDC beUeves many partsthat everyone’s a winner ff we

Another facet of the affordable- of the county, including older in- cause this redevelopment to occur,"
housing problem, according todustrial areas "resembLing the for-he said. With or without state
Hahn, is that I~M.- and moderate:met rust belt areas" of the East andincentives, l~.llis said, the county
wage workers are leaving Los An-Midwest, have the potential to stands a muck better chance of
geles County for cheaper hotmngprovide land that could provide solving its industrial land problem~
in Riverside and Sar~ Bemardinojobs. than its residential ones because
counties. The Inland Empire ha~ industrial properties are more
already lured many low-wage com- Likely to be developed in ways that

- parties out of Los Angeles County Political Solutions generate profits for developers and
because lower-paying businessesSuggested taxes for cities.
are following the workers there and Neither he nor any of the others

¯ vice versa, Hahn said. The LAEDC report offers a hum-interviewed for this article how-
The prospects for reversL~ ~bet of suggestions for improving ever, sees much chance of solving

trend are bleak, Hahn said, becausethe situation. Among tbetfl: the affordable-housing shortage.
the high costs of land and construe- ¯ Persuade state lawmakers to "Without maasive subsidies, you
tion prohibit the development of pass legislation that would allowcan’t make them [apartments] ",J-
the thousands of units of affordable cities a 25% cut of any state incomefordable," Hahn said. The federtl
housing--mainly apartments--that | tax generated by induztrial redevel-government recently increased the
the county need= for it= Stowing| opment =mount of money it’s putting into
population of low- and moderate-in-[ ¯ Form regional joint powershousing programs in Lo~ Angeles,
e~meresidente. ~ | authorities to pursue indugrial re-but "it’s still jug a drop in the

"It’s a situation we’ve endured development bucket."Halm saki.
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Introduction
It is ironic that modern cities tend to shunt away the rain that falls on them while they
import fresh water from distant streams and reservoirs.

- Ferguson and Debo 1990

It has long been the public perception that stormwater in an urban setting is a liability and
large flood control structures should be built to protect the public. Thus, public agencies have
designed and constructed flood control facilities with one primary objective: protection of the
public. While this is the most important objective of stormwater management, there is another
side of stormwater management that has been relatively ignored-- viewing stormwater
nmoff as an’~set for use m replertishing aqtufers and other non-floodcontrol uses (recreation,
wildlife enhancement). To view stormwater as a multi-use resource, a comprehensive
stormwater management plan is required that accounts for.the physical characteristics and
constraints of the watershed.

The development of a comprehensive stormwater management plan for a watershed requires
that the underlying hydrology of the watershed, both on the surface and underground, be
completely understood. The driving forces in the hydrologic cycle are precipitation,
infiltration, and evaporation. In the Southern California area, the majority of precipitation
occurs in the winter months (i.e., December through March). In addition, there is tremendous
spatial variability of precipitation in the Los Angeles basin. In the mountains surrounding Los
Angeles, the total annual precipitation is two to three tim~ greater than the precipitation in
the coastal plain. The Los Angeles - San Gabriel Rivers drainage basin covers 1,460 square
miles, from the San Gabriel Mountaim to the Pacific Ocean (Figure 1).

___ ...... :: .....

Figure 1: The Los ~gel~an Gabriel ~ve~ drayage b~.
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In response to damages fi’om the flood in 1934, the U.S Army Corps of Engineers in
partnership with Los Angeles County Flood Control District (the County) began construction
of a comprehensive flood control system consisting of detention/retention basins, channel
improvements, pumping plants, and lo¢al storm drains. With minor exceptions, the river
channels are concrete lined trapezoidal channels, entrenched in the upper reaches and
controlled by levees and rip-rap in the lower reaches. The system was designed to serve a
projected population of three million with much of the upper watershed (i.e., San Femando
Valley) to remain largely agricultural land.

In the past 50 to 60 years, there has been extensive development in the Los Angeles - San
Gabriel Ri’~ers watershed which has created a vast amount of impervious surface areas due to
buildings, r~ads, driveways, parking lots and sidewalks. This has substantially changed the
hydrology and runoffprocesses in the watershed. Studies have shown that runoff in an area
of 75-100 % impermeable cover increases by a factor of nine when compared to an area with
natural cover. In the Los Angeles - San Gabriel rivers basin, the storm drain system that was
originally designed to convey the 100-year storm, now only provides 2;5 to 40 year protection
in some portions. The large amount of impervious space in the watershed has increased the
volume of runoff, and the timing of the peak flow rate is much faster than before.

The increase in runoffdue to urbanization is clearly seen in Figure 2, which presents the ratio
ofrunoffto precipitation for the Los Angeles River watershed. From the 1930s to the mid
1960s, the percentage of rainfall that infiltrated into the ground or evaporated was more than
80% (20% of the rainfall was converted into runoff). Since the mid 1960s, this ratio has
steadily decreased and now approximately 50% of the rainfall is infiltrated or evaporated and
the other 50% is nmoffwhich goes to the ocean.

100% -.
~ Runoff/Precipital~on

so%-.
~

~ 10 year average

o. 60%-"

~ 40% f

0%

Year
Figure 2: The ratio ofaunuai ruuoff fm the Los Aageles River at Flrestoue Blvd. to the

annual precipitation at the Los Angeles Civic Center from 1928 to 1998.
\
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There is a growing realization that the waditional approaches to stormwater management have
not always worked well and in some instances the engineered solution made the situation
worse. The flooding in the Mississippi River basin in 1993 forced some communities to move
out of the floodplain to higher ground. Furthermore, the flood crests at St. Louis were up to 3
meters higher than a flood from an earlier storm oft.he same magnitude became of the
constricting effect of the upstream levees. In 1986, flooding in Sacramento was due in part to
errors in the operation of the Folsom Dam which is a major-flood control reservoir upstream
ōf Sacramento. ~

This paper reviews traditional and non-traditional approaches to stormwater management and
explores so.me potential opportunities for alternative stormwater management techniques in
the Los An~les - San Gabriel Rivers watershed. This approach to stormwater management
views stormwater as an potential asset, while at the same time keeping protection from the
liability of stormwater as a primary objective. The focus of this paper is the reduction of total
volume and velocity of stormwater entering the drainage systems, primarily through
techniques that capture or slow runoff at its source.

Traditional Approaches: Conveyance and Storage
Because natural drainage and storage processes have been altered by urbanization, stormwater
management systems attempt to compensate for increased runoff and decreased infiltration.
and act as substitute for the role of the natural floodplain. The traditional design of
stormwater systems has focused on using conveyance and storage facilities to control the
runoff during a major storm event (based on historical rainfall or runoff). The traditional flood
control system consists of engineered structures such as a network of curbs, gutters,
underground pipes, and open channels. Since the 1970s, there has been a trend to incorporate
storage facilities (detention and retention basins) into the system that detain or retain the
storm runoff, releasing it at a controlled rate into the conveyance system2.

This approach to stormwater management considers stormwater to be a liability that is best
gotten rid of as efficiently as possible in channels that use the minimum amount of space. This
has worked well in many instances and has met the primary objective of the flood control
system -- protection of property from storm runoff. These facilities, however, were designed
for a single purpose (flood control) and only incorporated other benefits (e.g., recreational,
environmental, water conservation) that were feasible for their location.

The design criteria for these traditional stormwater systems varies depending on the
magnitude of the "design storm" (the maximum rainfall event that the system should be
capable of managing), the size of the facility, and the community’s desire for a high level of
flood protection. In Los Angeles County, if the watershed area of the drainage facility is
greater than 100 acres or a natural watercourse, then the system is designed for a 50-year
storm event. Otherwise, in urban areas, the combination of street capacity and storm drains is
to afford a 25-year level ofprotection. Lastly, the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) Flood Insurance program requires that all communities have 100.-year flood
protection. In developed areas, all finished floor elevations of proposed habitable str~ctures
must equal or exceed the water surface of the predicted 100-year flood. These design criteria
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may seem to be conflicting; however, the County criteria is applicable to local storm drain
facilities and the FEMA criteria applies to regional facilities, such as the Los Angeles River.

Conveyance Facilities
Conveyance facilities are designed to move water on or below the surface through a series of
gutters, catch basins, pipes, and open channels. This is the oldest, most efficient, and most
common approach to stormwater management. The components in the system are designed to
move the water as quickly as possible and without obstruction3. The facilities were oRen
designed to not allow water to infilU’ate into the soil due to limited space requirements and
incompatible soil characteristics. Furthermore, the facilities are engineered to minimize the
amouat of space required to convey the water. Thus, the facilities are economical and are
hydraulicall~ efficient - minimal width of the channel and minimal r~ughness.

Flow velocity is a function of the size of the channel, the slope, and the roughness of the
channel surface area. The impact of channel roughness on the flow capacity of a channel is
demonstrated in Figure 3. The capacity of the channel is inversely proportional to the
roughness of the channel. Thus for a given channel width, if the capacity of a concrete-lined
channel is 10,000 cubic feet per second (cfs), then the capacity of a grass-lined channel with
the same dimensions is 4,000 cfs. The smooth, concrete-lined channel might be adequate to
meet the flood control needs of the community; however, it often limits uses during dry
periods. A grass-lined channel would have to be larger in size to provide the same level of ¯
flood protection. A grass-lined channel that is the same size as the concrete channel would
only partially m~t the flood control needs of a community, but it could be a multipurpose
facility that could be used for other activities during dry periods.

16000

14000 = Concrete-lined (Q = 10,000)

12000 Soft ($and)-bottom (Q = 5500)

.-. 1000o . ~ r Green-bottom
¯ " (Q = 4000).ooo ... I~ 6000 = ~ v

4000 ¯ ~ I~

2000

0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.05
Roughne=s Coeffi©ient (n)

Figure 3: The effect of channel roughness on the channel capacity for a hypothetical
trapezoidal channel The x-axis is the Manning’s roughness coefficient (n).
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Detention Basins
The function of a detention basin in a flood control system is to reduce the peak nmoffthat
occurs during major rainfall events, but the total storm volume conveyed by the system
remains unchanged. Figure 4 demonstrates the impact of a detention basin on the magnitude
of the peak runoff and the change in the hydrograph (amount ofrunoffover time). The peak
flow rate is substantially reduced and the shaded area in Figure 4 is the amount ofnmoff
volume that is detained in the basin.

Detention basins can be "wet" basins that have additional capacity reserved for detention of
storm runoffor "dry" basins that use all of the capacity to detain storm runoff. The wet basins
are typically multipurpose facilities that are used for recreational activities when flood risk is
not imminent and liability related to the public use is minh~al.

Detention Basin

Flow(in)

Flow(out)

Flow

time

Figure 4: The impact of a detention basin on a storm hydrograph. The flow into the
detention basin is the solid llne and the flow out of the basin is the dashed line.

Retention or Infiltration Basins
The other type of stormwater basin used in flood control systems is a retention or infiltration
basin. This type of basin reduces the total volume of storm nmoffby allowing a portion of
the runoffto infiltrate and recharge the groundwater. The infiltration of stormwater collected
in the basins also restores the baseflow in streams and filters pollutants out of the stormwater4.
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Retention basins can be designed directly in the flow path of the channel or the basin can be
"off line’" where flows are diverted out of the main flood control channel. The stormwater in a
retention basin does not return to the downstream channel or waterway.

Non-traditional Approaches: Reducing Volume and Velocity

Rethinking Traditional Approaches
There are a.number of reasons to reevaluate approaches to stormwater management: water
conservatiou) environmental concerns, desire for more open space, co~ts, and increasing
awareness of the indirect impacts of traditional systems. Single purpose conveyance systems
are increasingly viewed as throwing water away. They typically do not address other
watershed management concerns such as water quality, channel erosion, ground water
recharge or reclamation of surface runoff. Channelization disrupts the local water balance
and the natural fimctions and habitat of a stream5.

The primary focus of stormwater systems has been the need for flood control and public
safety. Flood control and stormwater management are still evolving sciences, yet the
infrastructure isn’t always adaptable to new research findings. Traditional conveyance
methods merely allow the flood to move elsewhere at a faster rate; they do not reduce the
volume of water. Traditional designs may not handle the intended volume for several
reasons. For example, designs based on water moving at maximum velocity through the
channel don’t adequately consider the effect of the movement of sediment and debris through
the channel during high flows, which changes the aature of the flow6. Channels require costly
maintenance to clear vegetation and debris that reduce the capacity and impede flow. There
may also be inadequate provisions for storm discharges that exceed the design capacity of the
system, and since the urban floodplains are occupied this puts more people and property at
risk. As our urban population increases, so do pressures on the existing stormwater system.
Reducing the volume and velocity of stormwater becomes an important and cost-effective
alternative to reducing risk and extending the viability of existing regional stormwater
systems.

One concept that is introduced in newer approaches to stormwater management is the idea
that smaller storms that are more frequent are significant and should be evaluated when
developing a stormwater management plan. Table 1 summarizes the rainfall amounts for 24-
hour storms with return periods ranging from 1 year to 100 years. On average, a 24-hour
rainfall amount of 2.46 inches is experienced once every two years and a 24-hour rainfall
amount of 5.32 inches occurs once every 100 years. The 100-year rainfall amounts are used
for design of flood control facilities; however, the lower frequency storms should also be
considered in stormwater management plans. The typical 24-hour rainfall amounts are shown
in Figure 5 for the 31 days of rain that the Los Angeles Civic Center experiences on average
each year. Of these 31 storms, 15 have rainfall amounts less than 0.25 inches (Figure 5).
Depending on the soil type and prior soil saturation, this amount of precipitation may be
infiltrated in areas that have a pervious surface. Thus, one of the aims of a comprehensive
stormwater management plan should be to minimize the amount of impervious land cover.
This would increase opportunities for infiltration of rainfall, groundwater recharge and the
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reduction of overall runoff volume and velocity. Following axe a few approaches that help to
accomplish these goals.

16
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Figure 5: The typical amounts of daily rainfall for an average year at the Los Angeles
Civic Center based on data from 1948 to 1998.

Return Period (years) Rainfall Amount (inches)
1 1.77
2 2.46
3 2.73
4 2.92
5 3.06
10 3.52
25 4.18
50 4.72
100 5.32

Table 1: Los Angeles Civic Center 24 Hour Precipitation for various return periods
based on data from 1948-1998.
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Channel Design and Operation
As discussed earlier, the size and roughness of a channel dramatically impacts the velocity of
the flow. Wider channels, which provide a greater cross-sectional flow area, will slow runoff
velocity8. In unlined channels, reducing velocity also increases infiltration, thus reducing the
total channel discharge.

Another means of retaining flows in the channel is the construction of temporary dams,
constructed of inflatable rubber tubing or rocks and logs. These small dams slow the velocity
of the flow and allow water to pool behind them. l!properly designed, the larger flood flows
will safely flow over the dam without increasing the upstream flooding. When rubber dams
are ~ed in.the chmmel, they can be inflated only when low to moderate flows are in the
channel. Tl~ rubber dams can be deflated when large flows are expected, to maxirr~ze the
capacity of the channel for flood control purposes.

Water Harvesting
Runoff water is detained in permanent ponds or wetlands and may be pumped from detention
basins into irrigation systems, stored in tanks for fire hydrant systems, or, for smaller areas
such as roofs, diverted directly into landscaped areas9. This is an old practice only recently
rediscovered for urban use. This is a different way oflooldng at runoff: it directs runoff
toward points of use rather than diverting runoff away from areas it could damage.

On-site Infiltration Facilities
Increasing infiltration restores a measure of*,.he natural hydrologic cycle by reO2ming water to
the soft and reducing runoffvolumes inflated by urbanization. These facilities include grass
berms, drains, and subsurface percolation basins that collect and detain water on-site and
allow it to infiltrate into the soil. These methods work well if soil conditions are appropriate
to allow drainage and the site can be properly graded.

Cisterns or dry wells are also useful where open space and runoff volumes are limited. These
facilities capture runoff from rooftops for infiltration or reuse. A dry well is a hole in the
ground lined on the sides with permeable material that will hold the soil in place, and filled
with coarse gravel. It must be located a sufficient distance from the building to prevent
saturation of the soil under the foundation, generally at least ten feet. If designed and sized
appropriately, dry wells work very well over time. A cistern is a container usually set above
ground, with an outlet valve that allows it to operate in a manner similar to a detention basin.
Cisterns must be covered to prevent mosquitoes from breeding and to keep out debris, and
must either have a small opening or be secured to prevent access by children. To maintain
capacity, the cistern must be cleaned of sediments p.eriodicallyt°.

Percolation basins can be used to capture runoff from roof gutters, walkways, and for larger
areas such as parking lots. Perforated pipe is laid in an excavated area, covered with a layer
of gravel to provide stability, then paved or covered with soil. The drainage system directs
water into the pipes, which is then allowed to infiltrate into the ground. If pollution levels are
high and underlying soil conditions insufficient to filter out pollutants, water can be retained
in these basins and released slowly into storm drain systems after the peak stormflow has
passed.
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Rooftop storage allows water to be trapped and either slowly evaporated or harvested for
other uses, such as landscape irrigation or groundwater recharge. Rooftop detention basins
can be part of the design in new developments, or added to existing buildings provided the
roof is flat and the building capable of handling the additional weight. Existing buildings can
be retrofitted by increasing the size of the rain gutters, and directing downspouts into cisterns
or infiltration basins~1.

Permeable Pavements
Permeable paving can be a porous concrete surface or a type of structural support for a gravel
or landscaped surface. It facilitates nmoffcapture and infiltration by increasing the void
space in the surface and subsurface material. These surfaces have been in use since the early
1970s and he widely used in Europe and Japan. Two general types o’f commercial porous
pavement surfaces have been developed: semi-permeable and fully permeable.

Semi-permeable surfaces have a coarse surface containing about 25% void space bonded to an
impermeable underlayer. They were developed originally for airport runways to improve
traction, and have been used for road surfacing as well (and have been used successfully by
Caltrans). The surface tends to compact, reducing its permeability somewhat, but stabilizing
at about 15% void space after two years use. Studies in Britain12 found that the surface could
potentially absorb up to 7.5 mm of rainfall when new, reducing to about 4ram over time. This
storage capacity would be adequate for many typical Southern California storms, and would
reduce the volume of runoff during larger storms.

Fully permeable surfaces, which have a permeable underlayer, establish a more natural runoff
condition by allowing rainfall to percolate to the water table. Although they have less
cohesive strength than regular pavement, they are adequate for surfacing parking lots,
playgrounds and walk’ways. These surfaces can absorb anywhere from 5 to 25 inches of
water per hour, depending on the composition of the subsurface material13. Porous pavement
can also be used in combination with a subsurface infiltration system, such as a permeable
asphalt surface on top of a gravel or stone dry well or over perforated pipe. This surface may
also have some weight and traffic limitations, although some of the newer plastic systems are
extremely durable and structurally stable, enough to withstand use by heavy emergency
vehicles. The infiltration rates on these combined systems are only rarely exceeded, even
after a succession of storms.

Permeable surface types called open-cell pavers or "grasscrete" combine a concrete or plastic
grid with soil fill and grass cover. The grid provides the stability and structure, the grass traps
runoff, and the soil allows infiltration. Concrete-based grasscretes are about 60% permeable,
but the newer polyethylene-based surfaces provide up to 98% open surface area. Although
structurally sound, these surfaces are best used for walkways or in~equent parking so that
sufficient sunlight can reach the grass. Grssscrete is in use on the UCLA campus at the
Anderson School of Management building along the south walkway, providing a transport
route for emergency vehicles.
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Porous pavements can be as simple as cinder blocks laid end to end with the holes packed
with gravel, or brick laid without mortar. These types of surfaces are not structurally suitable
for anything heavier than foot traffic, and are fairly high maintenance. Depending on the
type, permeable pavements can be more expensive than standard concrete or asphalt paving
and require more manual labor to install and maintain. However, when the costs of the storm
drainage system are added to that of conventional pavement, costs for porous surfaces become
very competitive.

Grass Swales and Filter Strips
Swales and filter strips are shallow depressions or open di’ainage areas planted with grass or
other veget~t.ion, into which runoffis directed. They are used in highway medians, parks,
homes, park~g lots and many other landscaped or open space areas. Swales and strips are
comparable in cost and maintenance requirements to traditional landscaping, and have the
added benefits of trapping sediments and filtering pollutantst4. The vegetation helps reduce
runoff speed and absorbs rainfall.

Considerations for Implementation
Many of the approaches described above are primarily designed to reduce runoff volume by
increasing infiltration rates. The success of these methods depends largely on the intensity of
a given storm and the characteristics of the site: depth to groundwater, soil water hold~g
capacity, infiltration rates, and antecedent soil moisture. Many of these techniques also trap "
pollutants during infiltration. EPA studies have found that if there is sufficient clearance to
the water table, many of the pollutants will be removed by the soil during percolation, causing
no adverse impacts on groundwater~5. If pollutant levels are sufficiently high, for example in
industrial areas, infiltration should be implemented with some pretreatment measures, such as
bordering permeable surfaces with vegetation to intercept some of the pollutants~6. In swales
and infiltration basins that are planted with grass or other cover crops, incorporation of sand
or peat filtration may offer a simple solution to treating runoff. Peat filters form a subsurface
layer under the vegetation soil-bed: a 6-12 inch layer of peat for absorption over a sand-gravel
layer for percolation. Peat can absorb many times its weight in oils and removes heavy metals
and significant amounts ofnulzients and bacteria from the water as it filters through~7.

On-site structural methods and more efficient site designs are most commonly employed in
areas of new or redevelopment. Reducing runoff in existing developments tends to be more
expensive than when it is designed into the project, although the feasibility and cost
effectiveness of retrofitting is gaining legitimacy (see TREES example below). Providing
groundwater recharge and diverting runoff for irrigation also reduces the need for imported
water, another cost savings that is often overlooked."

Management Approaehe~
The so.called "non-structural" methods refer to more integrated approaches to watershed
management, not to specific engineering solutions. They can take the form of planning
procedures, floodplain zoning regulations, local ordinances, and design standards that
encourage or require reduction of runoff through various techniques. They can apply to
existing development and heavily developed floodplains, as well as to f~ture development.

R00695~,8
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As watershed management concepts gain attention, public agencies and communities are
recognizing the potential of stormwater management systems as multi-purpose projects, not
just for drah~age but for recreation and riparian habitat. For example, detention basins may be
used for golf courses or parks, and bicycle or equestrian trails can be added alongside stream
channels. Many of the County’s facilities ah’eady provide such multiple uses. However, a
watershed approach to volume and velocity reduction would also a~ to store and utilize
stormwater and minimize discharges to receiving waters. It would detain more runoff in the
upper reaches of the watershed by increasing vegetation cover, groundwater recharge basins
and detention facilities so that peak flows are reduced downstream. Additionally, floodplain
managemei’~t that controls activity in areas subject to flooding through~ special zoning,
permitting, ~ublic education and enforcement of flood insurance requtrements will reduce
both property damages and public risk.

Increasing vegetation and permeable space in the watershed reduces nmoffby enhancing
infiltration of rainwater, which also provides groundwater recharge. This is a long term
strategy primarily applicable to new or redevelopment areas. For example, the City of Malibu
allows a maximum of 30-45% permeable surface in the design of any new development,
depending on the size of the lot, and encourages the use of permeable surfacing wherever
feasible. There is also an increasing trend to require new developments to manage runoff to
meet a specific target, such as capt’m’ing all runoffon-site during construction and ensuring ’
that runoff does not increase overall aRer the development is completed.

Local Government Regulations
The City of Santa Moniea’s Urban Runoff Mitigation Ordinance, implemented in 1993,
requires new development projects to incorporate design measures to reduce runoff by 20%,
as well as control runoff during construction. Developers are required to submit an Urban
Runoff Mitigation Plan prior to project approval. An evaluation of seven of the projects
completed since the ordinance took effect indicates that nearly 1.1 million gallons of runoff
were diverted from Santa Monica Bay over the 1994-95 winter season, an average of 31,000
gallons per storm. Overall, runoffwas reduced at these sites an estimated 24%. As additional
projects are proposed and subject to compliance with the ordinance, substantially more runoff
diversion is anticipated.

The City of Calabasas Urban Runoff Pollution Control section of the city’s development
code incorporates regulations to reduce runoff volume and slow runoff flows by increasing
infiltration. The provisions apply to any new development that includes grading, building
new structures, or paving. Permit issuance is conditional upon approval of a Runoff
Mitigation Plan that demonstrates runoff reduction of 20% by incorporating minimum area
requirements for permeable surfaces and directing runoffto permeable areas for infiltration or
to storage areas for reuse. Recommended measures include the use of porous paving for
parking lots and walkways, diverting runoffto detention basins, drains or landscaped areas
such as swnles and grass strips for infiltration, or capturing runoffon rooftops or subsurface
structures for reuse. The requirements are too new to evaluate, but Mitigation Plans received
so far show a preference for the use of porous pavements because they are the easiest to
install. There are considerations for the weight bearing capacity of some types of pavers
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however, and the prevalence of expansive clay soils in the area limits the use of infiltration
inducing measures in some situations.

Los Angeles County, as a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
holder, is required to manage municipal storrnwater discharges. The County’s Department
of Public Works has developed a program to implement the requirements of the permit, and
to serve as a model for the cities that are co-permitees. The program establishes guidelines
for minimum standards, monitoring compliance, education and public outreach. For new or
redevelopment, the program establishes Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans,
designed to xninimize runoff pollutants and reduce overall runoff volume by increasing on-site
retention an6,infiltration. Some of the suggested techniques include porous paving and other
alternatives to concrete, vegetated swales and buffer strips, and extended detention basins.

Non-traditional Approaches in Action
Projects in the Los Angeles area

The Los Angeles Unified School District recently began implementing infrastructure
improvements for its 400 schools, including playground pavement repaying. With the help of
TreePeople and others, LAUSD is developing a plan to reduce paved areas by 30%
throughout the schools. A number of Best Management Practices are under consideration
which will provide a greener, more sustainable environment, capture runoff, and reduce air
and water pollutants. A pilot project has been proposed for the Osage Elementary School in
Westchester which will utilize porous pavement, additional landscaping, and facilities to
capture runoff on-site for reuse as irrigation water.

Long Beach Organic, a non-profit community service organization, has been facilitating
community gardening and green waste recycling on vacant lots in the greater Long Beach
area since 1994~s. They are currently securing funding for a proposed plan to divert 15,000
tons of green waste destined for landfills in Los Angeles County, to use as mulch for weed
abatement, water retention, bio-filtration, and creation of compost for soil amendment. The
project will cove" about 27 acres of vacant property in Long Beach and Signal Hill

One of the primary goals of the project is to measure the effects of mulch and compost on
runoffand soil infiltration. Mulch cover provides insulation to retain soil moisture, reducing
evaporation and soil erosion. Compost can hold up to eight times its weight in water, which
would not only reduce runoffbut provide increased infiltration time. This project is
scheduled to start as soon as funding is finalized, ~d will continue monitoring into 2001.

Sun Valley Water~hed, a 2,681-acre watershed located north of downtown Los Angeles
bet-~veen Tujunga Wash and the Burbank Airport, experienccs problems with flooding during
heavy rains. The existing drainage system within the watershed is inadequate, but the cost of
constructing a traditional storm drain to alleviate the flooding has been estimated to be $42
million. Los Angeles County is considering the possibility of alternative solutions in the
watershed that would address the flooding problem while providing additional benefits to the
community such as increased recreation, reduced flows and pollutant loads ent~’ing the Los
Angeles River, increased water and energy conservation, and enhanced wildlife habitat.              )
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Any alternative project must be able to provide the same level of flood protection without
adversely impacting groundwater quality in the region. Among the solutions under
consideration are retrofitting existing developments and requiring new development to capture
runoffonsite, use of permeable paving where feasible, and creating detention and/or retention
basins to capture runoffand provide habitat and recreation during dry periods. Support for this
project is high, and a stakeholder group was formed late in 1998 to evaluate the feasibility of
various alternatives. It is hoped that this project will serve as a model for flood conU’ol design
in other parts of Southern California.

The Transagency Resources for Environmental and Economic Susta~zabiLity (TREES)
project was ,founded by TreePeople in 1997 with the goal of demonstl’ating "the economic,
environmental and social benefits gained by cooperative approaches to designing our urban
landscapes as functioning mini-watersheds." The implementation of more sustainable design
and management measures would result in significant reductions in imported water use, in the
volume and velocity of urban runoff generated, and in the amount of pollutants carried by
runoffto the ocean. The initial design session brought together engineers, landscape
architects and other experts to develop sustainable landscape designs for commercial,
industrial, multiple and single family residential, and public sites. A design "planbook" was
produced which includes prototype designs for retrofitting these different types of
development. Each design includes a variety of suggestions for accomplishing a more
sustainable local environment~9.

As a demonstration of some of these ideas, a home in south Los Angeles was retrofitted with
drainage, runoff storage and landscaping techniques capable of capturing rainfall from a 10-
inch, one-day storm. In addition, TreePeople has developed cost-benefit modeling software
which allows different design scenarios to be more easily evaluated prior to implementing
solutions. The final component of the TREES project is an implementation plan which will
identify inveslanent strategies for financing retrofitting on a large scale, and encourage
property owners to make their sites more sustainable. TreePeople has also been a great
resource in helping to design solutions for several of the other projects discussed here.

Venice Off-Street Parking Lot projects are currently in progress by the city of Los Angeles’
Architectural Division, incorporating several methods of Storm Water Management Best
Practices. One ofthese projects is the lot used for the Venice Farmer’s Market, at the comer
of Venice Boulevard and Venice Way. It was recently redesigned to capture and filter runoff
onsite. Strip filters surrounding the lot collect runoff for hie-filtration and groundwater
recharge. The lot was landscaped to collect additio.nal runoff and reduce the amount of
"hardscape" area. The city is also installing porous paving and filtration devices in very
creative ways on other sites.

Where Do We Go From Here.’?
This small sampling of projects illustrates the diversity of design strategies being
implemented to manage stormwater runoff and reduce the need for more regional disposal
facilities. There are many other examples of sustainable practices in use or in the planning
stages throughout the county. This demonstrates the change of thinking that is taking place --
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stormwater is starting to be considered an asset that may be put to beneficial use, while at the
same time protecting the public fi’om devastating floods.

A comprehensive watershed management plan can only be developed if appropriate tools are
available to assess the different management strategies. Geographic Information Systems
(GIS) are one tool that can be used to assess the cumulative impacts when different watershed
management strategies are implemented in a watershed. Appendix A presents some of the
data that can be used in GIS watershed management tools. The data presented in Appendix A
are just a sampling of the data available for the Los Angeles - San Gabriel watershed. Future
work should focus on developing new data and on using the data to assess the impacts of
different w.~,tershed management strategies.

Development of new methodologies requires interdisciplinary thinking, which may require
unconventional partnerships between different disciplines. A cooperative approach is needed
to manage all of the individual but interrelated issues in the watershed. Reducing stormwater
volume and velocity is only part of the picture, but it is an increasingly important component
of a comprehensive stormwater and watershed management plan.
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Appendix A:
Spatial Data for the Los Angeles-San Gabriel Watershed

A comprehensive storrnwater management plan must be based on different physical data of
the watershed and appropriate tools for analysis. The maps presented in Figures A1-A3
present three examples of types of data that are important in forming an alternative
stormwater management plan for the Los Angeles - San Gabriel Rivers watershed. Figure A1
shows the digital elevation model (’DEM) for the watershed at a 30-meter spatial resolution,
which may be used to derive slope. Figure A2 shows the current land uses for the watershed
and Figure. A3 shows the rainfall infiltration rates, based on soil type. Other useful data may
include "shrink-swell" potential of different soils, type of vegetation cover in undeveloped
areas, locati, bn and depth of groundwater basins, and the spatial varial~ility of precipitation
amount and intensity.

These data can be used to identify areas where nontraditional approaches to stormwater
management may be implemented. For instance, the soil infiltration rates identify those areas
where it might be appropriate to place permeable pavements and onsite infiltration facilities.
Identification of these areas can also be accomplished by creating hydrologic units --
combinations of soil attributes, slope, and land use - to identify areas that have common
hydrologic characteristics. Finally, these data can also be used to assess the cumulative
impact of stormwater management practices in the watershed.
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Figure AI: Digital elevation model (DEM) for the Los Angeles - San Gabriel watersheds.
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Figure A2: Current land uses for the Los Angeles - San Gabriel watersheds.
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Figure A3:Inf’dtratiou rates for the Los Angeles - San Gabriel watersheds based on a 0.$
inch per hour rainfall intensity.
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~ MU~C~A~ CODE - ~ 17, ~ US~ AND DSv~LoPl~rr CODE

Urban Runof Poliution Control 17.~6.030

d. Use reten~on stractures or des~ rooftops to store rtmof. UH~e
subsurface areas for storm runoff either for reuse of to enabte release of
runoff at predetermined tiznes or rates to minimize the peak discharge into
storm drains. Cisterns are also a poss~le storage mechanism for reuse; and

e. Design curbs, berms or the like so as to avoid isolation of permeable or
landscaped areas.

3. l~duce parking lot pollution:

a. All parking lots are required to use oil and water separators or clatters to
remove petroleum-based contam£nants and other pollutants which axe likely
to accumttlate;

b. Direct rtmof toward permeable areas and away h’om pollutant laden areas
such as parking lots; and

c. Construct portions of parking lots Irom porous materials.

~.titeria for evaluation of mitigation plans. The ~ity’s evaluation of each Urbart
Runoff Mitigation Plan will ascertain how well the proposed plan meets the
combined goals set forth in Subsection B. above. Each pl,m will be evaluated on its
own merits according to the pazqicu]ar c.hara~ of h~e prc~ect and the site to
be developed.

D. Waiver of RunoH Mitigation plan. Full or partial waivers of compliance with
Section n’~y be obtained by pemons who apply on forms supplied by the City
show that incorporation of design elements that address the objectives set forth in
Subsection B., above is an economic and physical imp~ty due to the particular
con~q~n-ation of the site or to irreconcilable conRic= with o~r City mquizements.
Requests for waivers shall be ~anted or denied, in writing, by a li~,ee-mernber board
comprised of one representative each Irom the City’s Planning Division, City

forwarded to the Council for final approval.

F.. Compliance as condition of approval. Compliance with an approved Runof
Mitigation Plan shall be a condition of apprqval of any mqttired plarming approval.

F. Erosion control. F.zosion shall be controlled as follows:

1. All co~Ix-uction sites shall provide a plan to prevent erosion during
consmzction to be approved by the CRy ~nSine~, and

2. S1opiz~ lots shall provide soil holdin~ plants as part of thei~ ongoL-~ land.scape
maintenance and planting for ez~sion control will be part o~ their
~t~m Ls~e plans. (See th= Wamr Conservation Landscape
Ordinance.)
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CALABASAS MUNICIPAL CODE - Trruz 17, LAND USlZ AND DL~DPME~rr CODE

Urban Runoff Pollution Control 17.56.030

b. Use naturaldrainage, detention ponds or infiltration pits so that runoff may
col]ect and seep into the ground and reduce or prevent off-site flows;

c. Divert and catch runoff through the use of drainage swales, berms, green

d. Construct .driveways and walkways ~m por.ous materials to allow
increased percolation of runoff into the ground.

Minimize rtmoH. Minimize the amotmt of runoff dLrected to impermeable
areas andlor maximize storm water storage for reuse:

driveways or nonpec:rteable su.-faces so that runoff will penetrate into the
~x~md instead of Rowin~ off-site;"

b. Modiiy grades o~ property to divert flow to permeable areas and to
minimize the amount of storm water leaving the prope.,~,

c. Use sediment traps to intercept rtmoff from drainage areas and hold or
slowly release the runoff, with sediments held in the trap for later removal;
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Urban Runoff Pollution Con~’ol 17.56.030

5. Other exis~g or ~uture 1VPDES Permits and any amendments, revisions or
reissuance thereof by either Federal, State, County, or City regulatory agencies.

17.56.030 - Urban Runoff Mitigation Plan Requirements

The following runoff reduction requirements shall apply to all persons submitting
applications for New Development within the City, whether fulfilled by the Federal
SWPPP format, by the less detailed City Runo~Mitigation P/an (RMI~), or as an adclition~l

A. Submittal of Runoff Mitigation Plan. At the time of submittal of an application for
the first planning approval for a New Development project, an applicant shall be
required to submit to the City F.ngineer either a Runoff Mitigation Plan to the City
F.ngineer, or copy of Notice of Intent (NOI) filed with the Regional Water Quality
Control ~

B. Goal for runoff reduction. In developing a Runoff Mitigation Plan, an applicant
shall demonstrate an effort to reduce projected runoff for the project by 20 percent
from ~he base 1985 10-year storm basis, through incorporation of design elements or
principles which address each of the goals set forth below in Subsections B.1, B.2,
and B.3. The design elements utilized by an applicant may, but are not required to,
Jz~.lude those provided on the list below, with the exception of Subsection B.2.b
which is required where applicable. Although design elements are set forth as if
they address only one goal, in many cases they address .more than one and can be
used to address multiple goals in achieving the reduced runoff to be achieved by the
mitigation plan.

1. Increase permeable areas. The following measm~ shall be used to increase the
permeable areas on the site.

a. To slow runoff and maximize infiltration, the Pert .entage of a project site
shown in the following table shall be permeable area, based on the
applicable zoning district.. The area may include vegetation, pervious
paving materials and porous materials for or near walkways, which
increase the amount of runoff seepage into the ground. Pem~able surface
materials can include wood decking materials, brick or stone with spaces
to a.llow pe.molation between stones, .and ~ methods.
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CALABASAS MU~Cn*AL CODE - Trruz 17, LA~D USE AND Db’V~O1*~h’r CODE ¯

Urban Runoff Pollution Control 1736.020

17.56.020 - Applicability

A. Applicability of provisions. The provisions of this Chapter apply as deta.iled below,
to any proposed land use or development involving grading activities, or the
construction of new structures or paving. Compliance with the provisions of this
Outpter shall be required through land use pe~nit or subdivision conditions of
approval. Any necessary pollution control measures shall be installed prior to
construction, or site/strac~re occupancy, as deemed appropria.te by the City. In all
cases,,~e applicant/permittee is mspons~le for ensuring c6mpliance with the
provisions of this Chapter.

1. Applicants proposing construction on parcels of 5 acres or more, or any
industrial facilities shall be required to submit a Storrmaater Pollution Prevention
P/an (SWPPP) in compliance with the requirements of the Federal Clean Water
Act, U3. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the C.alifomia Water
Resources Board. The application shall also Inducle a Hazardous Materia!s
Handling and Spill Response Plan related to consi~zc~on ac~vities, and in the case
of industrial facilities, shah also address operations afi~r construction. The
applicant shall submit a copy of the ~ to the City prior to the processing.
of any land use pe_nnit or subdivision application, or the granting of any

2. All new or re-built retaillcommercial/industrial parking lots shall provide a
sub-sttrface filtering system for oil & grease contaminates as part of their
application in compliance with the Administrative Policies of the City.

3. All projects shall submit a Runoff Mitigation Plan which illustrates the Best
Management Prances they will be utilized to reduce stormwater flow and to
prevent pollutants f~-om rmming off the built p~ject as part of the application

S. IZ~pons~ility for administration. ~ Chapter shall be administered by the City
Engineer or his or l~r designee in coordination with the Director of lqanning and

1. The Federal Wate~ Pollution Control Act, 33 USC.S § 1251 et seq., and the
applicable implementing regulations;

2. The mandates and rulings of the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA);

3. The NPDES permit of Los Angeles County and its "co-permitees";
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¯ CALABASAS MUnICiPAL CODE - Trr~ 17, LA~ UsE AND DL~W~.OPI~r CODE

Urban Runoff Pollution Control 17.56.010

CHAPTER 17.$6- URBAN RUNOFF POLLUTION CONTROL

Sections:

17.56.010 - Purpose
17.56.020- Applicability
17.56.030 - L~rban Runoff Mitigation Plan Requirements          ~
17.56.040 - Drainage Structure Stenciling
17.56.050 - Pollution Prevention Agreements
17.56.060 - Required Best Management Practices

17.56.010 - Purpose

Recognizing the health and safety benefits of dean water, the purpose of this chapter is
to ensure that activities within Calabasas add no new pollutants to our waterways and
reduce present pollutant levels and sediments which are carri~ to our area and regional
waterways through stormwater runoff. The concerns of stormwater management--to
mitigate ponutant and sediment 1oa "dmgmwill include concepts of slowing water flows to
allow percolation and other Rltering Best Management Practices (BM~s) to work in
harmony with the topography, and e~’u.,-ing that designs for pollutant management are
part of the planning and approval processes of new developments. Meeting these goals
can include:

A. Reducing non-storm water discharge into the munidpal storm water system and area
creeks by slowing ranoff and maximizing inRltratiort.

Eliminating the spillage, dumping, and disposal of signi~cant materials and
pollutants into the munidpal storm water system.

C. Reducing Pollutant loads in storm water and urban runoff through the use of
appropriate Best Management Practices.

D. Reducing the runoff of oil and gas Pollutants into area storm water systems and
creeks by Rltration and/or bi~remediati~n of commercial/retail/industrial parking
lots.
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Appendix B:

City of Calabasas Development Code

City of Malibu Municipal Code: Storm Water Management for New Development

City of Santa Monica Runoff Control Ordinance
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C~ Mtn~C~AL CODE - Trruz ~7, LAND US~ AND DP, rS;.O~,t.~’r CODE

Urban Runoff Pollution Control 17.~6.040

G. Hazardous ~nd toxic materi~Is controL The use of toxic and hazardous materials
shall be controlled as follows:

1. Industrial fadlities shall file a copy of their Hazardous Materi,ds Handling and
Spin Response PLm wire me City

2. Restaurants shall provide the City Engineer with appropriate plans for handling
grease which may include bio-remediation; and

3. Commercial, industr~l, r~i~il and multi-family developments will provide a
plan for reduced use of pestiddes and herbiddes as part of their Water
Conservation Landscaping plar~.

17.56.040 - Drainage Structure Stenciling

Where a catch basin or other drainage stmcttu~ is required for a proposed project, written
and/or graphic information discouraging the dumping, discarding, and/or discharge
pollutants into the storm drainage syst~n shall be permanently affixed to the structure in
a location approved by the City Engineer. The information shall be painted, stamped into
the concrete, or provided on a metal plaque affixed to the s~cture as aFproved by the
City Engineer or his or her designee.

17.56.050 - Pollution Prevention Agreements

Prior to final building ~ or the faling of a Final Map, as applicable, the applicant
shali enter into a Pollution Prevention Agreement with the City or other agency desigrtated
by the City. The agreement shall include, but is not limited to, the following provisions:

A. Authorization for ~ Cityor otim" aSmcy d~ated by the City to impect on-site
pollution prevention ~e,’t¢~ with respect to the accumulation and concentration of
pollutants, gerbage and/or debris, so as to prevent the discharge of pollutants,
gerbage and/or debris into streets and/or the storm drainage system;

B. Fair sham partidpation in the Periodic cleaning of storm drain facilities, increases in
street sweeping, and increases in ~ emptying of roadside trash receptacles resulting

C. Fair share participation in the fundL~ of the City’s Public L, dormation and Education
Proffram(s) for. the disposal of waste, recydin& and water conservatiorv and
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Urban Runoff Pollution Control 17.56.060

D. Requirements that arty applicable conditions, �overmnts, and restrictions
irtclude statements encouraging homeowners, and persons in con~’ol of homes and

1. Prevent the improper disposal of litter, lawn/garden clippings and pet feces
into streets or other areas where runo~ n~y canT pollutartts into the storm

2. Remove dirt, trash and debris from sidewalks and alleys that may contrz~:mte
pollutants to urban runo~

3. Recycle oil, glass, pl~stic, and other materials to prevent improper disposal into

4. Properly dispose of household hazardous waste to prevent improper disposal

5. Properly use and conserve water.

17.~6.060 - Required Best Management Practices

The owner, occupant or other ~ in char~ of day-to-day operation of each premises
wi~tin the City shall implement ~e best Management Practices or use Good Houseke~ing
Practices, as applicable, as follows.

A. Pot premises with parkir~ lots wit~ more than 25 parking spaces exposed to
stormwater and which parking lots are associated with industrial or commercial
activities, accordin~ to the United States O~fice of Marm~,ement and 8ud~et Standard
Industrial Classification Code, the owner, occupant or o~her person in char~ of day-
to-day operation shall use BMPs to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the
maximum extent practicable. Such measures may include rear sweepir~ or other
measures, i~ ef~,ctive.

B. Pot premises where machinexy or other equil:rment which is repaired or maintained
at facihTms or activities associated with industrial or c~mmmrcial activities, according
to the United States Office of Marm~emei~t arzi Budget Standard Industrial
Classification Manual, the owner, occupant or other person in clmr~ of day-to=day
operations shall use BMPs or other steps to prevent dise.har~ of maintenance or

C. Pot other premises exposed to stormwater, the owner, occupant or other person in
~ of day-to-day operatim~s shall use BMPs, if they exist, or other methods to
reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, indudir~ the
removal and l~wful disposal of any sol~l waste or any other substance which, if it
were to be discharsed to the MS4, would be a pollutant, including fuels, waste fuels,
chen~_cals, chemical wastes and animal wastes, from any part of the premises
exposed to stormwater.
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5408. Requirements for Industrial/Commercial and Construction Activi~i~..~. ~.-’~T~;~ ,.

Each ind~al discharger, disch~ger associated ~h c~ns~ctio~ activity, or o~h~r disc~g~r
described in ~y g~ne~l s~o~ water ~it address~g suck discharges, ~ may b~ issued by ~hc
U.S. ~v~o~cnt~ P~ction Agency, lhc State Water Re~u~es Con~ol B~d, ~d ~e Regional
Bo~d s~l comply ~th ~I requiremen~ ofs~h ~t. ~ di~ch~er idemified in ~ individual
NPDES P~i~ shah comply wilh and undc~akc all activities r~uired by such ~rmi~, Proof"
complianc~ wi~ ~y such ~it may be required [n a fo~ acc~ablc to ~e Authori~ed
~nforccm~Officer’~ ptio~ ~o lh~ i~s~n¢~ of~y grading, building or Occupancy perils, or ~y
o~her typ~ ofpe~it or Hcens~ issu~ by th~ CIr.

$409. Sto~ Water Managemen~ Plan for New Dev~lopmenL

A. Prior to [ss~c~ of a building pcrm[t for my new deve]opmenl (ot~ undevc[opcd land) or
final ~p app~ova[ for any su~iv[sion of pro~ny the applicant shall be requff¢d to have
approval of a Sto~ Wat,r M~agemeat PI~ from ~ Dep~ent o~ Public Works and
Depa~ment of Enviro~en~ ~d Building Safe~y.

~c SIo~wa[er M~agcmcnt Plm~ s~II inco~orme the follow~

I. Cons~ct/on Erosion Con~ol - as requircd und~w ~ticlc VIII, Chapter l, Section
70 i0 - Building Rcgulafions of thi~ Cod~.

2. Sto~ d~inagc improvement m~e~ to mitiga~ an~ offs[~do~strcam negative
imp~ts due ~e pro~ed development. This includes, but n~ limited ~o;

a) ~itigating incre~ed ~no~te du~ to ncw ~mp~ious s~lhces through on-
site detention such that pe~ ~noff rate afi,r dcvclopmcnt do~$ not exceed
~h~ p~ak ~noff of ~ ~it~ bcfo~ dev~lopment for ~h~ I00 y~r cleat flow
sto~ ~vent (note; QII00 is calculated using fl~e Caltrans Nomograph ibr
¢onv¢~ing to my frequency, from th~ Cal~an~ "IIydraullc D~sign and
P~ced~es M~ual"). ~ de~tion h~i~facility is to be designed
pro~d~ a~nuation and ~l~ in s~ges ~ough odfice~ ~or 2-ye~, 1
~d l 0~y~ flow ~tes, md ~ ~ui~d ~omge vol~e of the h~i~facility
is ~ ~ b~ed u~n l-inch of~a[l over lhc pro~$cd [mpe~ble s~faces
pl~ ll2-inch of~n~all ove~[h~ ~eabl~ ~rf~cc~. ~l on-~itc dm~g~
d~vic~, [ncludin~ pip~, ch~el, an~or ~eet & gutter, xhall he ~ized to
�~ula~iveIy conv~y a 100 yc~ cl~ flow sto~ cv~[ to the detention
t~cility,

b) Demon~mtln8 by ~bmission ofhydroIogyfl~ydraulic ~n by a rcgistc~d
~g~r ~ar dclc~i~ ~fi~ do~ff~ sto~ drain convey~ce devices
(~om project site to ~e oce~ outlet) ~ adeq~te for 25-year s~orm event,

MALIBLt MLINIC.IPAI. COIOI~ Article V, Chapter ~,, Page



or;

�) Constructing necessary off-site storm drain improvements to satist’y
above, or;

d) Other measures accomplishing thc goal of mitigating air offsi:c~’downs’.ree, m
impacts.

3. Storm drain pollutfon prevention measles includin8 all �onstruction ulements and
, Best Management Practices (BMP’s) to address the l’oIlowing goals in connection
,~ with both construction and long-term operation of the

a) Maximize, to the extent practicable, the percentage of permeable surfaces in
order to allow more percolation of runoff into the ground,

b) Maximize, to the extent practicable, retention of d,’3,.we,ad~er run6ff on-site
to allow l~rcolation into thc ground, or installation of other tre.’.,.trnent
measures thereby preventing pollutants from entering the storm drain system.

C. "f’he City’s evaluation of the Storm. Water Management P}an will ascertain how well the
proposed plan meets th~ combined o~jectives set for’da above. In addition, ~hc Ci~’ will
analyze the watershed eh~tac~isrics and land use~. and estimate watcr quality requirements
for each p~uject. Each plan w~,ll b~ evaluated on its O~,Tt merits according to the particular
ch,’tractcHstics of the project and the site to be developed.

D. The Storm Water Management Plan shall b¢ approved or disapproved by the Director of’
Public Works and the Director of’l~uilding and Safer3.’ (or their designees) within l~enty-on~
(21) calendar days following submittal. If the plan is disapproved, the rcasons for
disapproval shall be given in wriling to lhe applicant.

Full or p,’k-’tial waivers of eompliaJ~ce with this Sectionmay be obtained for development
sit~ where it can be adequately demonstrated that the accomplishment of those storm drain
management measures is an economic; ar,@’or physical impossibility due to the particular
configuration of the $~t~ or due toirreconcilable eonfli¢ts with other City requirements.
Request.~ for waiver~ must b~ approved, in writing, by the Pl~’m.ing Department, the Public
Wo&$ Department, and the Environmental and Building Safety Depn.rtment.

F. The a~plicant is required to comply with the approved Stot’ra Water Management Plan.

5410. Enforcement.

A. Violations Deemed a Public Nuisance.

1. Any condition cau.~d or permit’ted to exist in vio|ation of any of the provisions of
this Chapter is hereby determined to be a threat to the publie hev!th, safety and

MA/..IBU MLrNICIPAI. CODE Article V, Chapter 4, Pa~e 9
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TASK FORCE
5710 EAST SEVENTH ST SUITE 168
LONG BEACH. CA 90803 ° 562-630-1491

Thursday, September 9th, 1999

Members of the Board
California Begional Water Quality Control Board
320 West 4~l:h Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

RE: Standard Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs) on stormwater runoff
controls for development projects at: 1 ) 100 + home subdivision; 2) 10-99 home
subdivision; 3) 100 + square-foot commercial development; 4)automobile repair
facilities; 5)retail gasoline outlets; 6)restaurants; 7)hillside located single-family
dwelling.

Dear Members of the Board,

We wish to provide strong support for the recommended changes the Executive
Officer, Mr. Dennis Dickerson, proposes to include in the Standard Storm Water
Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs). In addition, we wish to support Heal the Bay’s
concern for the need to provide a one hundred foot physical buffer width as well
as separate language for the special considerations involving Environmentally
Sensitive Areas.

The President and members of this Task Force have been directly involved in
developing and providing support to the Sustainable Cities program for the City of
Long Beach. The establishment of a Sustainable Cities program is evolving
through the new Environmental Task Force of the Strategic Plan convened with
representation appointed by the Mayor and Council of the City of Long Beach to
review the Open Space Element of the City of Long Beach’s General Plan. Many
design elements and structural controls such as rainfall capture cisterns are
incorporated into this Sustainable Cities program.

There must be an even playing field in development standards between Los
Angeles County unincorporated areas and the Cities within the County. This even
playing field reference appeal was made to you on this issue by the City of Long
Beach during the hearing of the Cities’ stormwater permit on June 30th. There is
no question that the playing field must be even and everyone adhere to a ~
standard as suggested by the Executive Officer to reduce and retain onsite
stormwater runoff which in itself will reduce downstream water quality impacts.

One of the focus areas of the Los An(~eles and San Gabriel Rivers Watershed
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Council i~ to explore alternative land use patterns and management for storm
water. For your reference is the draft copy of the Watershed Council’s first white
paper: " Storm Water: Asset or Liability". On page two, the graph illustrates the
ratio of runoff to precipitation over time.. What is interesting is that prior to the
mid 1960’s runoff was 20 percent and infiltration and evaporation amounted to 80
percent. Since the mid 1960’s infiltration and evaporation has been reduced to
only 50 percent and declining further with the ever increasing impermeable
construction. To assist in rethinking the traditional approaches to stormwater
management local examples are described in pages 12 and 13 and techniques
described ir~ pages 6 though 12. Examples of locally developed ordinances are
included as i~ppendices to this paper as guidance for other mLmicipalities.

It is critical that the Executive Officer’s recommended changes be included in the
SUSMPs. Especially, when the fate of the last remaining open spaces in Los
Angeles County for new and redevelopment are debated in the Los Angeles Times
as recently as the attached article of Tuesday September 7th, 1999.

The Los Cerritos Wetlands Task Force mission is to preserve, protect, enhance and
restore the wetlands of the San Gabriel Estuary.

Please contact me to further discuss at (626) 794-0487.

Sincerely,

Jacqueline Lambrichts
Water Quality Regulatory

Attachments - two

cc: Don May - President of the Los Cerritos Wetlands Task Force
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January 24, 2000

Via Facismile 562-904-7296

Desi Alvarez, Chairman
Executive Advisory Committee
Stormwater Program - Los. Angeles County
c/o Department of Public Works
P.O. Box 7016
Downey, CA 90241-7016

Dear Mr. Alvarez:

We have received a copy of your letter of December 22, 1999, regarding the Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board’s December 7, 1999, Standard Urban
Stormwater Mitigation Plan proposal .(the "Proposal"). Your letter offers comments,
allegedly on behalf of the entire Executive Advisory Committee ("EAC") membership,
designed to promote "a SUSMP that is acceptable to all parties."

Pursuant to the California Public Records Act (California Government Code
Sections 6250 et seq.), we hereby request that you immediately forward us the city
council resolutions authorizing you to represent the EAC members regarding the
Proposal, and to represent, on their behalves, what would be "acceptable to all parties?’

Please feel free to call if you have any questions. Thank you in advance for your
cooperation.

Sincerely,

Alex N. He!petin ¯

cc: Dennis Dickerson
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Janus! 24} 2000

Via Facsimile 626/564-1116

Harry Baldwin, President
San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments
3871 E. Colorado Blvd., Suite 101
Pasadena, CA 91107

Dear Mr. Baldwin

We have received a copy of your letter of December 16, 1999, regarding "COG
Resolution Opposing Numerical. Standards on New Developments." Your letter indicates
that the SGVCOG represents, among others, the residents of"our 30 cities," and that, on
behalf of those cities, the SGVCOG opposes the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality
Control Board’s December 7, 1999; Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan proposal
(the "Proposal"). .

However, at least one of your member cities - the City of Pasadena - has written
its own letter in substantial support of the Proposal.I This inescapable contradiction
suggests that you may have misrepresented the position of your members to the LOS
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board.

Accordingly, and pursuant to the California Public Records Act (California
Government Code Sections 6250 et seq.), we hereby request that you immediately
forward us the authorizing resolutions of each member city, on which you base your
allelged ability to make these statements.

Please feel free to call if you have any questions. Thank you in advance .for your
cooperation.

Sincerely,

Alex N. Helperin

cc: Dennis Dickerson

t Se_._~e letter from Daniel Rix, City Engineer, Pasadena Public Works and Transportation Dep’t, to Dennis
Dickerson, Executive Director, California Regional Water Quality Contro! Bbard, Los Angeles Region
(Jan. 13, 2000).
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I’~ ~COUNCtL
January 24, 2000

VIA FACSIMILE (213/576-6660) and Hand Delivery

Dennis Dickerson
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region
320 W. 4’h Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

Re:. January 26, 2000, Regional Water Quality Control Board Hearing
Public Comment Protocol

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

On behalf of the Natural Resources Defense Council ("NRDC"), Heal the Bay, and the
Santa Monica BayKeeper, we write in response to your January 21, 2000 letter re "Procedure for
Public Comment on January 26, 2000" (the "Proposal"). We find the Proposal to be confusing,
unworkable, and implicitly to suggest that, depending on the relative number of speakers for edch
position, some members of the public may not be given an opportunity to address the Board, as
required by thefederal regulations regarding public participation. See, e._g:., 40 C.F.R. Part 25.
Perhaps most significantly, we find the proposed initial thirty-minute period to be problematic.
This is true for multiple reasons, not the least of which is thal~ characterizing one’s position as "irt
favor" or "in opposition" may well be misleading and is likely to create an artificial division of
speakers into two groups which are neither internally consistent nor in opposition to each other.

Accordingly, we request the following:

(1) An opportunity to present a combined 20-minute presentation to the Regional Board;
and

(2) Assurances that every .member of the public who desires to be heard will have an
independent opportunity to address the Board.

For obvious reasons, we need to know how the Board intends to proceed on Wednesday
as soon as possible. Please contact us by the close of business on Monday, at (213) 934-6900, to
apprise us of your decision on ~his matter. I l~ok forward to speaking with you soon.

Sincerely,

Alex N. Helperin R0069577
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24,. 2000

VIA FACSIMI££ (213/:i76-~0) and Hand

s=m ~onica lh~Kee~r, we wri= ~.-~o=~.~ m yo~ J~ 2~, 2~ l~ ~ "~~ for
~blic C~ on ~ 26, 2~ (~� "~~ ). We ~ ~ ~~ m ~

r~d by ~e ~ral ~~ ~g pubhc ~~o~ ~, ~. ~ ~.r~ r~ ¯

~i~ is ~ for m~fiple ~, ~ ~ 1~ of which ~ ~t �~~g ~’s ~on ~ -~
~v~" ~ "~ opinion" may well ~ mid~ ~ ~ ~ly m ~ ~ ~fic~l ~vi~on 0£

Accordingly, Wc r~u~ ~ follo~g:

(2) ~�~ ~ cvc~ mcm~r of ~ pubfic who d~kes m ~ ~ ~11 ~vc ~
in~n~ op~~ ~ ~ ~ B~.

For ob~o~ ~m, wc n~ ~ ~W ~w ~e ~ ~ds m ~ on We~y
~ s~n ~ ~ssible. Ple~ ~n~ ~ by ~ ~o~ ofb~�~ on M~y, a~ (213) 934~9~, w"
~ ~ of yo~ ~on on ~s ~. I ~k ~ m ~ ~ you ~n.

Sincerely,

¯Alex N. Hclperin R0069578



RECEIVED
January 24, 2000

ZlII~I1 J~.N2s ~ I."

Q,C;,,_~-Y ,_ 7.’~T,~Ot BOARD
Via Facsimile 562/436-1579

Lisa Peskay Malmsten
Deputy City Attorney
Office of the City Attorney
City Hall
333 West Ocean Blvd., 1 lth Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4664

Dear Ms. Malmsten:

We have received a copy of your letter of January 14, 2000, regarding the Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board’s December 7, 1999, Standard Urban
Stormwater Mitigation Plan proposal (the "Proposal"). In the letter, you have indicated
that the city of Long Beach (the "City") opposes the.Proposal. Pursuant to the California
Public Records Act (California Govemment Code Sections 6250 et seq,), we hereby
request that you immediately forward us the City Council resolution expressing this
position on behalf of the City.

Please feel free to call if you have any questions. Thank you in advance for your
cooperation.

Sincerely,

Alex N. Helperin

cc: Dennis Dickerson
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January 24, 2000

Via Facsimile 310/379-9.268

Bob Pinzler, Chair
South Bay Cities Council of Governrfients
5033 Rockvalley Road
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Dear Mr. Pinzler:

We have received a copy of your letter of December 20, 1999, enclosing a South
Bay Cities Council of GoVernments ("South Bay. COG,) resolution urging the California
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region ("LA-RWQCB") "to defer
inclusion-of numeric standards" in i~s Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans (the
"Resolution"). The Resolution indicates that South Bay COG represents sixteen member
cities and that it is on behalf of those members cities that the South Bay COG urges the
LA-RWQCB to defer on the issue of numerical standards.

However, at least one of your member cities - the City of Rancho Palos Verdes -
has written its own letter in substantial support of the inclusion of numerical standards)
This inescapable contradiction suggests that you may have misrepresented your members
to the LA-RWQCB.

Accordingly, and pursuant to the California Public Records Act (California
Government Code Sections 6250 et seq.), we hereby request that you immediately
forward us the authorizing resolutions of each member city, on which you base your
alleged ability to make these statements.

Please feel free to call if you have any questions. Thank you in advance for your
cooperation.

Sincerely,

.Alex N. Helperin

cc: Dennis Dickerson

1 See letter from Dean Allison,,Director of Public Works, City of Rancho Palos Verdes, to Dennis
Dic"-~erson, Executive Officer, California Regional Water Quality Control Board (Jan. 4, 2000).
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January 24, 2000

Via Facsimile 323/588-2761

Samuel Kevin Wilson, P.E.
Director of Community Services & Water
City Hall
4305 Santa F~ Avenue
Vernon, CA 90058

Dear Mr. Wilson:.

" We have received a copy of your letter of January 14, 2000, ~egarding the Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board’s December 7, 1999, Standard Urban
Stormwater.Mitigation Plan proposal (the "Proposal"). In the letter; you have indicated
that the city of Vernon (the "City") opposes the Proposal. Pursuant to the California
Public Records Act (California Government Code Sections 6250 et seq.), we hereby
request that you immediately forward us the City Council resolution expressing this
position on behalf of the City.

Please feel free to call if you have any questions. Thank you in advance for your
cooperation.

Sincerely,

Alex N. Helperin

cc: Dermis Dickerson
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VIA FACSIMII-£ (w/o enclosures) and U.S M~il

Executive Officer and Members of the Board
California Regional Wazer Quality Conn-ol Board, Los Angeles Region
320 W. 42 Slreet, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

Proposed Modal Standard Urban Slorm Water Mifiption Plans (SUSMP@
Los Angeles Coun~ Muukipal Stormwater Permk ~PD£S No. CAS00616S4)

Dear Mr. Di~n and Members of the Board:

The Natural Resources Defense Council ("NRDC") is a national e.nvironrne~m]
organization with over 400,000 members, approximmely 35,000 of whom live within the Los
Angeles region. NRDC has reviewed the "Proposed S~,~ndard Urban Storm Water Mitigation
Plan" (the "’Proposal") issued on December 7, 1999 as a proposed "model program" of the Los
Angeles Counly Municipal Storm Wa~e.r Permit (din "Los Angeles Permit"), and as ~
remainm" g unf~shcd element of the Long Beach Municipal Storm Water Permit (the "Long
Beach Permit"). We subznit ~ following comments’ on behalf of NRDC, Heal the Bay, dae
Santo Monica BayKeeper, and their respective members (collectively, "NRDC").

NRDC Position
While NRDC strongly supports the Regional’Board Staff’s retention of the 0.75-inch

numerical s~lard initially embraced in in August, 1999 proposal, we are extremely
disappoimed that Smffhas included a hogof exceptions, oxcmptions, and general limhations on
the scope of the program that. collectively, render that numerical staadazd virtually meaningless.
Taken as a whole, these limitad.ons so sevemly-undermLu¢ the impact ofd~ numerical sumdad
that it is genuinely questionable whether that standard will ever actually be effectuated. It
appears that tl~ Regional Board Staff ("StaR"] has maintained the numerical standard only as a
toke~ concession to the zcquirements of the Clean Wmer Act, while essentially capitulating to the
cries of those municipalities who a~ reflexively opposed to the idea of having to .implem~t such
a standard.

R0069583
~ In addmon, NRDC joins in ~b~ ¢c, ramcnts sul:m~d by Heal d~e B~y, in i~ lense of ~anuary 14, 2000, and those
sl~bm~t~d by d~e Santo Moniea Mounleans Conservancy, in im ]�~¢r of D~ccmbvr 16, 1999. We also hereby
Jn¢orpor~e our Fcvm~ comments, submin~d wid~ o~r [¢t-~r of September 9, 1999 (’Septe.mb~r Loner’), anacI~d
he¢~o (wi~hou~ exh~bns) as F-.xlu~ ^, which, in r~un, incorpomcd d~� ¢ommen~s submitted by d~ Santa Moni~
BayKeeper on d~e sam~ da~, and tho~r aubuU~cd by H~al d~ Bay on S~©mber 7, l~.
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Executive Officer and Members of the Board
Los ~geles Regio~ Wa~er Q~i~ Con~l Bo~d
J~ 14, 2000
P~e 4

The SUSMP should function like any other type of building code, with its requiremenm
applying equally to minismrial development projecm and to discretianary ones. It should simply
become a part of the set of requirements that apply automatically m any new deve!opment.

Request: Los Angeles County removed the limitation m "discretionary" projects from
i~s program, and we slrongly encourage uhe Regional Board to do ~e same.

Problem "3: The Proposal is Rife wi~h Exemptions, Exceptions and Overly-
Restrie~ve Definitions

(a) Remove the Roofing F, xcl~sion
The significance of the numerical s~qdard is gre, afly diluted by ~he inse~on of a ’rooRop

exclusion" fl~a~ was m~roduced dire~,ly by the Executive Officer withom any Ioclmical support or
precedem. Section 9 of ~he current Proposal would allow developers m diver~ runoff from roof
raps directly m ~ ~orm drains and m rake credi~ for lhat volume ofrunoffas if it were being
treated. Such an exception would be directly conn, aty m ~he imrpose of the SUSMPs. Not only
would it allow ~reaunem of less runoff, bu¢ it would actively .... encourage ~velo=_ne~ ~q
the amount of impen4ous s~e (ha the form of roof raps) builI into the developmem proce~
That is because every additional inch of roof mp would enable developers ~ build smaller BMPs
and direct more nmoff sa-aigh~ to the s~nndrai~. We are aware of ho similar exclusion in any
prognan anywhere ha couaw!. The provision is ~. 1~ would fun~on as aa
aflh’mafive at~ck on environmental proteclion and mu~t be removed.

Stuff appears m believe ~ roof-top runoff will not be conuuninamd, thus malting it
appropriaxe m send this runoff directly int~ ~he sIormdmin and reduce t~e voktme of runoff
trea~ed on-si~e. The Proposal does include a few provisions ~ ensure that some oflhe mos[
obvious contaminating influences on roof t~ps ~re not presem, such as roof-based
sys~ms and air pollution eon[rol devices; however, t~ese nromcfions are in~4~::a~_e, and,
sigaificantiy, they do nofl~g to address the larger issue d~at ~ exemn~ion cm~m~-incenfives
directly cqnn-arv to the__ purvo, se ofa .~o _rm _v¢~___ m~_~_emem sy_~m. ~ The following paragraphs
explain e~h of these poin~ in more de~ail.

~ the only safeguard against pollution in the rooftop runoffis the limitation of the
exclusion m cases in which: (I) "roofing ~s will rmt be a source afpollumms of concern;’.
and (2) "’roof based exhaus~ systems, ven~s, fillers, and air po|lulion canrtol devices will
present a significam som-c~ of pollution." Proposal at 9_ The Proposal neither explains who will
make ~ dem’minafions, nor how ~-y will be made. There is no ~’xplana~on of what it means
f~r roofing mamrials ~o be a source of pollumnt~ of concern; ~here is no definition of"significant
source of pollution" or guidance for assessing whelher the sm~mres at issue would ac~ as such a
source. Because of the vagueness of ~ exclusion, it provides essenlially no proIeczion agains~
pollute.d roof-rap runoff flowing freely into the s~orm system, exempt from all the olherwise-
applicable n’eatmem requixemems.

R0069584
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Executive Officer and Members of the Board
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
January 14, 2000
Page 5

~ the Proposal makes no provision for pubfic notice or commem on these
decisions. Thus, it opens the door for decision-making that could significantly undermine the
effect of the numerical standard, and that would do so without the ability for any public review or
accountability. This violates Clean Water Act public participation requirernent~. See 40 C.I~.R.
§§ 25.3, 25.4, 124.5(c), I22.62, and Part 124; _see ~ Ham~on v.. Suoerior Co_t~___ 67 Cal. App.
3d 472, 484 (1977) (granting of discretionary exemption requires regional board review).

~ there is no protection agahast, or even recognition of, the po~ntial polluting effects
of aerial deposition. Studies are underway to assess the signifieaac, e of this sota-ee of pollution,
but the Proposal effectively prejudges the results of these studies mad encourages developers m
increase the area of roofing, thus increasing the araoum of runoff sent directly to the storradrains
laden with any pollutants that have settled on those roofs. The aggregate amount of pollution
from these rooftops may wel! be a sil~itieant contributor to th~ pollation in our receiving waters
and may prevent mtmicipal governments from meeting their responsibilities to reduce the
pollution entering the receiving waters from the ends of’~ storm drains. It will uadoubtedly
make meeting those requirements more dif!~a~lt. Still, the proposal completely discounts, or
ignores, this source ofstormwater pollution, and thin is arbitrai7 and capricious and without any
support in the record.                         ’

~ even if the water could be proved to be pristine, this provision encomages
additional flow problems and a further deviation from the natural water cycle. A stormwater
managemem program mast mice into account both wa~ quality and w~ter quantity concerns. A
comprehensive management plan considers the entire hydrologic cycle, including infiltration and
evaporation, and does not simply focus on getting rid of the water as quickly as possible. S_._~
~’Storm Water: Asset or Liability," S. Dallman and T. Piechota (Dec., 1999), auached hereto as
Exhibit D, ~ ~ "Stormwater lviiltration," B. Ferguson, I998, presented at Urban Storm
Water Management in the Southwest Coafh, enee sponsored by U.S.E.P.A., Long Beach,
Califoraia, attached hereto as Exhibit E. In 1928, only five perceat of the rai~all in the Los
Angeles area translated into nmoft’in th~ Los Angeles River. In the 1990s, that ratio has reached
fifty percent. "’Storm Water: Asset or Liability" at 8. If we continue to increase the amouat of
rainfall that we convert m rtmofl~, at the same time development continues to increase, we will
not only exacerbate our existing wa~ quality problem, but we will also crea~e a flood control
threat rlaat is beyond the capacity of our current flood control system to handle.

ha stun, this exclusion is riddled with problems, lt will reduce, if may totally elimim~te,
the pollution-control benefit that the numerical sumdard would otherwise provide. It will
encourage environmentally destructive design practices. It will subvert public accountability_
And it will exacerbate our flood control problem. This ¢xc.lmioa mast b¢ rcmeved.

R0069585
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Exectmve Officer ~d M~rs of ~ Bo~d
Los ~geles ~gi~ W~er ~i~ Coa~ol Bo~d
Jm~ 14, 2000
P~e 6

(b) Modify "Retail Gasoline O~tlel ’" definition, as ~pecified below

The Proposal states that gas stations with associated �onvenieme ~xores are to be
classified based on their "’primary" activity. Propo.ml at 3. A huge percentage of gas station-�
today have convenience stores associated with them. These gas stations have just as much
potential to generate stormwater pollution as gas stations without associated convenience stores,
~md there is no reaso~ why a gas station should be able to avoid compliance with ~’tormwater
regulations by adding in a convenience store.

Furthermore, like the roofing exclusion, this provision provides no guidance on how tO
determine a facility’s "~rimary activity.’" Without any limitations on that plu’ase, this exemption
could quickly become an avenue to relieve most gas stations from the reqtdrera~ts of the
SusMp. Any pumping station, regardless ofwh~th©r it has an asmt¢i~ted ©onvcni¢ttce
store, should h~ve to meet the requirements of this SUSMP.

Finally, we note that dd’mifional limitations such as this one and the ones discussed in the
following two sections are particularly troubling because they do not simply relieve the excluded
facilities from the requirements of the numerical design standard; they seem to remove tho~e
facilities.fxz~m a~y of the facility-specific requirements enumerar~ in section ]0, ~ Proposal at
9-12. Consequently, even tl~ mo~t basic d~gn requircm~ts ofthat section, such as the
req~rement to cover fueling areas, would not apply, There is no excnsv for removing such basic
requirements.

(c) Change the "’H~llside ~ definition, as specified below
The Proposal establishes three crimria, all of which mnst Ix satisfied, for an area to

qualify as a "’hillside." The definition is both overly restrictive and dangerously vague. Los
Angeles County’s sCormwater managrment program lists three similar criteria, but meeting any
one of these three criteria suffices to qualify as a "hillside." Furthermore, criteria such as
"erosive soil conditions" are defined in the Los Angeles County progrm~ whereas the current
Proposal provides absolu~ly no guidance fix dettnmining wh~m, soil conditions are erosive,
nor does it spedfy who would maim such a determination_

Request: This definition .~muld be modified to read as follows: "Hillside’ means
property loc,~-d in an area that has any of the following characteristics, or where the planned
developmem has any of the following char~rteristics:

"location in an area Imowa to have erosive soft conditions as identified in the Los Angele,
County Department of Public Wor~ I-lydrolo~y/Sedimentation Manual;

"grading will occur oll ally natmal slope where the natural dope is 15% or greamt; or

"’plans include tutor fill slopes that are 30 feet high or greater.’"

R0069586
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Executive O~cer ~d Memb=r~ ~f ~ Bo~
Los ~gel~ ~gio~ W~er ~ Con~ol Bo~
1~ ] 4, 2~0
Page 7

(e) Remove the sfnall re~aurara exemption

Section 9 of the Proposal congludes by completely ~xgluding small resuuwams (those of
less thaa ~,000 square feeO from the BMP si2iag requirements. However, ~here is no necessary
correlation betw~ fl~e size of a restam-~t and the ~ount ofpollmion it produces. A small
restaurant can produce much greater storm wate~ pollution thin. a large one, depeading on the
materials they use and their source control prances. All resmunm~s should be required to meet
the same standards with respec~ ~o the nmoff generated by their sites. Because smaller sites
generate less runoff, the burden on ~ will amomatically be proponionately smaller.

R0069587
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Executive Officer and Members of~he Board
Los Angeles Regiona] Wa~r Q~ Con~ol Bo~d
~ 14, 2000
P~ge 9

~ the failure to provide a means for public review and comment violates federal
regulations applicable to state NPDES programs. Federal law requires that any change to an
NPDES permit that does not meet one of the criteria for a’minor randification" must go through
public notice and comment proceedings. 40 C.F.R. § 122.62 and 122.63. Th~ granting of an
exemption for other than purely factua! reasons can constitute a permit modification. _Cf_
Ham_nson v. Su_r~’rior Court, 67 cal. App. 3d 472, ~3-g4 (1977).

Third, the delegation of such authority to the Executive Officer, without any provision for
Regional Board review, violates the limitations on the Regioml Board’s ability m delegate its
duties. See Col Warn, Code § 13223. This statute prohibits the Regional Board from delegating
its power to modify wdste discharge requirements ("WDRs"). The SUSMP is a provisioa of aa
NPDES permit and ofa WDR_ Fu~qhcnnore, in a similar situation, Ham_~soa specifically held
r.hag, although a regional board resolution could authorize the board’s executive officer to make a
prelimina,~ deterraina~i~ regarding one’s eligibility for an exemption, the regiona! board still
had the power and d~ty to review rt~t detennimtion if it would cotmimte a modification of the
waste discharge requirement.

In sum, this waiver provision, which could e~empt an unlimited aumber of developmeam,
is illogical, unwise, and, as written, illegal. The provision toast be signili©antly modified, if
ao, removed.

Requ~t: Modify this provision ro allow dischargers ~o seek variances for a showing of
impracticability made to, and approved by, the Regional Board.

Problem °5: The SUSMP Should not Allow Self-Cerl~cation of Cotopliance
Section 13 allows developers w certify that thoy have complied with the require of

this SUSMP, thus avoiding any municipal or Regional Board review of their development plans.
Proposal at 13. Such a provision would be’an abdication of the Regional Board’s responsibilities
under the smrmwa~er program, end this provision should be removed. Ia no other area does
the Regional Board a!low the regulated communky to complemly remove itself from regulatory
oversight. At a minimum, there tous~ be a mandatory spot checking system so that
muaicipalities retain some sor~ of oversight over these otherwise-completely umegulamd
developments.

This section also states that the Executive Officer will decide an the acceptabie training
and ¢urriculura, This, too, exceeds the Regional Board’s authority to dclegale duties m
E~cutive Officer..lust as model programs under ~e Los Angeles Permit bad to come back
before the Regional Board for approval, any uaiaing program proposed by ghe Executive OiTicer
as an element of this permk’s re, quiremenm must la: approved by the Regional Board before it is
effective.

R0069588
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Executive Officer and Members of the Board
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
January 14, 2000
Page 10

Problem ~6: The .Section on Confli~ with Logal Praetice~ Vit~ate~ the Proposal
Finally, page 5 of the Proposal allows local practices Io override the requirements o/" the

SUSMP as long as the local practices would not "defeat or cixcumvent the iateat of the SUSMP
requirements." This vague standard is, once again, an invitation for abuse. Since the cover letter
describes the purpose of the SUSMP as beiag "to ensure that storm wa~er pollution is addressed.
.. by incorporating [BMPs] in the design phase of new development and redevelopment," one
could interpret this exemption as allowing local practices to munp the requirements of the
SUSMP as long as they require the incorporation of some BMPs in the design phase. Since this
is already required under the general development plantlhag prograra adopr~l by the Regional
Board in January of 1999, this may vitiate the entire SUSMP.

The SUSMP requirements should be implemented like any other program. There is no
reason why inconsistent existing practices should trump the SUSMP. This provision mutl be
eliltt~ated.

Conclusion
In sum, Staff has proposed a ho~t of alternatives, exemptions, and limitations that, as a

whole, threaten to complel~ly negate aH oftbe benefits tl~t rig numerical d~gn standard would
otherwise produce. There is no justification for retreatiag from tha~ design standard or providing
a series of"back doors" through which developers can avoid it. The proposed standard is
entirely reasonable. Indeed, as the following section demo~ it is far less restrictive than
the standards being adopted by huadreds of other muaicipalities all over the counto. If
anything, i~ should be stronger.

R0069589
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The Proposed Numeriea! St_snd_~rd ~ Ne~rv_and Entirely
Th~ is the second dine that Staff has recommended th~ inclusion of a numerical standard

within the SUSMP to guide BMP-design and easm~e adequate mitigation of srzrmwater pollution
in development planning. Furthermore, Sufff both times proposed fl3at the numerical standard to
be included should be based on the gS" percentile 24-hour runoff event and on the maximized
capture storm water volume for the area, or, in the alternative, a 0.75-inch storm size standard.
Se_.~e Proposal § 9.A, ~t page 8, and Public Notice No. 99-047 (Aug. 16, 1999) at 2-3. This is the
xntnimt~,’0..ac__c.eo_ ruble st~ .~__ ,d~ for developmem planning in the Los Angeles area,~ and it provides
a good starting poim for the implementation of this aspect of the Los Angeles.and Long Beach
Permks.

NRDC also recognizes fl,.at the current Proposal provides two additional metlusls far
calculating the exact standard to be applied to my given development. See Section 9.A. Thus,
Staff has provided maximumflexibili~ to developers and municipalities while still ensuring
m!nimaIly,adequate level ofmi!!_~,~n af ~ormwater pollution, NRD~ sapperts the use of
this attmerka! st=adard aad its form~datiea ia the eurreat Proposal.

The fu~s~ sectio_n_ below provides a sense of just how reasonable the proposed numerical
standard is in comparison to other programs being implemented across fl3e country, h also relays
the results of a survey.of similarly-su~ctured programs u’utt are being implemented in thirty-nvo
different geotlzaphical a~eas around the country.

The oilier two _sectiom address concerns that were raised by several municipalities a~ the
September 16, 1999 hearing regarding the technical effectiveness, and the co~¢-effectiveness, of
the BMPs in the program. Their ce~plaints generally took the form of alleging - withou~ any
evidence - that there was a lack of data to support the use of these BMPs. As we demonstrate
below, this claim is completely fallacious, as there is, and has been for years, an incredible
wealth of data supporting both n~ effectiveness, and the cos~,effectiveness, of these BMPs.

In responding to these municipalities" co.ncerns, it bears repeating that the selection of
BMPs is aot evea at issue in this proceeding, as the Regional Board has akeady adopted a lis~ of
BIVlPs far the development planning program under the Los Angeles Permit. See Regional
Board Resolution No. 99-03, April 22, 1999, anached as Exhibit F. Thus, fl~e Regional Board
has akeady determined that the BIviPs in this program are both cos~-effective and appropriate.
We nevertheless review ~he wealth of data regarding tb.e effectiveness and cost-effectiveness of
the strucua-al BMPs approved by the Regional Board las! April, in response to these concerns.

3 As indicated m ~he Sepw.mber Lener. N’RDC bet/eves tha~ the ~’e.stmkl should actually be higher. We believe
new d©velopm©nt projec!~ shotdd be desiglted ~o mitigme all l~e rtmoffgen~ by storms of up ~o m~her t.0-inch
or ~he size of a one-year, 24-hou~ sumrt, whichever is greater. Manl¢ areas armmd ~he cottalry use a 1.0-inch
standard, many oO~.rs ~se th~ s|x-mon~h o~ one-year. 2.4-hour storm stmulard; and still offsets r~qttire BMPs in
and reck’velc@mea~ m be d~igned wi~h sufficien~ ~ity m ensare ~ lhey CalXare 90~ ~f~he
sen~a’~ted. ~ ~ Table I, on pag~ 13. Given lh~ lly&~Iogy of~he Lo~ Angel~ area, ally ofIhese s~alldar¢~
would translate m a~ te.as~ a I .{)-inch s~orm.
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Hundreds of Munieipali~ Across the_ Cou__n_ _try U~ Stm--~!-~r orStr~__~- r $~a~r~.~
At the September ! 6, 1999, hearing at which fl~e Regional Board heard testimony on this

i~ue, representatives of several municipalities, as w~ll as flu: building industry, decried the
alleged diffictflties of implementing the proposed numerical standagd and the alleged hardships
that would befall them and (in the case of the municipalities) their constituents, ffthis standard
were to be adopted. Non~ of the speaker~ pzesented any evidence in support of their "’parade of
horrors:’ scare tactics. Instead, they simply- and incorrectly - impliedthat there wa~ no b~is
for ti~ standard that Staff’had recommended.

As we showed in great detail in our September Letter, not oaly was there a basis, but a
technically-sound, envh’onmentally-critical basis for adopting a standard at least as stringent as
the one proposed by Staff. Fu~r~ore, the~e are literally htm~dreds., of mtmi_’ci~mlities across the
country aiready emp!oying such sta!~�lardg,

Many municipalities have structured their ~andards in ways that make them difficult to
compare. However, one of the nation’s leading experts in stormwat~ management engineering,
Dr. Richard Homer, has noted that, although thege a~e myriad ways of arfieuiadag a standard for
BM~ design, in his professional judgment, "the majority of municipalities that have a numerical
sumdard [such as the one tisted in the current Proposal] have a mere stringent one .than Les
Angeles Coua~’s." See Supp|emenud Declaration of Richard R. Homer ("Homer Suppl.
DecL") ¶ 7, attached hereto as E .~ddbit G (emphasis added). And in fact, three of the Nation’s
leading stormwater experts have all ~ubmit~d tfgldavil~ or legtera supporting the u~e of
this standard. See Exhibi~ H.

Moreover, the legal standard fog mu~ticip~d stormwat~r pollution manageme~ reqt~es
that this Development Plan~g program be stn~tuw.d ~o as to ~edt~e pallutams i~ ~tormwater to
the "max~um extent pra~cable." 33 U.8.C. § 1342(pX3)(BX3); Los Angeles Pennit~ Part ~I, at
page 12. G~ven this ~dard, the fast’that other municipalities are implementing more stringent
standards, in and of itself, should suffice to show that this is a Wac~¢able option and theme.fore
must be implemented.

pre~ented below, in Table l, is a pardal E~ting of ~everal h~mdred mtmi~nal~_~_~ aZOgl~!
the country tl~t employ more ~inge~t standa~ ~ the one currently ~pose~ by Staff. Table
2 liars additional municipalities that employ equally ~u’ingent or more s~riagem sunuiaxds,
dcpend’.mg on the situation. This lis~ is by no means comprehensive- i~ comes from an academic
~urvey of 32 eiw, county, regional, and ~a~ programs’ - however, it ~rve~ as an indication of
how common the proposed approach is.
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Orlando, FL First 0.5 inch of’" I iaeh or ~eater.
runoff, or runoff from
first 1 inch ofrairdalL
whichever is greater.

Winter Park, FL First 1 inch ofrmmff Greatea" than i-inch.

Table 2

Standards Exceeding the Los Angeles Cot~nty Standard (Runoff from First 0.75 Inches of
Rainfall) Under All or Most

Municipality or Municipalities Design Standard for Equivalency to Standard
Tmannem Conu’ol Proposed for Los Angeles

BMPs
Florida (Water Management- - Fi~ 0~-i-.5~n~h of Groater than 0.5, almos~ always
Districts and municipalities ramff, dependiag on gr~tter than .75, and often above
that have not adopted their BMP, receiviag water, Z0.
own standard) ami impervious

fraction.
South Florida Water Runoff from first ii0- .... ~0~ always ~¢ater than 0.75
Management District (Miami- 2.5 inches of rainfall
West Pahn Beach (dependiag on
metropolitan areas) impervious fraction)

multiplied by
impervious fraction.

Suwanee River Water First 0.5-2 inches of Umaily greater than 0.75
Management District, FL runoff, depending on

BMP, receiving water,
and impervious
fra~on

State of Virgiaia Basic treatmem Usually greater than 0.75, and
volume is first 0.5     always greater than 0.75 for wet
inch of rtmofl~ but wet pools.
pond is to have wet
pool volame = 3 times
basic treatment
volume
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The Relevant BMPs Have _Re~neated _ly Been ShOwn_ to b~ l~i_~h~ gffeetiv~
Another concern raised by several municipalities at the September 16, 1999 hearing, was

over the effectiveness of the BMPs. ]]~re is _no_ doubt that mu_..c3ura! BMPs are a hi_ohly
means of controlling smrrnwater _t~o|b_~rm. and any uncertailaty regarding the effectiveness of .....
individual or specific BMPs has been substantially reduced by the myriad r~h~ical s_~_:dies
have been _r~rformed_ on thi~ subject. Indeed, contrary m the claims of several mtmicipal
representatives at th~ September 16, 1999 hearing, EPA has recently noted that "’It]here has been
a great deal of published dam documenting the efficiency of BMPs in removing pollmants fi’om
storm water.’" Preliroinm’v Data SummCw of_Urban Storm Ws.r~ B__eSt M_~,,~_-,__em~__~_ ~tices_
E4UA (AUg., 1999) ("EPA Study") at 5-50. In fact, there have been"[s]everal-nationwide
monitoring programs.., to evahm~ the performance of storm water BMPs," as well asdata in
the professional literature and "’a large amount of clam.., collected by various cities and
mtmicipalities as ~ of the storm water permitting program." Id. a~ 5.46 - 5-48. Indeed, some
of the data recotmted below has been "known for ove~ 15 years, mak~g ~ mtmicil~lities; claims
perplexing. See. ~ U.S. F_.PA, Results of the Nationwide Urban Runoff Pro~ram (Volume l-
Final Report), December, 1983, at 6-I - 6-64.

in addition, two separate groups have developed databases on the issu~ of BMP
effectiveness. "The Center tbr Watershed Protection... has prelmmd a database containing BMP
performance data for l?Z3 structural BMPs," id...~ at 5-47, and the American Society of Civil
Engineers ("ASCE") has developed what EPA xefers to as "a comwehensive database on BMP
performance." www.e_r~..aov/OSTtsmrmwat~, visited on Dec. 10, 1999. The Center concluded
that "’there is enough dam to select specific BMP groups on the basis of their comparative ability
to remove specific pollmants." "Comlmmtive Pollutant Removal Capability of Urban BMPs: A
Reanalysis," W _a!g_ rshed Protection Techniqu¢,~; Vol. 2, No. 4, June 1997, Technical Notes -
Storrnwaler BMPs; Technical Note 95 at 520.

Although a complete literan~e review and stnnmary is beyond the scope of this letter, the
attached excerlar from F~_entals of Ut’bao. RtmoffMms~em,,~T: T~ch~_je_~_} and In,~Tin,rlnn~l
Issues R- Homer, J. Skupien, E. Livingsto~ and H. Shaver (Aug., 1994), s~ Exhibit l,-~rtS:

the results of several in-depth studies on BMP effec~tiveness. Tim information is prodded as
exemplar/of the sort. of dam th~ has been generated regarding the effectiveness of BMPs. It is
by no means the only source ofinfomaatian an the subject. It is bu~ one example of the sort of
detailed i,ufonnatian that has been developed m characterize the effectiveness of s~
BMPs. Soroe of the conclusions of the report a~ suramarized below. Additionally, Table 5-7
from the EPA Study, attached lam~!o as Exhibit J, reports similar pollutant removal levels for
total suspended solids, nin’ogen, phosphorus, pathogens, and metals, for 10 types of BMPs.

All of the BMPs listed below ate on the Regional Board’s list of approved BMPs for use
in the Development Planning Program under the Los Angeles Permit. See Regional Board
Resolution No. 99-03, attached as Exhibit F. Thus, the following dam directly reflects the
effectiveness of rbx existing program.

R0069594
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A. Wet ponds
EPA’s Nationwide Urban Rtmoff Program ("NURP") Imrformed a comprehensive

invvstigarion of pond design and performance. Performance was found to relate best to volume
ratio (the ratio of pool storage volume to ngan storm volum¢). Total suspended solids CTSS")
reductions wer= found to reach 100% with sufficient volume ratio: Similarly, lead reductions
could be greater than 90%, phosphorus reductions greater than 60%, and copper and ~rsc
r~uctions as high as 50%. Se.a~e:s water quali~ design ~otm is equivalent m a volume ratio of
approximately 2.5, vd~ich yields reductions in TSS of 75%, lead of over 70%,.phosphorus of
50%, and copper and zinc of 40%. Fundamentals of Urben l~u~ffMan~e_m~,T R. Homer et
al., Exhibit 1, at 120-21.

D.    Constructed Wetlgnds
Another 1992 study, by Strecker, considered more than 140 papers and reports and

assemble~l detailed iv.fomm~ion on l ~ locations within the Unitod Stairs. The study found
median poIIuumt renmval~ of 80.5% for TSS, 44.5% for ~m__~__ n!~-nitrogvn (NH3-N), 58% for
total phosphorus, 83% for le, ad, and 42% for zi~. _Id. at 128-29.

E. S~,nd Filters
Momtoring sand filters in Austin, Texas, Shaver reported expected pollutant removal

effici~.cies of 75-87% for TSS, 71-88% for lead, 49-82% for zinc, 19-61% for total phosphorus,
and 36-37% for fecal coliform, among other poIIutam patam~rs. Id. at 138.

F, Leaf Compost Filters
A leaf compost filter developed and tested by W and H P~cific 0992) showed influem

eveat mean concentrations to be reduced, on average, by 95% in TSS, 84% in turbidity, 67%
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chemica! oxygen demand, 41% phosphorus, 88% ~6.nc, aud 87% ~o~al petroleum hydrocarbons,
among or.her results. Id. at 139.

Couliaeous Deflerlive Sy~em~
Robin Allison, orate University of Melbourne, in Victoria, Ausu’alia, found continuous

deflective sysmms, or CDS, m remove 70 m 85 percem of1~’aslt, vegeladon and TSS. R..Mlison,
B.E., Ph.D., "Effectiveness of Two Smrmwaxer Trash Trappinl~ Systems" (1998). See Exhibit K.

L    Conelm|on
There is an enormous body of derailed ~echnical infommrion regarding ~he effu:iency of

~he various sm~c~-al BMPs lismd above. Because d~e BMPs limed above are pan of r~e existing
Developrnem Pl&ming program, ~; Regional Board R~soludon No. 99-03, atlachc4 as Exhibi~
F, ~ dam is directly on-poim and complexly supportive of r~he Board’s decision m reqube r3m~
~hese BMPs be sized to work most effectively.

The dam present~d herein is also highly relevam because fl~ pollmam parameters for
which ~hesr sm~ml BMPs have born ~est~ - and for which ~b.ey have proven m be ~he most
effective - are the same uollumms for which the vast maioriw office wam~ ofzhis reeion ~r~
listed as im_mired. The L~s Angeles Rivm’, for example, is prcsendy ~ as being impaired by
ammonia, coliform, lead, oil, and ntmients such as nitrogen and phosphorus, among o~her d~ings,
see 1998 CalLforaia 303(d) List and TMDL Priority Schedule, approved by EPA, May 12, 1999
(’~303(d) lis(") at 79-81, all of which can be effectively managed by the BMPS listed above.
Even a casual review oft~ 303(d) list reveals that mos~ ofd~e �ontaminants lis~cd above,
including copper, lead, zinc, TSS, coliform, and nunien~ are ubiquitous problems in ~he Los
Angeles are~ Indeed, wi~h d~e impending deve[opmem afTMDLs for ~hese impaizmenm, ~
impWmentadou above d~ above BMPS may actually soon be nmmtmed.

There is Ample Dat~ Re_eardin_~ the Reasonable C__o~s ofStruetursl B~s

A. The M~~’ Demands ~d~ ~e Co~~on of Co~ Show
F~damcnt~ Mhu~c~~g ~r the S~cmre of ~� Cle~ Water A~.

Sev~ of~ ~cip~ ~~v~ ~o s~ ~ ~ ~o~ Bo~’s
16, I~, ~ on ~ i~e c~p~ ~l ~ ~ ~ci~z ~ on ~ co~s of~
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various BMPs to assess whether they should be required. If effectiveness is viewed as a measure
of the b~nefit of a BMP, r~y argued lhat, even if we knew how effective the BMPs were, and
therefore what fl~e benefits are, the absence of �os~ dam nevertheless meant that there was not
enough data ~o justify the BMPs on a �ost-benefit basis.

As an initial matter, it should be noted tha~ a cost-benefit analysis is not required at this
gage in the implementation ofth~ Clean Water Act’s stonnwm~ raanagement program. Costs,
to the extent they are relevant at all, have beta factored into the ¢qamion~n designating the
beneficial uses for the receiving wamrs. Once uses are designated for ~hose wag~ bodies, the
Clean Water Act requires that sufficient controls be implememed on all sources of pollution to
ass~,’e that those standards are auained. S_.~,~ e-_~. 33 U.S.C. § 131.3(dX1XC); see, ~__~_,~ id. at
§ 1312(a). Also, once again, the BMPs at issue were selected and/or approved by ~e Regional
Board nine mgnr-hs ago, ~ Exhibi[ F az 16-31, so their propri~ L~ not in issue in this agtion.
The only question before the Board is the appropriate sizing ofth~ pre-approvexi list of BMPs
thai the municipalities must require of new and redevelolan~nt regardless of how the Board acts
on the instant issue.

Ftrdaer, although the municipalities" objections do not relate to the propriety of adopting
a numerical sizing standard, iz is worth noting tha~ this element - the development of SUSMPs
with meaningful standards - is man~ed by the Los Angeles Permit. The permit requires tha~
SUSMPs and guidelines for their preparation be developed. Los Angeles Permit § lll.A. 1.¢. It
also states that, in order to implement a program for planning measures consis~nt with the
SUSMPs, permittees "’shall require that the project applicam submit au [USMP] appropriate and
applicable to the project." .~. at § III.A.2. Thus, the permirrequires the adoption of SUSMPs
and envisions that the Regional Board will develop standards, such as the numerical standard at
issue, to assessing the adequacy of the SlX’tific USMPs submiaed by developers.

Finally, the statute itself, as well as fl~e permit, requires dug the Development Planning
program b¢ su’uctured to reduce pollutants in stormwam- to the maximum extea~ practicable. 33
U.S.C. § I342(pX3); Los Angeles Permit, Part 1[, at 12, Given the number of municipalities tha~
are implementing more su’ingenr sizing smadards ~han this Regional Board is considering, see
section above entided "Hundreds of Municipalities Across the Coun~-y Use Similar or Slzonger
Standards," flgc¢ can be no doubt that the standard before the Board is not impracticable.
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sufficiently-sized ~ stormwater BMP(s)? Sirailarly, a 10-acre complex could be required
to spend as little as $13,500 or, using ~he mo~ expe~ive BMPs, as much as $161,000.6

EPA goes on to note that, in part because of economies of .~.ale, the costs of many BMPs
will vary from the~ numbers as the sizes increase, making it useful to assess the toud cost of
Wpical applications of em:h BMP. Table 6-2, anae.hed as Exhibit M, ~hows the costs for the
same eight BMPs for 5- and 50-a~re s~u:s? These amoums are likely to be only a small fra~ion
of~.be overall cos~ to develop lots orris si~e. The Center for W~ Protection concluded
that "’about a third of every dollar s~t on stormwat~r pond constm~on was d~vo~ to wa~r
qualiw control, with the remainder spend on flood control ~orage." "The Economic,~ of
Stormwa~’~r BMPs: An Update," Watershed Pm_.~’~tio~ Tee.h~.u~; Vol. 2, No. 4, June 1997;
Techmcal Notes- E~nomics; Technical Note 90 at 496. Furthermore, the Regional Board Staff
itself performed "’BM? co~t cal~ulations for an actual she Ln Los Angeles ~n the pro~¢~s of
development and de~rmmed that ~ mitigation crkeria cost is b~ th~ 0.~ percem of ~h~
projee~ eu~." StafFs "Summa~ of Comments Received and ~nse," Dec. 7, 1999, at 3.

In any event, ~h~ wealth of da~a regarding the co~s of BMPs should put to ~st the notion
that such data is m~available.

s 0.75 inches of rain on a 100% iml~frvious surface would genera~ 0.75 ~ (or 0.0625 fee~) ofnmoff. One-half
~cre is 21,500 square fe~. 0.0625 feet ofwmer over 21,500 sqttere f~l yields 1,344 cubic fee~ ofwaxer, whi�~
when multiplied by .5 ~o 6 (~he approximau: range of �osts rqx~d in Table 6-1) ytelds c.oss of b~ween $672 and
$8,064.

° Agaia a.~tming 100~ Imperviot~s~ess, since ten acres is ~t30,000 ~uare fe~ ~he s~e would yield 26,875 cubic
fe,:t of wal~’r. Mul6plied by .5 aad 6, ~ volume yiel~ cos~ of $13,437 and $161,250.

7 ASff.PA’$ dale 1"4111~�$ fIDIII [W0 IO n~� y¢a~3 old, ;h©se numbers ~hould b~ adjusr~J fo~ inflation, in addition to,
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Reeo~nmend_ed Chan_~es

The Regional Board hereby adopts the current Proposal from Staff with ~he following
modifications:

1. Remove the roofing exclusion from section 9, on page 9.

2. Remove ~he final paragraph within section 9, which excludes small restaurants (those
of less ~ 5,000 square feet) from ~he requirements established in tha~ section.

3. Modify Section 11, on Waivers, m allow dischargers to seek variances only upon a
show’mg of impra~icabiliF made to, and approved by, the Regional Board,
following adequate public notice and opportuniw for public comment.

4. Remove section 13, allowing seIf-cemfication of compliance.

5. Remove the section on page 5 enfi&’d"Conflicts with Local Practices."

6. Expand the scope of~e program m include all the pcoject and activity types covered
by Los Angeles County’s program, including removal of the limitatiou m
discretionary projects, by doing the following: (a) change the seaterice in the last full
paragraph on page 2 of the Proposal from:

"q’his SUSMP applies to projects that are Priority Projects (Discretionary Project) as
defined by ~he NPDES Permit;" m read:

"This SUSMP applies to all project and ac~vity types described ia aaachraent 1 ;" and
attach the list from the Los Angeles County Starmwa~er Management Man,l, see

Exhibit C, as attachraen~ 1.
(b) Remove the word "’discretionary" from ~ beginning of the last line on page 2 of the

Proposal.
(c) Remove the ~op paragraph from page 5, defa~ag "Discretionary Project."
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01-14-Z000 04::Ipm From-NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENCES COUNCIL 3Z39341Z10 T-114 P.OIg/OZO F-IQ8

Executive Officer and ~m~rs of~e Bo~d
Los ~ge~ ~o~ Wa~r Q~i~ Con~ol Bo~d
J~ 14, 2000
Page 21

g,. Modify ~he definition of"Hillside" on page 3 so ~ha~ it = as follows: ""Hillside’
means property located in an area fl~ has any of the following character/sties, or
where the planned dev©Iopmevz has any of the following characteristics:

"location in an area known ~o have erosive soil condi~ons as idea~fied in the Los Angeles
Couno,Department of Public Wor~ t’lydrology/Sedimeraaffon Manual;

"gradiag will occur on any namud slope where the natural slope is 15% or greau~r; or

"’plans include cut or fill slopes ~ are 30 feet high or greater."

9. Modify the definition of"au~raodve repair shop" as follows:

(a) Facilities with SIC code 5013 arg exempted only if they do aot store hazardo~
substances (meaning any substance designated m40 C.F.R. par~ 116, pursuam to section 311 of
the Clean Wamr Acl), rrcycled oil, o~: automotive-related supplies, outside.

(b) Facilities with SIC code 501 ~ are excluded only ffthey do not engage ia repair work
or tire and mb~ ia~alla6on ~ do not stor~ aamraotive supplies or lia~dous ma.~rials (defiaed
as any substance desl~ in 40 C.F.R. pan 116, pur~uam t~ section 311 of the Cleaa Watmr
Act) outside.

tc) F~ilities with SIC code 5144 arc excluded only iftl~, y ra~t all of~he prior cri~m’ia.,
~g they aot only do they pro’form ao omiu: ~a~ir work, bu~ they do ao ins~l~on of aew
part~ or u~s, aM ~hey do oat rmre ~y ll~,zardous substances (as any subsumce desigaa~-d
m 40 C.F.R. par~ 116, pur~uam to section 311 of the Cl,,~a Wa, a:r Act) or oth~ automotive
supplWs, oumde.
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Executive Oi~cer and M~abe.rs of the Bo~d
Los ~geles ~o~ W~ Q~i~ Con~ol Bo~d
J~ 14,
P~e 22

Thank you for ~e oppommi~ m commeuz on tl~ Rrgional Board Staff’s proposed
SUSMP for ~he Los An_g¢le’s and Long Beach Permits. lfyou have any questioas regarding any
of the above, feel frc¢ m contact Alex Helperin at (323) 934-6900.

Sincerely,

David S. Beckman Alex N. Helpedn
Senior ARomcy Atmnmy
Natural Resources D~fens¢ Council Natural Resources Defense Council

St~ve~ E. Flei.~lfli M,~ G~ld
Executive Dive,or Excctttive Director
Santa Monica BayKeeper Heal the Bay

c,�.- Felicia Marcus, Regional Adminisuamr, USEPA, Region IX
Winston H. Hic.kox, Secretory of Environmrnml Prolection, Cal/EPA
Alexis Strauss, DLrector, Wamr Program, USEPA, R~gioa IX

Enclosures
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J~nuar 11, 2000

Denni~ ~ickerson
Execu~ ve Director
Los A geles Regional Water Quality Conu’ol Board
320 W! :4’a Street, Suim 200 .
Los A~ eles, California 90013

Re: Su ~ort for the 3/4 inch standard to reduce runoff from new and
"~development

Dear h Dickerson:

I refer y have had the chance to review the standard m-ban stormwater
mitiga~ )n plan for Los Angeles County and Cities in Los Angeles Count)’.
Treatrr nt of the stormwater quality is an essential element for prot~ting
local ~tersheds, and is widely used by many municipalities around the
couna3 I strongly suppoR the three-quarter inch runoff treatment standard
based ~ 1 past scientific research on the performance of stormwater best
maaag~ nent practices. I have also enclosed a recent article on stormwater
strategi s for acid and semi-arid watersheds that may be helpful in adapting
effecti~ stormwater practices for your region,

Thank 30 for the opportunity to comment on the proposed stormwater
mitigatt m plan. Adoption of the three quarter inch standard will help to
protect i "the creeks and coastlines of Los Angeles from the impacts of
stormv~ter pollutants, and represents a fair, equitable and achievable
threshold for stormwa~er treatment.

Since?.
Thoma: !R. Schueler
Execati ,e Director

cc Mar] Gold

attachr¢ ~,nt
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Draft of S~ormwater Strategi s

Stormwaler Strategies for .rid and Semiarid Watersheds

Draft: 7/12/99
Deb Cataco and Tom Schue]

Water supply and flood con ,’o1 have traditionally dominated watershed planning in arid and
semiarid climates. Until recer, years, stormwater quality has simply not been much of a priority for
water resource managers i~ the West. This situation is changing rapidly, as fast growing
communities at~ responding ! , both emerging water quality problems and new federal regulations.
In pa~ticular, larger cities in tl ~ West have gradually been dealing with stormwa~er quality to meet
the ,’cquiremcnts of the firs phase of EPA’s municipal stormwate¢ NPDES program, Soon,
thousands more smaller com~ unities will need to develop stormwater quality programs when the
second phase of this national ~ormwater regulatory program is rolled out later this year.

At first glance, it seems ludic; ms to consider managing the quality of stormwater in arid regions
whe~e storms are such a rare a~ :1 generally welcome event-- sort of like selling ice cubes to Eskimos.
The mban water resouroes of, he Southwe.at, however, are sa~ngly influenced by stormwater runoff
and by the watershed develol: aent that increases it. Indeed, ~e flow of many urban streams in the
Southwest is generated alm~ t entirely by human activity- by urban storm flow, m’igation return
flow and wastewatcr effluent. ~hus, the quality of both surface water and g~oundwater in urbanizing
areas of arid and srxniarid r~ ms of the Southwest is strongly shaped by stormwater.

For purposes of this article, a~ watersheds arc defined as those that receive less than the 15 inches
of rain each )’ear. Semiarid we ersheds get between 15 and 35 inches of rainfall, and have a distinct
dry season where evaporation greatly exceeds rainfall. By contrast, humid watersheds are defined
as those that get at least 35 in~ hvs of rain each year, and often much more. There arc many arid and
semi~u’id watersheds, most of,~ hich arc located in fast growing regions of the Weste~’n United States
ff’iBm’e 1). Low annual rainfal] extensive droughts, high intensity storms and high evaporation rates
are characteristic of these wa ~rsheds, and present many challenges to the stormwater manager.
[Note: in some arid and serm~, d watersheds, mos~ precipitation falls as snow and evaporation rates
are much lower. These water~ ~eds arc found in portions of Alaska and at higher elevations of the
Rock’ Mountains. C,~idance o stormwater strategies for thea~ dry but coId watersh~s can be found
in C~u’aco (1997)].

In this article, we review st~ate tea for managing stormwatcr in regions of scarce water, based on an
extensive survey of thirty sto~ lwateJ managers from arid and semiarid regions. We explor~ how
source control, bet~r site desi n and stormwater practices can b~ adapted to meet the demanding
conditions posed by arid and s rniarid climates. We begin be examining the environmental factors
~hat make stormwater manage~ ~ent ia add and semiarid watersheds so unique and challenging. As
a consequence, stormwater st~ ~tcgi~ for the West are often fundamentally diffment from those
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originally developed for moa humid regions. Some of the fundamental differences are outlined in
Table I and ar~ described in etai] b~low.

Tgble 1. The West Is Differ nt: Key Con~erations in Arid and S _~m__!-Arld Wa~_¢rsh.eds J

. Aquatic resources and mare, �merit objectives are fundamentally different
Rainfall depths are much lo ~er

,.~vap°rati°n rates are much igher

_ Pollutant concentrations in ormwater are much greater
Vegetative cover is sparse it the watershed

.. Sediment movement is grea!
Dry weather flow is ram, un ".as mtum flows are present

Aquatic resources and mona ;mere objectives are fm~dwnentally different

To begin with, the rivers of a .d regions are dramatically different from their humid counterparts.
Some idea of these difference can be comparing the dynamics of an arid river to a humid one (see
Box 1). The differences are e ~en more l~’ofound for the smaller urban streams in arid water,hers.
Indeed, it is probably appropfi. Ie to refer to ~hem as gullies or an-oyos rath~ than s~ams, since ~hey
tin’ely have a perenmal flow ol water. Many of the physical, cherrfical and biological indicators used
to define stream quality in ht ~d watersheds simply do not apply to the ephemeral washes and
an’oyos that coml~-ise the bulk of the drainage network of arid watersheds. Without such indicators,
it is difficult to d~ine the qua] ~ics ~hat merit protection in ephemeral streams. Clearly, the goals and
purpos~ of stream protection ~ .mr to be reinteal~reted for ephemeral stream channels, and cannot be
imported from humid regions

In humid watersheds, the firm ~bjecfive for stormwater management is the protection of perennial
stream protection, i.e., maintal ing pre development flow rates, habitat con~tions, water quality and
biological diversity. By contrm I, the objectives for stormwatcr management in most arid watersJ~eds
are ultimately driven either b the quality of a distant receiving water, such as a reservoir, estuary,
ocean, or an underground aqu fdr. Witness some of the recent water quality problems in arid and
semiarid watersheds of which stormwate~ is suspected to be the primary culprit - beach closures
along the Southern California :coast, trash and floatables washed into marinas in Santa Monica,
nutrient enrichment in ~reatic ~al reservoirs like Che~ry C’mck Reservoir in Denver and Town Lake
in Austin, trace metals violatim s in the ¢stuarine wate~ of San Francisco Bay, or conch’as about the
quaLity and quantity of gr, mmd eater recharge in aquifers of San Antonio and Austin. Usually, the
only local concern is the nee to prevent the loss of capacity of irrigation channels or storage
reservoirs caused by sediment tion.

2
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Groundwater is a particularl, valued water resource in arid and semiarid watersheds. Many fast-
growing Western communiti ~s are highly reliant on groundwater resources, and it is becoming a
limiting factor for some. On e national basis, groundwater provides 39% of the public water supply.
In the arid and semiarid Soutt, vest, however, groundwater sources comprise 55% of the water supply
(Maddock and Hines, 1995). Consequently, these communities have a strong interest in both the
recharge and protection of gt ,undwater on which they depend.

Box I
An A rid River Runs Thro gh It
Consider, for a moment, the :haracteristics of the South Platte River as it runs through Denver,
Colorado, as chronicled by ~u’ris et al (1996). Flow in the South Platte dyer is extremely
variable with a few thunder orms and the spring snow melt causing a half dozen dramatic
peaks in discharge. Normal however, river flows quite low, falling below the average daily
flow level some 354 days a !ear. Much of the flow in the South Platte has been spoken for, it
has been estimated that rive water is used and returned back to the river from three to seven
limes before it leaves the St; ~ (primarily due to upstream water appropriations for i~gation).
Most of the time, the river’s ~ow is sustained by municipal wastewater effluent flows, which
contribute about 90% of the iver’s daily flow during most of the year. Indeexl, without
wastewater and irrigation fl~ ~s, the river would frequently run dry (as it had prior to
settlement). The river contir ~¢s to strongly interact with groundwater, and much of the flow
moves underground. The So .th Platte is very warm; with summer surface water temperatures
exceeding 30 degrees Cels (and fluctuate by as much as 15 degrees each day).

F~’om a water quality stand int, the South Platte frequently suffers from oxygen depletion,
and has high concentrations 3f dissolved salts and nitrogen. Prior to settJement, the South
Platte River was not believ~ to have riparian forest corridors, but in recent years, introduced
species have become well es sblished along many parts of the river. The quality of river
habitat is generally regardec .as poor, due to low flows, sandy, shifting substrates, and a lack
of channel structure and wo¢ dy debris. The river’s channel continually changes in response
due to extreme variations in x3th flow and sediment supply. These extremely variable
conditions ,,� not coaduciw .to a diverse aquatic habitat for aquatic insects or fish. For
example, fewer than a doze~ ~ish species inhabit the South Platte River, as compared to thirty
or mor~ that might be found, a humid region.

Rainfall Depths are Much $ra :fief

Table 2 compares a series o rainfall statistics for eight arid, semiarid and humid cities and
documents that it rarely rain in arid watersheds. For example, in the fast growing Las Vegas,
Nevada region, rain greater t} m a tenth of an inch fails, on average, less than ten days a year. Not
o~dy does rain seldom fall, nol much falls when it does. For example, 90% of all zainfall events in
a given year are usually less ,an 0.50 to 0.80 inches in arid watersheds, compared to 1.0 to 1.5

~0069605



Draft of Stormwater S~.ategii s

inches in humid watersheds. Conseqner~tly, the water quality storm for most arid watersheds is
roughly half that of most se ~arid and humid watersheds, which greatly reduc,~s the size, land
consumption and cost of str ~tural practices that need to be built. In many cases, th~ entire water
quality storm can be dispose~ of on-site through better site design, without the need for structural
practices. It should b~ noted t st there are some significant exceptions to this rule. Los Angeles, for
example, experiences higher linfall depths due to intense coastal storms in the winter, especially
in el Nino years.

Table 2. Rainfall Statlstlcsl t~r Eight U,S. Cities (all units in inches)
Sources: NOAA, 1997; US l 0�, 1973, CWP 1999

R,lnfall Statistic
City

Annual ~ays of 90~ Annual Two year, Ten Year,r~nfal] ’.ain per rainfall evaporation 24 hour 24 hour
_ ’ear event rate storm storm

WasMngton, 38 7 1.2 48 3.2 5.2D.C.

Dan,s, 35 I. 1 66 4.0 6.5TX

Austin, 33 , 1.4 80 4.1 7.5TX

Denver, 15 ’ 0.7 60 1.2 2.5CO

Lo.,, Angeles, 12
~ 1.3 60 2.5 4.0CA .

Boise, ID 11 ’~ ~ 0.3 53 1.2 1.8
Phoenix, 7.7 ~ 0.8 82 1.4 2.4AZ

Las Vegas, 4
~ 0.7 120 1.0 2.0NV

While intense storms cause fl~sh flooding that is so characteristic of"--tuc w~s[, li is also importantto ke~p in mind that the depth~ rainfall in these storms is smaller than that of sexMarid and humid
watersheds (Table 2). For exarr,.~le, the rainfall depth associated with the two-year strum in most arid
watersheds ranges from 1.0 to].4 inches, which is roughly equal to the typical water quality storm
for a humid watershed, Simila,~y, the rainfall depth for the ten-year storm in most arid watershedsranges fi’om two to 3 inches, lhich is roughly equivalent to the ~epth of a two-year storm in a

4
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semiarid or humid watershed, y, stormwater managers ia add regions can fully Izeat thequality and quantity about a third to a half of the storage needed in humid or
semiarid watersheds.

Even though the rainfall de in arid watersheds are lower, watershed development can greatly
increase peak discharge rare flood events. For example, Guay (1996) oxarained how
development had changed r of floods in arid watersheds around Riverside, California.Over two decades cover increased from 9% to 22% in these fast-growing watersheds.
As a direct r~sult, peak flow rate at gaged stations for the two-year storm eventhad climbed by more than and that the average annual stormwa~ runoff volurae had climbed
by 115 to 130% over the time span.

Evaporation Rate8 are

The high evaporation rate i! a great challenge in add and .~emiadd watershecls. Low rainfall
combined with high         usually means that stored water will be lost water. In Las Vegas,
for example, annual rainfall is scant four inches, while pan evaporation exccc& t~n feet (Se_,� Table
2). Consequently, it is virtua y impossible to maintain a pond or wetland in an arid watershed
without a supplemental of water (Saunders and Gilroy, 1997, Technical Note 111).
Evaporation also greatly exce:rgnfall for many months of the y~ar in semiarid watersheds, and
requires special pond design t ues,

Pollutant Concentrations in 5 are Higher.

The pollutant concentrat stormwater runoff from arid watersheds tends to be higher than
humid watersheds. This is Table 3, which compares event mean concentrations (EMCs)
from five arid or semiarid to the national average for several common stormwater pollutants.
As can be seen, the of suspended sediment, phosphorus, nitrogen, carbon and trace
metals in stormwater runoff semiarid watersheds consistently exceeds the national
average, which is heavily d watersheds. In addition, bacteria levels are often aaorder of magnitude higher in i regions (Chang, 1999).

The higher pollutant       .i tions in arid watersheds can be explained by several factors. First,
since ram events are so rare, i have a chance to really build up over time on impervioussmfaces over tin-~. Second, p i areas produce high sediment and organic carbon concena’ations
becaus~ the sparse vegetative q does little to prevent soil erosion in uplands and gong channels
when it does rain. The strong e~ of upland and channel erosion can he detected when stormwamrsamples arc taken from chann]

but are less pronounced in stormwater outfall pipes.

5
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’fable 3. Stormwater Pollutar Event Mean Concentrations in Arid and Semi-Arid Regions
(Units: rag/l, except for meta which ar~ in ug/l)

Pollutant National Boise, Denver, San .~ose, Dallas,Idaho Colorado California Texas

Source (1) -’) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Rainfall ,1 inches 12 incl~s 13 inches 14 inches 28 inches

TSS 78.4 116 * 384 258 663
BeD 14.1 ~09 89 nd 12,3 12

Total P 0.32 . 1(141 0,75 0.80 0.83# 0.78
_Soluble P 0.13 17 0.47 nd nd nd
__Copper 14 ~ 34 60 58 40"
Lead 68 I’,~ 46 250 105 330 ....

Refo’~nces: (1): Smullen an~ ’Cave, 1998, (2) Lopes et al, 1995 (3) Kjelstrom, 1995
(¢omputexl) (4) DRCOG, 19~ 3, (5) WCC, 1992 (computed) (6) Brush et al, 1995.
Notes: rid= no data, # -- srmll sample size * = ouffall pipe samples

Veserative Cover is Sparse in Watershed

Native vegetative cover is re      sparse in arid and semiarid watersheds, and offers little
protection against soil erosion~ Irrigation is required to establish dense and vigorous cover, which
may not be sensible or etcher given scarce water r~soarces. In addition, high flows rdeased
from storm drains frequently a tream erosion since channels are sparsely vegetated.Finally, many stormwate.r pra~ require dense vegetative cover to perform properly (e.g., grass
swales are not feasible in arid given the difficulty to establish and maintain turf).

6
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Sediment Moven~nt ~s

Stream channels in arid and       watersheds move a lot of sediment when tl~y flow. For
example, Trimble (1997) fou d that stream channel erosion supplied more than two thirds of the
anmtal sediment yield of an San Diego Creek. He concluded that the higher flows due to
watershed urbanization had � ~r,,celerated the erosion of arroyos, over and above the increases
caused by grazing, climate riparian management. Channel erosion can b~ particularly severe
along road ditches that higber stormwater flows, which not only increase sediment
erosion but also ci~ates, ditch maintenance problems.

Dry weather flows are rare, )less supplemented by return water,

Most small order streams in d watersheds are gulll~s or arroyos that only flow during and shortly
after infrequent storm events, ts they urbanize, however, stream flow during dry weather flow can
actually inctmase. Sources weather flow include mtum flows from lawn and landscap~
watering, car washing, and discharges of treated wast~water. Mizell and French (1995)
found that excess water from and commercial landscape irrigalJon and construction sims
dewatering greatly increased ~ and duration of dry weather flow in a Las Vegas Creek, and was
sufficiently reliable to be the source for a downstmarn goll course.

Stormwater Stral~gles for and Semi-Arld Watersheds.

Watershed managers need to arefully choose stormwater practices that can meet the demanding
climatic conditions and water objectives in and and semiarid watersheds. In general, most
co]nmuni~ies employ three strategies - aggressive source control, better site design, and
application of "western" Some of the key trends in each of these areas are
described below.

Aggressive Source Control

The term source control enco~ )asses a series of practices to prevent pollutants from getting into the
storm drain system in the first iac~. The practices include pollution prcvemtion, street sweeping, and
more frequent clean outs of: :orm drain inlets. Each practice acts to reduce the accumulation of

pollutants on impervious suz ~ces or within the storm drain system during dry wea~hex, thereby
reducing the supply of pollut; tts available for wash off wben it rains.

Pollution prm, entioa. Pollutio~ prevention seeks to change behaviors at residential, commercial and
industrial sites to reduce exp~ sure of pollutants to rainfall. Almost all arid stormwater managers
considered pollution prrveatic nmasures to b~ an integral element of their stormwater management
program, oa par with the us~ of structural stormwater practices (Caraco, 1997). Indeed, many

7
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September 9, 1999

VIA FACSIMILE (w/o enclosures)

Dr. Xavier Swamikannu
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region
320 W. 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

Re: Proposed Model Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs)
Los Angeles County Municipal Stormwater Permit (NPDES No. CAS0061654)

Dear Dr. Swamikannu:

The Natural Resources Defense Council ("NRDC") has reviewed the "Standard Urban
¯ Storm Water Mitigation Plans Submitted to the Executive Officer under the municipal storm
water permit for Los Angeles County and Cities" (the "SUSMPs") and the Regional Board sfaff
("Staff") recommendation to the Executive Officer regarding approval of those SUSMPs. We
hereby join in the comments-submitted by Heal the Bay, in its letter of September 7, 1999, and in
those submitted by the Santa Monica BayKeeper, in its letter of September 9, 1999, and also
submit the following additional comments on behalf ofNRDC and its members.

Introduction

The Center for Watershed Protection (the "Center") has noted that "[c]ommunities across
the nation are finding that their water resources are degrading in response to growth and
development." Rapid Wateished Planning Handbook (Center, Oct. 1998) at xiii, attached hereto
as Exhibit A.~ The Center’s "four-year effort to examine new ways to reduce pollutant loads and
protect aquatic resources" revealed that "a fundamentally different approach toward development
[is] needed to ~dinbly protect streams and other aquatic resources." Site Planning for Urban
Stream Prot~ (Center, Dec. 1995) at 1, attached hereto as Exhibit A. Development

¯ planning is generally recognized as one of the most critical aspects of any stormwater
management program, and specific performance standards are essential to the effectiveness
of these programs.

R0069610
~ All exhibits will be submitted separately from the original, facsimile version of this letter.
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Dr. Xavier Swamikannu
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
September 9, 1999
Page 2

Staff’s Recommendation

Given the importance of this program, NRDC strongly agrees with Staff’s
recommendation to include a numerical standard in the SUSMPs to guide BMP-design and
ensure adequate mitigation of stormwater pollution in development planning. NRDC also
supports the specific numerical standard recommended by Staff- the 85th percentile 24-hour
runoff event, based on the maximized capture storm water volume for the area, or, in the
alternative, a 0.75-inch storm size standard. This is .the minimum acceptable standard for
development planning in the Los Angeles area,2 and it provides a good starting point for the
implementation of this aspect of the Los Angeles County Municipal Stormwater Permit (NPDES
No. CAS0061654) (the "Permit").

Basis for 0.75-Inch Standiard

As you know, NRDC and the Santa Monica BayKeeper successfully sued the County of
Los Angeles ("County") in 1994 over its failure to comply with the then-applicable Los Angeles
Municipal Stormwater Permit. In settlement of that lawsuit, the County agreed to develop a
comprehensive stormwater management program. That program is now outlined in the County’s
Storm Water Program Implementation Manual ("County Manual"), and the SUSMPs established
therein impose a 0.75-inch standard. County Manual, Volume VII, Appendix C, attached hereto
as Exhibit B.

The 0.75-inch standard was not chosen at random, but was the product of extensive
discussion and negotiation, and the counsel of Dr. Richard Homer, a professor at the University
of Washington, and one of the foremost experts in the field of stormwater management. See
Exhibit C. Dr. Horner concluded that a hi;_,her standard would be preferable, but that the 0.-~5-
inch standard ~ould be a minimallv-acccptablc standard to~ the Los Angeles area. Consequently,
this or a more stringent standard should be adopted for all other permittees under the Permil.

Similarly, the 85’h percentile 24-hour runoff event, based On the maximized capture storm
water volume for the area, is also based on sound science and the recommendation of stormwater
management experts. Dr. Robert Brashear,.Ph.D., P.E., of Camp Dresser & McKee suggested
this as one of the three legitimate methods for calculating a development planning.stormwater
mitigation standard when he spoke at the August 10, 1999 workshop on tlais subject. It is
therefore an appropriate alternative to the 0.75-inch standard.

z NRDC believes that the threshold should actually be higher. We believe that new development projects should be
designed to mitigate all the runoff generated by storms of up to either 1.0-inch or the size of a one-year, 24-hour
storm, whichever is greater. Many areas around the Country use a 1.0-inch standard, and many others use the six-
month or one-year, 24-hour storm standard, such as the Puget Sound basin; Orlando and Winter Park, FL; and the
Sta~es of New Jersey and Delaware. Another possible standard is to require’that stormwater treatment facilities be
idesigned with sufficient capacity to ensure that they capture 90% of the stormwater generated. Given the hydrology
of the Los Angeles area, any of these standards would translate to at least a 1.0-inch storm.
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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
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Page 3

These numbers are not only supported by experts in the field. They have been derived
using well-recognized technical sources and uncontroversial assumptions. Exhibit D, from the
California Storm Water BMP Handbooks, relates to the third method of calculating a numeric
standard mentioned above in footnote 2 (based on a percentage of storm water volume captured).
It demonstrates an analysis based on the STORM model, giving basin volume (not rainfall
volume) in relation to a directly connected impervious area ("DCIA"). By using the 100% DCIA
curve, one can approximate rainfall volume (i.e., all or almost all runs offand must be stored).
The horizontal axis is in acre-if/acre. Multiplying the numbers there by 12 gives inches. You
can see that a 90% capture goal on the 100% DCIA curve requires about 0.09 acre-ft/acre, which,
when multiplied by 12, results in .1.08 inches of storage.

The County’s adoption of the 0.75-inch standard translates into an 80% capture rate.
Looking again at the attached chart from the STORM model, an 80% capture rate translates to
about .064 acre-ft!acre, which comes out to about 0.75 inches of storage. Similarly, an 85%
capture rate would be about 0.95 inches. Various municipalities across the country, such as those
in the Puget Sound basin; Clark County, WA; Orlando and Winter Park, FL; and the Northeast
Illinois Planning Commission, employ between an 80% and a 90% (or greater) capture rate,
when using capture rate as the basis for determining minimum retention capacity.

The County Adopted the 0.75-Inch Standard but has Inexplicably Removed it from th~
Proposed SUSMPs

Although the County adopted the 0.75-inch storm size standard in its own standard urban
storm water mitigation plans, in its role as Principal Permittee under the Permit, it removed that
numerical standard from the SUSMPs that it st~bmitted to the Executive Officer~ which are
currently under consideration. As Tom Kcn:~edy. representing the Los Angeles Countywide
Permit Subcommittee, admitted at the workshop on August 10, 1999, the lowering and eventual
removal of that performance standard was based on a political compromise, rather than on any,
scientific or environmental considerations. Thus, just as Heal the Bay expressed concern over
the lack of a numerical standard, NRDC objects to the County’s removal of the 0.75-inch

. standard and supports Staff’s recommendation to re-insert it.

The 0.75-Inch Standard is Supported by Other Stormwater Management Pro~ram.,~

The use of a 0.75-inch (or larger) storm size as a minimum standard for the stormwater
mitigation requirement in a development planning program is well supported by the experiences
and policies of other municipalities around the Country. For example, Montgomery County,
Maryland rec~uires the implementation of structural BMPs sufficient to manage a 1.0-inch rainfali
event according to infiltration standards/specifications; or to provide for a permanent pool equal
to or greater than ½-inch of runoff from the drainage area; or to provide 24 hour detention and

¯ release of the total volume of runoff resulting from a 1 year storm or a 1 inch rainfall.
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Montgomery County Regulation No. 5-90, § 4.B.3, attached hereto as Exhibit E. The city of
Alexandria, Virginia has a "zero additional pollutant loading" standard. City of Alexandria
Municipal Code § 13-117(A), attached hereto as Exhibit E. Right here in Los Angeles County,
the city of Santa Monica’~; stormwater ordinance requires that parking lots be designed to be able
to contain one inch of precipitation in a twenty-four hour period. Santa Monica City Municipal
Code § 7.10.060(b)(3), attached hereto as Exhibit E. Accordingly, StafFs recommendation that
the Executive Officer include the 0.75-inch numerical standard, or the 85’h percentile 24-hour
runoff event, into the SUSMPs represents a modest but appropriate initial performance standard
for the implementation of a development planning stormwater pollution mitigation program in
Los Angeles County.

In sum, the 0.75 inch standard is supported by sound science, the experience of other
municipalities, and the precedent set by Los Angeles County itself, the principal permittee under
the Permit. Given the existing precedents, the feasibility of its implementation, and the scientific
bases for this standard, it is the lowest threshold that could possibly satisfy the Clean Water Act
requirement to "reduce pollutants in discharges to the maximum extent practicable." 33 U.S.C.
§ 1342(p)(3)(B)(iii). Thus, there is every reason why the Executive Officer should adopt StafFs
recommendation and insert that standard into the SUSMPs.

Scope of Application

As NRDC has repeatedly Commented, the development planning program in general, and
the numerical.stormwater volume retention/mitigation standard, specifically, should apply much
more broadly than simply to discretionary projectsor the six types of development represented in
the SUSMPs 3 Once again, the County’s program is both instructive and precedent-setting on the
issue of scope of application. The County’s program includes a list of over 20 types of projects
and activities to which its stormwater review process, and its numerical mitigation standard,
apply. Se___~e County Manual, Volume VII, pages 3-1 to 3-3, attached hereto as Exhibit F. Any
standard adopted as pan of the mod~?l SUSMPs should apply to a similar range of projects and
activities.

Receivin¢ Water Limits and Anti-Degradation Requirements
Of course, as a performance Standard, StafFs recommendation is separate from the water

quality-based standards that continue to apply separately and to establish - albeit indirectly - the
independent requirement that whatever technology is implemented must be sufficient to ensure
that stormwater and urban runoff do not introduce pollutants into the receiving waters at levels
that "will cause, have the reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above any.

3 Se_.~e, e.~., NRDC’s January 8, 1999 letter re "Los Angeles County Proposed Model Development Planning

Program," and NRDC’s June 18, 1999 letter re "Tentative City of Long Beach Municipal Storm Water Permit."
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¯. water quality standard?’. 40 C.F.R. § 122.44(d)(1)(i). If the performance standard
recommended by Staff fails to ensure the protection of beneficial uses and other aspects of
receiving water quality standards, additional, or more aggressive, mitigation measures may be
required.

Similarly, anti-degradation requirements prohibit the reduction of water quality from
current levels. 40 C.F.R. § 131.12(a)(2). Thus, this requirement serves as an independent check
to ensure that whatever performance standard is adopted protects the receiving waters from any
degradation of water quality. Thus, if the current performance standard results in a lowering of
water quality, it may have to be strengthened based on these regulations as well.

Requested Chan~es to Specific Language/Proposal

NRDC notes that Staff’s recommendation is for the Executive Officer to "[i]ncorporate
in, ’SUSMP Section 3. Minimize Storm Water Pollutants of Concern,’ numerical mitigation
measures for BMP design criteria..." Regional Board "Notice of Public Hearing" (August 16,
1999) ("Notice") at 2. In the interests of clarity and simplicity, we would recommend that the
Executive Officer simply replace the non-numerical standard currently listed in the SUSMPs
with the numerical standard recommended by Staff, rather than maintaining the current structure
and trying to "incorporate" the numerical standard into it. Mere incorporation of the numerical
standard into the existing structure would result in two separate standards and likely confusion.
Included as Attachment 1 to this letter is a redlined version of"SUSMP Section 3. Minimize
Storm Water Pollutants of Concern," from the 100+ Home Subdivision SUSMP, providing an
explanation of how this .language could be inserted.

In addition, as Staff noted in its recommendation, the SUSMPs for automotive repair
facilities, retail gasoline outlets, restaurants, and hillsid~ located single-family dwellings do not
require treatment control BMPs. They also do not include a section entitled "Minimize Storm
Water Pollutants of Concern," as the other three SUSMPs do. Because Staff recommended that
this discrepancy be rectified, and because of the language of Staff’s recommendation regarding
numerical standards (to include "numerical mitigation measures for BMP design criteria"), we
interpret that recommendation to apply to all seven SUSMPs. This will necessitate the addition
of a section, analogous to the one reproduced in Attachment 1, into the four SUSMPs currently
lacking such a section.
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the County’s proposed SUSMPs and on the
StafFs recommended action with respect to them. If you have any questions regarding any of the
above, feel free to contact Alex Helperin at (323) 934-6900.

Sincerely,

David S. Beckman
Alex N. Helpefin

Enclosures
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June 10, 1999

Mr. Tim.Piasky.
County of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works
900 South Fremont Avenue
Alhambra, CA 91803o1331

R~:~. Proposed Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Pla.n~

Dea,- Tim:

As you are well aware, the Natural Resources Defense Council ("NRDC") and the Los Angeles
Count),’ ("County") Department of Public Works ("DPW") recently came to an agreement on the
form and content of the DPW’s Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plar~ ("USMPs"), thus resolving

¯ one of the final remaining issues in the implementation of the settlement agreement that came out.
of our 1994 lawsuit (’NRDC v. Coun~ of Los Angeles, N.D. Cal., Case No. 94-5978). Pursuant
to that agreement, the DPW’s USMPs require that development projects "be designed so as to
mitigate (infiltrate and/or treat) the site runoff generated from each and every storm event of up
to and including 0:75-inches of rainfall, prior to it discharging into the stormwater conveyance
system." The Standard USMPs currently proposed by the County DPW under the Los Angeles
Municipal Stormwater Permit (’NPDES No. CAS614001) (the "Permit") would only require that
development projects mitigate site runoff generated from storms of up to "0.6-inches of rainfall
from impervious directly connected areas that may contribute pollutants of concern to the
stormwater conveyance system."

As you also are well aware, the 0.75-inch threshold was the lowest cut-offpoint NRDC was
willing to accept¯ The objective of the Permit, and the requirement of the federal Clean Water
Act section on municipal stormwater discharges, is to impose controls "to reduce pollutants in
discharges to the maximum extent praclicable." Permit at 12; 33 U.S.C. § 1342(pX3)(B)(iii). At
a minimum, then, the programs developed under the Permit must ensure that stormwater

pollution levels decrease, rather than increase. However, without an effective development
planning program, continued development throughout the Los Angeles area and its ever-growing
suburbs will lead to increases in pollutant load.ings. Capturing 80% of the stormwater runoff is
simply not enough.

I also find the addition of the phrase "impervious directly connected areas" to be confusing. The
mitigation requirement should apply to all site runoff generated by storms of the selected size or
smaller. This phrase creates ambiguity as to whether all site runoff is governed by the mitigation
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requirement or whether development plans can ignore runoff that might be coming from pervious
or non-directly connected areas.

Finally, the fact that the County has been wining to adopt the standard that it adopted for its own
development planning program USMPs is a good first step. It is important that the County. serve
as a model for the co-permit’tees under the Permit. However, it sends entirely the wrong message
for the County, as the Principal Permittee, to adopt a less stringent model program than its own
program, essentially telling the co-permittees that they need not develop as stringent a program
as the County has decided to adopt. If the County can us~ the 0.75-inch standard, there is no

¯reason why the co-permit’tees should not be required to do the same.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions regarding the above.

Sincerely,

Alex N. Helperin

cc: Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director, Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
Don Wolfe, Assistant Director, Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
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Santa Monica Baykeeper
P. O. Box 10096

Marina del Rey, California 90295
310 305- 9645

January 11, 2000

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
and Members of the Board

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles CA 90013

Re: Support for Runoff Controls on
New and Redevelopment Projects

Dear Mr. Dickerson and Members of the Board:

On January 26, 2000, I urge you to adopt a reasonable standard
to address polluted runoff from development projects in the.
Los Angeles metropolitan area. In a region that is constantly
being built and rebuilt, these types of controls are necessary
to reduce the amount of polluted runoff that invades our
streams, rivers and coastal waters.

At a minimum, please ensure that specified new and redevelopments
capture, treat or infiltrate the runoff generated by a 0.75 inch
storm. Many other areas of the country have already adopted
similar or more stringent standards. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board can take a significant step in water
quality protection.

Si
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September 9, 1999

Mr. De~is Dickinson
Exectnive Director . ,. ,
~ ~geles Regio~ ] Water Q~li~ Con~l
320,W. 4" S~ee~ Suxc 200
~s ~ge]es, CA ~C 13

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Santa Monic~ BayKeeper hereby submits this leuer in �ormecfion with your reHew of the
proposed NPDES peJm~t, dated August 16, 1999, for ~e Los Angeles Refining Company
(NI~DES Permit No. CA0003778) ("LARC"),

A.s w~th the p:’eviousl), proposed permit, which was withdra~n, the BayKeeper rakes
issue with a number .f elements in the current version of LARC’s proposed permit.’ Most
notably, the SayKeel: er continues to believe fl~az the proposed permit violates the federal
antidegrad~tlon requirements on numerous fronts. SayKeeper also questions the validi~ of the
refinery’s reporting procedures and believes severe financial penalties, at a minimum, are
warranted for years ot’permi: non-compliance by the refinery.

THE PROPOSED PER.~,HT VIOLATES THE ANTIDEGRADATION POLICY

The fe~ral a.zidegradalJon policy (which is incorporated by the State of California in
State Water Board Resolution No. 68-16) requires that "[e]xisting insrrearn water uses and the
"]evel of water quality necessary to protect the existing uses shall be maintained and protected."
40 CF’R § 131.12(a)(; ). Moreover, this policy justifies a lowering of water qualit7 only when
~’at~r quality is foum. to exceed levels necessary to support existing bene~cial uses a~zd such
lowering is necessary to accom:nodat¢ important economic or social development.

~Sznm Monic. BayK~per submits these comments ~ a supplement to its earlier comments,
dared 3une 24, 1999 which were directed towards the w~th~awn dm~ LARC permit, Those
comm~ntz ~ in¢orpora.led by r~feren¢¢ and should be noted to the exzem tl~ issues raised in th~
withdrawn proposed permit have not been adequately zd~essed in the current version of the
proposal l~rmit.
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The an~idegndation policy is triggered when water qutlity for a pollutant drops below
the hi,best level of~Iter quali~y achieved for that pollutant since 1975. See Admims~rative
Procedure Update, Slate Water Resources Control Board (Effective July 2, 19~X)) p. 4.

’ Mortover,. in the sittmtion at hand, the impairment o~’the Dominguez Channel is
acknowledge~t, and LARC’s discharge has been classiiSed as a major discharge to the
Domin~ez Channel by the U.S. ~PA and the Regional Board. See Proposed Permit, Paragraph
10, and I$, Page 5. Thus, any increase in pollutant mass loading over levels in ths 1954 permit
w~l result in a f-u~..e: lowering of water quality and violate the ant/degradation policy.

The P; ,oposed Permit Allows~for FIi_zher Levels of Contaminated Storrnw~.tg_r

R~oft’to be Dischtr_~ed than Under the ]~xisrintz permit_ Thereb._v Vio_latin_~ the

Under the exi;t/ng permit, maximum daily stormwater discharge "up to 2.88 million
gtllons per day" is al owed. See Existing Permit, Paragraph No. 4. With this in mind, the
existing permit states that "[tJ~e discharge of wastev,’ater effluent.., in excess of the following.
¯. limits is prohibited:"/a’, at Paragraph A. 2, -- Effluent Limitations. The existing permit then
set the following ma~s loading limits for contaminated stormwater runoff:

Maximum Daily Discharge.. 30-Day Average Discharge

BOD~ I, 152 ]bs/day 605 lbs/day

suspended solids 691 lbs/day 0,03 Ibgday

oil and grease 363 lbs!day 193 lbs/day

See Exis~ng Permit, .~aragraph A. 2. --Effluent Limitations.

’ ’ The current ptoposed permit, howevm’, does not p~ w:), limit on the volume of
~ntarninated s~ormv~ater runoff that is a/lowed to be discharged. This is in fact a change from
the wi~ctrawn vers~o~ of the proposed permit where the maximum stormwater volume was set
at 6.6 mgd.: See Withdrawn Proposed Permit, Paragraph 1, Page 3. In the curreni proposed
permit, however, the 3nly limit placed ~s on the concentn~ion ofthe runoff which is specified in
pounds ofp011utam p,,r 1,000 gallons ot’stormwater nmo/Tper day. See Proposed Permit, P. 14.

~ AS expressed in our June 24, 1999 letter, even ~his proposal of 6.6 mgd was a violation of
the ant’idegraclaxion r ~lu~rements. However, the faust staff proposal appears to be even worse,
notwithstanding those’ prior commer~s.
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As is evident, al the ~xpected maximum stormwater nmoffvolume of 6.6 mgd, the pollutant
mass loadings for tbe~e pollmants into the Dominguez Channel are more than doubled.
Consequently, by all(wing an increase in the mass loading ofthe above thsee referenced
pollutants, the curmn: proposed permit xiolates the antidegradation poljcy~ More - rather
less - contaminated :~ormwater ~a’rl b¢ permitted to be released as a result of the permit as it is
currently propose&

"- The current tack ofany mass Ion�ling limits for �ontaminated ~ormwater nmoffalso
violak:s California Water Code Section 13223 wt~ich prohibits delegation of the modification or
issuance of waste dis,:harge requirements to the ExecutiveOfficer. In this instance, not only is
overall rcspons~oility for setting these limits delegated to 1he Executive Officer, but much of the
calculations m’e,lefl

’ This clmnge i~ the current permit a.lso begs the question of whether LARC is being
pressed to move forwud towar~ a higher standard of pollution prevention. To lower the level
of stonnwatcr contarr ination leaving the site, LARC needs to improve upon its Storm Water
Pollution Prevention i~lan. In this context, tt is relevtm to note that a LARWQCB Staff’
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rn addition, L.Z, RWQCB staff ar~ constantly claiming that ~o~wa~er ~quir~ments
mq~re implemen~ ~n ofBesz M~a~men~ ~ctices (B~) w ~duce ~llu~ to ~�
~m~ E~cnt ~ctical. However, it ~ never been cxpla~ed e~ly wha~ B~s ~e ~ing
=ppli~d in ~s ms~,:e. Moreover, ~ere h~ also been no explanation as w ~e basis for ~e

~m~ E~nt Pr~¢tic~ as rcq~red by law.

In the end, it is simply unaccel~,~ble to allow the lcveI of pollutants discharged to remain
�onstant for every ga.lon of stormwater that leaves the LARC site. What th~s means in plato
terms Ls that the LA.~C site is so dirty that no amoun~ of stormwater can rinse the propert7 ofits
pollutan~s, tn the em~, LARC, rather than stormwater, should be made to clean up this property.
LARC should be bet(’, at least, to the s~ormwa~er mass loading limits in the existing permit.

B. LARC’S Dry WeaO~er Limits for Conve~_~iona] Pollutants .in ~he Current Pror~osed
Permi~ _Also Violate the Antide~m’adarion Policy.

While the cur’ent proposedpermit on its face seems to lower, from the existing perrrdl,
the level of allowed �is�barge in dry weather for conventional pollulanls, these levels do not
protect the highe~ le’/el of water quality achieved for these pol’lu~ants in the Dominguez
Channel sinre 197~. Thus, these limits run afoul of the antidegradarion policy.

The followin~ ta~le demonstrates tha~ actua! reported mass l~ng and ¢onc, cn~’ati0n
limits for �onvention.,d pollutants are well below the limi!s proposed in LARC’s new permit for
these same pollutants. Consequently,’ifLARC were allowedto discharge at the l~mits al’/owed
in the proposed perm.~, its discharge would lower wamr quality for these pollutants below the
cleaner levels pmviot~s]y achieved. It is therefore necessary to lower the level ofallov,-~bl¢

s BayKeeper ~s unable to tell whether ",his situarion has changed, since nofl~.ing in the file
provided under our Public Records Act request addressed this issue further. There was no SW’PPP
in the files that BayK :�per was provided.
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Letter to LARWQ~, Regarding Proposed LARC P©rmit
,. September 9, 1999.
Page ~

discharge in order to ensure that the cleaner level of water qtality that LARC has already
~hievad is maintam,~d.

~.. The following; table shows ~he annual average of dry we~her effluent discharge achieved
. for; each conventional poilu,ant from 1994 to 1998. ,

..,’,~_RC’s Ai~fiual Averag~ of Effluent Discharge from 1994 to 1998 ,

1~8 1997 , 19~6 199s 1~)4 ~owest .4~nus! LJmJ~ hi
tv~.a|t 8veraF averse average avem|e Avera|e fer Current

, 1994 to 1998 Proposed
Permit
(monthly avj.)

Solids ml/l

’ COD 96 m~f 97 m~/1 108.3 I00.I$ 171.65 96 mg/l

I,$59 1,552 I,S30.5 1,569.4 2,1646 1,$69.41b/dy 3,1,101b/dy
Ib/dy Ib/dy Ib/dy Ib/dy Ib/dy

Grea~

lb/dy Ib/dy lbidy lb/dy Ib/dy

Suspended 20 ~ 3 m~/l 7 m~ 6.25 163

" 422 .’;0 lb/dy 12:2.4 92.7 218.9 ~,0 lb/dy 580 Ib/dy
Ib/dy lb/dy l~’dy Ibldy

Jb/dy Ib/dy |b/dy Jb/dy Jb/dy

Ammoul,, ] l mS/I | m~l 6.23 6.72 5.4 ms, q S.4

:: 214 ’145 109.~ 110.9 648 6~.| lb/dy 395 lb/dy
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He~vaJe~t <.01 <,O1 <,01 .01 roW1 .01 mg/l <.01 mg/I ,039 m~
Chromium m~ ~ m8~

<.21 <17 .18 .17 .13 .13 Ib/dy .5 Ibl~
~dy ~dy l~dy ~Idy Ibldy

~ldu~ .~m&l .O~ .02m~ .~3 .~ .0Zm~ ,! ~
Chlorine m~ m~

BODS 17.5 1S.S 16.24 12.1 139 12.1 m~ 30 m~

34~.8 ~.1 266.~ 20~ 180 1 "~ 180.1 Ib/dy 725 ~/dy
[b/~ ~/dy ~dy ]b/dy ~/dy

In SWRCB Order No. WQ 90-5, the State Board directed the San Francisco Regiona] Board on
the appropriate meth,,d for establishing mess.based limits which comply with the State and
federal antidegradati~,n policies. In that 1990 Order, considering a pe’cifion relating to sev~al
Sotnh San Francisco 3ay sewage plants, the State Bo~d found that "in order to comply with
federal antidegradation policy, the mass loading liz’dts shouJd be revised, besed on mean
loading, concarrend~ with adoption of’revised.e~uent limits." Order No. wQ 90.5 at 78
(emphasis added). T:~e reason the State Board ordered the mass limit equation r~vised was to
hold theSouth Bay plants to their actual performance so as not to violate thea ntidegredation

The South Ba:/permits allow Iioth an increase i~ the volume of*he discharges,
as well as an increase m the mass emissions of toxic pollutants over current levels..
To illast~te, lh� actual 1989 mass emissions from the three [South San Francisco Bay

: treatment] plants was 47,600 pounds per year 0bs/yr). Allowable mass
emissions un~er the revised mass emission limits total 6"/,968 lb/yr. Thus,

the permits al ow a lowdring.of surface ~at~r quaJity below the highest levels
achieved si.nc,: 1975, and the federal [antidegradati0n] test mast be applied.
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Likewise, Sta z Board Resolution No. 65-I 6 is applicable.
,;

Order No. WQ 90-~ ~t 73. Henr~ the $~e Board’s Order finds that any mass limit tl’~t fro’Is to
lock in the "highest l,,’.vels achieved since !97~" mtm comply with the antidegradation policy.
Unforttmate]y, th~ proposed LARC permit inevitably wil! allow incr~ses in mass emissions/’or
those pollutants Iist~lin the table above.4

If th~.,A~C l~rmit does not include mass limits for poIlutan~ b~ed on tbe era’rent
"mean loading," the permit wil! be in violation ofthe antidegradation polioy and the
Board’s, previous OrC~r. ~ In order to comply with th~ anfidegr~ladon policy, t1~ montbJy
average effluent limits (as w~H as the daily maximum limit) in LA.RC’s permit need to reflect
the lowe~ average lhaks achieved from 1994 to 1998 as indicated in the table above,s

IL ADDIFIONAL RECOMMENDATIONS FOR TH~ NEW P£RMIT.

We would als:~ l~ke to make thefollowing recommendations for the new permit.

I. The mass loading dry weather limit for total chromium is ~nappropriate given the
�once~m’ation limit. With a monthJy avenge allow~d concentration ofS0 ug/l, it
is imp)ss~le for monthly averag~ mass loading to r~ch 6.2 ]bs/day even with a
discharge of 4 million mgd. Rather, the appropriate calculation for mass loading
yields 1.67 [bs/d~y. Similarly, the I~ lbs/day maximum figure is also
inappropriate given the concentration limit. Moreover, thene should also be a
maxintum concentration lirrdt se~ in the permit for to~l chromium. In fact, the

’ The propo.~ed permit abo seerr~ inevitably to allow for increases of mass loading of
several pollutauts not ~$tzd above. F6r example, the proposed permit ~llows Toluene - a sta~e and
federafiy recognized ~oxic polluUmt - to be discharged a~ leveb of over 6,670 pounds per day.

¯ addition, Diethyl ph hala~ is permitted for a discharge of up to 4,000 pounds per day while
Ethylbcnzene’s maxim,~m discharg~ level is permitted a~ 967 pou~Is per day. Sin’S’scorns to believe
that these levels are allowable under ~he assumption tha~ 4 mgd (rather than the 2.88 mgd ofdry
Weather discharge allowed under the existing permit) of effluent mill be discharged from the
.refinery during dry w~atber. Staff, how~-ver, l~s provided no explanation whatsoever as to whether
tl~s complies with an~degradation req~drements.                 ’

~ Please no’,� iha~ BayKeeper did not select the lowe~ monthly average achieved for e~ch
pollutant from 199,l to 1998 as the necessary limits in the new permit. Rather, we have been
conservative with the: recommendation that LARC’s monthly averag~ limits m the new permit
r~ect the lowest annt aJ average limits achieved since ] 994. Moreover, it is obvious tha~ LARC’s
maximum daily limits will ,Iso need to be lowered in order to ensure that the new monthly averages
will be attained. -
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, 4. There should also be a dry wea~er ¢oncenu’a~on limit for COD and BODS.
These values are already reported in the monthly permits ~d can ~ easily
incorl:orated. See antidegradation arguments above.

: 5. Narrative criteria should be monitored and reported daily. This would no! pla~e a
subs~a3tie.I additional financial burden on LARC and it could help ensure that
water quality goals are being met on a da.t’ly basis.

6. LARC should be required to report daffy on the fol’low~ng pollutants: COD,
Chlorine, oil and grease, tnd sulfides. In fa~, LARC already does conduct daily
testin~ Of these pollutants. Given that it has had Compliance issues with these.

. pollu~mts, it should b~ re.red to report on these pollutants with a higher
, frequency.

" m. 3 eE, O DOES SOT t.AJ C C ASE D SC’ A t E TO
TIlE ])O~GUEZ (~I~.A,N’~’]~L. .

LARWQCB s :aft see~ns to.be under the impression that the Cease and Desist Order is a
subs~.ntial sgep towa! ds achieving water qutlit’y s~andards in the Dominguez Channel. This is
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Letter ~o LA~WQC]~ geF, ardingProposed LA~ Permit
.September 9, 19~
Pa~e I0                  ¯

" , ~ March 30, 1998, NOV , ~199~ Annual Report’
¯ ’ (issued for violations ia

COp . 6 exceedances (d~ily max.) . 4 ex~dauees (da.ily max[)
¯ . Oil &Grease. 21 exceedances (dally max,) 3 exceedances (daily max,)

. ~ ,, ,,, ’ ’:2                                                                                    .excet’danees ~ day av~.)
Sulfides 8 exceedances (dally max.) $ exceedances (daily max.)

.. .. ~ ’"2 exeeedtnees O0 day avE.~

Especia~ significant is the s~rk �on~ast ~e~een the n~nber ofexceedances r:po~d
in the I~? annual r~rt for oil and grease (wl~icb corresponds to the reporting in the monthJy
reports) and the NO~,: I~ ~s s~mp]y inexcusable, and a vio]a~ion of’the law, that such
information was not included in the money and annual reports. Without ~his timely
presentation o/-~nfon~ation, it is [mposs~]e/’or the Board, as we~ as the ~eneral publi�, to have
a complete u-derstanding of the status o/’permit compliance and potential public health and
environment~ hazarC~ created by LARC’s disch~u’ge.

Moreover, wl-en LAR~QCB smYprovid~d us ~th the data on which the NOV is bued,
we also found simila~ stark discrepsncies between the 1996 annual report and ",.he 1996 data that
we received. Specifi,:alIy, the I996 annual report idemifies one exc, cedsnce for oB & grease in
D96, wl~l¢ the da~a ’,~e were provided by ~he Regional Soard identifies 2S e~¢eedsnee~. ’
Similarly, the I996 a:mual repor~ ident-ifies ~ ¢xceedances for COD, yet the d~ta we were
provided identifies l:’ exceedances?

The d~screp~c~es be~en annual repom and monitoring data s~ow~ above display a
pat%-m or" inaccurate ~epor~ing in rnon~y and annual reports, o Moreover, ~e fact that data ~oing
as far back as I996 v.as not provided to the LARWQCB until 1998 f’u~ther demonstrates LARU’s

~ In �onversati.ms withLARWQO~, we Were ~old that there may have been additional data
presented to staffwhi:h was no! included in the monitoring data. However, when asked why this
additional infonna~or, was not provided as pan of our public records request, staff responded that
this documanI mus~ :~tve bee- misplaced. Ultima~ly, we were provided v~h a documeax that
LAP, C ~ent to tl~ I,A~.WQCB on March 20, 1998, which contained data on violations in 1996 and
1997. LARC state~ i~t t~is doc~moat that this monitoring data was being provid~ in response to

¯ LARWQCB staff’sr,’,quest. However, as discussed earlier, federal law requires that any and all
exceedances be recorded in 1he monthly and/or annual report. See discussion of apphcable hw on
page 7, s~¢ra. Thus, I.AR.C’s omission of this data from 1996 and 1997 monthly and annual reports
constitutes a sigr~ficant violation ofhw.
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.intern nott0 make this data ava~’lable as reqttiredby laW. See discussion supra.      ,

It is also rele’~ant to note thatat times the lqDV specifies exceedances on dates when the
monthly report indic~stes that a weekly sample was taken but no violation was.re~orda~t Thus.
for e’xamp]e, he~ND’V identifies an exceedance.0f the O~ and G’rease parameter on ,ruly 3, 1997,
with values of 17 ms/l and 393 lbs/day.t However, the weekly sample taken July :~, 1997 as
reported In ~e July r~onthly report states.that the values for oF and grea~ that day were I3
and 301 lbs/day, Whi:h refle¢~ no violation.

We also foun~ additi0na~ inconsistencies. For example, on June 25, 1997, David Senn,
LARC employee, stated in handv~itten notes on file with the LA~WQCB that flow from outfail
no. 2 appeared turbi~i and foamy. This is a violation ofnarra~ve criteria. See Exerting Permit,
Paragraph 9. Hewers’, the narrative criteria which was reported for that same date in the
monthly monitoring ?eport did not report an3, ntrbidiw violations,s It is also reJevant to note here
~hat while none ofth’, monthly or arm~l reports analyzed reported an)’ violation ofany narrative
criteria, an inspectioJt conducted by Theresa Hemming on January !9, 1995 found that the
e.fflue.~ sample2t at LARC’s main ouHa|l, had "black rna~eri~ls suspeMed in it." Corn.plaint
Inspection Report, January 19, 1995, Inspected by Theresa Hemming et al. In addition,
i~pectors who were standing abo~e this outfalt "became aHected by the gassy vapors and
complained of" sore tJtroats ~le coughing vigorously." Id. Theresa He~ming, who was d~recdy
at the outlet, experie~tced in’itated nasal and sinus passages.

Given the cr~l[ca] role ~a~ monthly monitoring da~ plays in assuring �ompliance with
the ~’PDES permi~ requiremen~ as well as keeping the public informed as ~o any permit
violations, ]~ayKeep~r believes that a criminal invertigation may be warranted in this instance,v

V.~ LARI."S HIS’fDlt~ir OF NO~,’-CO.MPLIA,NCE WARRA~-rs A STRONG~ PEN~,.LTY.

° BayKeeper b~ t~eves that given LARC’s l~story ot’vio]at~ons, the issues regarding
ac~ura~, of reportin~ and the d~ails of in.spection~ already discussed supro, a strong penalty is

;

’ The permit limit for Oil and Grease is ] 5 mg/l and 360 lbs/day.     ’

* This discr~ can in pert be explained by the time differences when the monitoring took
place that day. Thus, while the monitoring for the monthly~’eport takes place at 8:00 am., David
Scan ~ the ~oid~ty ~ 5:55 ( not dear whether this was tm or pro). Nex,ertheless, the n~rbid and
foamy.discharge shmdd have been no~ed in the monthly monitoring report.

*Wamr Code ,~ ~’tion 13357(e) pro\dd~s for criminal penalties for any person who makes any
false statement, representation, or certification in any monitoring data.
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The followinl: is a summary ofLARC’s exce~dan~s in the last five years. This data was
compiled From i~orz~ation provided in annual reports and the NOV.

1994 1995 19~" " 1997" 1995 1999"" .     to~l

" Max A~I M~x Av~ " M~x Avg Max Avg M~ A\’B ¯ Max Avg
BOD 0 ’ 0 0 0 0 0 - O’ ’ 0 0 0 0 0 0
TSS 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 2 2 9
~COD 3 0 1 0 17 0 6 0 12 0 2 0 41
’O&G 1 0 0 0 25 ! --2.~’’~ 2 2 1 0 0 53
Phenols 7 ~tot~]~ 8 4 4 2 0 0. ..... I 0 0 0 26
Ammo~a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
su~les 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 2 0 0 0 0 10
To~ . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (~ I I 0 6 2

~ H.~. 0 ;.0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (~ 0
.. ~.id.~ 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 ~) 3 0 2 " 0 I0

, Chlorine
S~ea~le 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,’ 1 0 I~- ¯ 3
Solids ~ :
Temp. 0 0 ] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 "0 .... 0 0 0

’ px.x’ O_ !0 0 0 0 0 0 ’0" ’1 O, 0 0 1
Sub-Total 14 (tot~.) 9 4 46 ... 3. 17 4 23 ¯ 4 6 2 155

""1996 and 1997 data include the additional violations noted in the March 30,1998, NOV.
¯ * 1999 data w~; obtained up umil ~’une, 1999.

In addition to the 155 violations cited in tee above table, e table put together by s~"f for
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This should alto b¢ rcco~izcd ~dtl~Ut i’cg~rd
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.SIERRA
CLUB

Angeles Chapter                                                December 8, 1999

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4t~ Street, # 200
Los Angeles CA 90013

RE: Support for Staff Recommendation for Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Sierra Club urges you to adopt the staff recommendation for the inclusion of numeric
standards into the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan. By requiring new
development and redevelopment projects to capture and treat the runoff from a .75-inch
rainfall, the RWQCB will start to improve the serious, chronic problems associated with
urban runoff.

Without such standards in the past, not only have our coast and inland waters been
polluted by runoff but also our rivers have been channelized and habitat degraded in
attempts to deal with the excessive quantity of runoff.

Instituting this clear and necessary requirement will ensure future opportunities to
improve water quality, to protect the coast and to revitalize our waterways throughout our
region. By requiring these minimum standards in the design and construction of new
development and redevelopment projects, RWQCB takes important action in a cost-
effective way.

Sierra Club is confident that implementing the present staff recommendation will be
looked upon tomorrow with pride and gratitude. I encourage you to act with such
foresight. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Martin Schlageter
Conservation Coordinator
213-387-4287 x 204

R0069637
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Surfrider Foundation
South Bay Chapter

Conservation ¯ Research ¯ EduCation
’~onprofit Environmental Organization L. i " ~’ ~......... ~. ~. ~ January 19, 2000

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

The South Bay Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation is deeply involved in protecting and =reproving the South Bay surf
and beach experience. Our primary efforts include water quality monitoring, enhancing education and awareness,
environmental activism, and ensuring continued access to our beaches and ocean.

You have the opportunity to significantly reduce urban runoff, the number one source of pollution to our coastal ano
inland waters. On January 26, 2000, we urge you to adopt reasonable design standards for sizing treatment control
Best Management Practices at specified new and re-developments: Ensure that these developments mitigate, through
treatment or infiltration, 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm, with no
exceptions. By adopting this standard, you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course
towards worsening water pollution.

Today, approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoff that builds in toxicity as it crosses parking lots,
building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs untreated to
the ocean. With the nation’s most infamous urban runoff problem, and few measurable requirements in the municipal
storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are often unsafe for swimming; creeks and streams with water
that is unsafe to drink; and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

The three quarter-inch standard was supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6th editorial as a "promising
new approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a
"good start in dealing with a tough problem."

The three quarter-inch standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning
phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our
regiona~ economy; Los Angeies County coastal tounsm ant,, recreation businesses generate over two Pillion ctollars
annually, but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers.
As the health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any business owner near Huntington Beach)- and
with billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of the three quarter-inch standard will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoff that invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually, for
the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please adopt the three quarter-inch standard,
with no exceptions, to mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincere~

AI Miller
R0069638

Executive Committee, South Bay Surfrider { ~ - -’.) "Z. ~,
P.O. Box 3825 ¯ Manhattan Beach, California 90266
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11/18/99

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4t~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE Support for StaffProposal to Reduce Runofffrom New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to
adopt the reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments
capture, treat or infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm.
By adopting this proposal, you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course
towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality
and quantity ofrunoffgenerated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water
quality in the nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is convened into runoffthat builds in toxicity
as it crosses parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it
is channeled and runs untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation,
and little measurable requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are
frequently unsafe for swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal
waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

Your stai~s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6t~ editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a
"good start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the plarmmg
phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoffis
bad for our regional �conomy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over
two billion dollars annually, but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources
to attract their customers. As the health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any
businessperson near Huntinglon Beach) - and with billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire
regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters.
For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit LOs Angeles County
beaches annually, for the health of our regional �conomy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support
your staff’s proposal to mitigate the effects of urban nmoff fr/om new and redevelopment.

South Bay Surfrider Chapter
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Dennis Dickerson, ~xecutiv~ Direcior
Los Angeles Regional Wat~ Quality Control Bo~d
320 W. 4± Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runofffrom New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to
adop~ the reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments
capture, treat or infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch sto .rm.
By adopting this proposal, you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to al~er our current course
towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality
and quantity of runoff generated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water
quality in the nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoff that builds in toxicity
as it crosses parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garag~ and g~ stations b~fore it
is channeled and runs untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation,
and tittle measurable requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are
frequently unsafe for swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal
waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles T~mes in its October 6~ editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a
"good start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic seine. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning
phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoffis
had for our regional economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over
two billion dollars annually, but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources
to attract their customers. As the health of the coastline declines, ~o does business Oust ask any
businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire
regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being bui~ and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoff that invades our strem~ rivers and coastal waters.
For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County
beaches annually, for the health of,our regmn)~ economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support
your staff’s proposal to mitigate the effects~ew and redevelopment.

South Bay Surfrider Chapter

R0069640



11/18/99

Den~s Dickerson" Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Qu~ ¢on~ol Board
320 W. 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Staff.Proposal to Reduce Runofffrom New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to
adopt the reasonable proposal set forth by your own s’,~ff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments
capture, treat or infiltrate 100% of the runoff.generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm.
By adopting this proposal, you and the Regional Board have the oppormr~ty to alter our current course
towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality
and quantity of runoff.generated. The Los Angeles Region already ~ff.ers from some of the wor~ water
quality in the nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is convened into runofthat builds in toxicity
as it crosses parldng lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it
is channeled and runs untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation,
and little measurable requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are
frequently unsafe for swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsa~’e to drink, and inland and coastal
waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6e~ editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a
"good start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning
phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff.problem Second, urban runofis
bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over
two billion dollars annually, but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources
to attract their customers. As the health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any
businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire
regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your sta~s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runofthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal wmers.
For tht .health ofloc, tl aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County
beaches knnually, for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please rapport
your staJ~ proposal to mitigate the effects of urban runoff.from new and redeveloprnem.
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11/18/~

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quafity Control Board
320 W. 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Staff‘Proposal to Reduce Rnnofffi’om New and Redevelopment

~ Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On ,~anuary 6, 2000, we urse you to
adopt the reasonable proposal se~ forth by your ov,~ staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments
capture, treat or infiltrate 100% of the runoffgenerated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm.
By adopting this proposal, you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to aher our current course
towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that compietely disregards the quality
and quantity of runoff" generated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water
quality in the nation. Today approximately 50% of our rai~ll is convened into runoff‘that builds in toxicity
as it crosses parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas gations before it
is channeled and runs untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff‘problem in the nation,
and little measurable requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are
fi’equcntly unsafe for swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal
waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the I, osAngeles Times in i~s October 6~’ editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a
"good start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning
phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff‘problem Second, urban runoffis
bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over
two billion dollars annually, but these businesses are largely dependem on the health of the coastal resources
to artrac~ their customers. As the health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any
businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire
regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your sta~s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of’polluted runoff‘that invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters.
For the health ofloc, al aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles Coun~
beaches annually, for the health of’our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support
your staff’s proposal to mitigate the effects of urban runoff‘from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,

South’ Surfrider Cl~pt~r
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11/18/99

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4~ Street, Suite 2o0
Los Angeles, California ~)013

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runofffrom New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to
adopt the reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments
capture, treat or infiltrate 100% of the runoffgenerated by up to and including a three qum’ter-inch storm.
By adopting this proposal, you and the Regional Board h~ve the opportunity to ~er our current course
towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality
and quantity of runoffgenerated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water
quality in the nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is convened into runoffthat builds in toxicity
as it crosses parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it
is channeled and runs untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation,
and little measurable requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are
frequently unsafe for swimming~ creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal
waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

Your staffs proposal is supported by the LosAngeles 7imes in its October 6± editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a
"good start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning
phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoffis
bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over
two billion dollars annually, but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources
to attract their customers. As the health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any
businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire
regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters.
For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 rnilfion people who visit Los Angeles County
beaches annually, for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support
your staffs proposal to mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,/

South Bay Surfrider CM’pter
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11/18/99

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for StaffProposal to Reduce Runofffrom New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to
adopt the reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments
capture, treat or infiltrate 100% of the runoff.generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm.
By adopting this proposal, you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course
towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by ex~ensive development that completely disregards the quality
and quantity of runoffgenerated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water
quality in the nation. Today approx~nately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoffthat builds in toxicity
as it crosses parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas s~afions before it
is channeled and runs untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff.problem in the nation,
and little measurable requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are
frequently unsafe for swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal
waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6~a editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevera beach closings," and a
"good start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning
phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is
bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses senerate over
two billion dollars annually, but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources
to a~ract their customers. As the health of the coastline declines, so does business Oust ask any
businessperson near Hunting~on Beach) - and with billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire
regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters.
For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County
beaches annually, for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support
your staff’s proposal to mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

South Bay Surfrider Chapter
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Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles P-~giunal Wat~ Quality Control Boaxd
320 W. 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runofffrom New and lledevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to
adopt the reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff.’ Ensure that specified new and redevelopments
capture, treat or infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm.
By adopting this proposal, you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to after our ~urrent course
towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality
and quantity ofnmoffgenerated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water
quality in the nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is c~nverted into runoff that builds in toxicity
as it ~’osses parking lots, building s~tes, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas ~ations before it
is channeled and runs untreated into the ochre. W’~h the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation,
and little measurable requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are
frequently unsafe for swimming, ~reeks and ~treams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal
waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is mpported by the Los Angeles Times in its O~tober 6~ editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep o~,an pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a
"good sUtrt in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning
phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoffproblem. Second, urban runoffis
had for our regional economy. Los Anseles County coast~ tourism and recreation businesses generate over
two billion dollars annually, but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the c.z~tal resources
to attract their ~ustomen. As the health of the coastline declines, so does business Oust ask any
businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire
regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your ~s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoff that invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters.
For the health of local aquatic life, for the health ofthe 60 million people who visit Los Angel~ County
beaches annually, for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable LOs Angel~, please support
your staff’s proposal to mitigate the effects of urban runoff’from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,

South Bay Surfrider Chapter

1~0069645



11/18/99

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director -. .
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4t~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runofffrom New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to
ad~pt the reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments
c.,t~ture, treat or infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm.
By adopting this proposal, you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our ~urrent course
towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality
and quantity of runoff generated The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some ofthe worst water
quality in the nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoffthat builds in toxicity
as it crosses parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it
is channeled and runs untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff‘problem in the nation,
and little measurable requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are
frequently unsafe for swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal
waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

Your staffs proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6± editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a
"good start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning
phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem Second, urban runoffis
bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over
two billion dollars annually, but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources
to attract their customers. As the health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any
businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire
regional economy is impacted.

In a re, on that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted nmoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters.
For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County
beaches annually, for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support
your staffs proposal to mitigate the effects of urban runofffrom new and redevelopment.

South Bay Surfrider Chapter

R0069646



11/18/99

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for StaffProposal to Reduce gunofffrom New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critic, al juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to
adopt the reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and red¢velopments
capture, treat or infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm.
By adopting this proposal, you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our curr~t course
towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that complgtely disregards the quality
and quantity of runoff generated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water
quality in the nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoffthat builds in toxicity
as it crosses parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it
is channeled and runs untreated imo the ocean, grrth the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation,
and little measurable requirements in the municipal storm water p,m~its, we have countless beaches that are
frequently unsafe for swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal
waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6th editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a
"good start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning
phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoffis
bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over
two billion dollars annually, but these businesses are largely dcl~nd©nt on the health of the ooastal resourc, es
to attract their customers. As the hea!th of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any
businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire
regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staEs proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters.
For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million p~ople who visit Los Angeles County
beaches armually, for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support
your staff’s proposal to mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely, :~/~~--’~"

S~uth Bay Surfrider Cl~pter

R0069647



11/18/99

LosAngeles Regional Water Qual~y Control Board
320W. 4± Street, Stfite 200
LosAngeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Staff’Proposal to Reduce Runoff’from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On ~anuary 6, 2000, we urge you to
adopt the reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments
capture, treat or infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm.
By adoptin8 this proposal, you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course
towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality
and quantity of runoff generated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water
quafit7 in the nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is convef~ed into runoff’that builds in toxicity
as it crosses parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it
is channeled and runs untreated into the ocean. W’tth the most infamous urban mnoffproblem in the nation,
and little measurable requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are
frequently unsafe for swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal
waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal-is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6~ editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsenin___g and help prevent beach closings," and a
"good start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning
phase of construction is the most c, ost-~-ffective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban nmoffis
bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over
two billion dollars annually, but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources
to amsct their customers. As the health of the ~ declines, so does business (just ask any
businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with billions of dollars a~ stake, the health of our entire
regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoff that invades our streams, rive~s and coastal waters.
For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County
beaches annually, for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support
your staff’s proposal to mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

South Bay Surfrider Chapter

R0069648



11/1~/99

LosAngeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320W. 4" Street, Suite 200
LosAngeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Sta~Proposal to Reduce Runoffrom New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to
adopt the reasonable propout] set forth by your own staff." Ensure that specified new and redevelopments
capture, treat or infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and includin8 a three quarter-inch storm.
By adopting this proposal, you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course
towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disresards the quality
and quantity of runofgenerated. The Los Angeles P,,esion already suffers from some of the worst water
quafity in the nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is convened into runoffthat builds in toxicity
as it crosses parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair gareses, and gas stations before it
is channeled and runs untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runof problem in the nation,
and little measurable requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are
frequentJy unsafe for swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coasta/
waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

Your sta~s proposal is supported by the LosAngeIes Tm~es in its October 6e editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closinSs," and a
"good start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the plannin8
phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban nmoffis
bad for our regional economy. Los Anseles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses 8enerate over
two billion dollars annually, but these business~ are larsely dependent on the health of the coastal resources
to attract their ctmomers. Asthe heslth ofthe coastline declines, so doesbnsiness (just esk any
businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire
regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly bein8 built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
tran~ormative impact on the amount of polluted nmofthat invades our streams, rive~ and coma/~.
For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Anseles County
beaches annually, for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Anseles~ please support
your staff’s proposal to mitigate the effects of urban nmof from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,

South Bay Surfrider Chapter

R0069649



11/18/99

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for StaffProposal to Reduce gunofffrom New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to
adopt the reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments
capture, treat or infiltrate 100% of the runoffgenerated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm.
By adopting this proposal, you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course
towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality
and quantity of runoffgenerated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water
quality in the nation. Today approximately 50°,6 of our rainfall is converted into runoffthat builds in toxicity
as it crosses parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it
is channeled and runs untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoffproblcm in the nation,
and little measurable requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are
frequently unsafe for swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal
waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

Your staffs proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6± editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a
"good start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning
phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem Second, urban runoffis
bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over
two billion dollars annually, but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources
to attract their customers. As the health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any
businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with billions of dollars at stake, the health of’our entire
regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters.
For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County
beaches annually, for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support
your staff s proposal to mitigate the affects of urban runoff~’omyCw and redevelopment.

South Bay Surfrider Chapter

R0069650



11/18/99

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4tt Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for StaffProposal to Reduce Runofffrom New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On ~lanuary 6, 2000, we urge you to
adopt the reasonable proposal s~ forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments
capture, treat or infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm.
By adopting this proposal, you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course
towards worsening water pollution.

We have bcen brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality
and quantity of runoffgenerated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water
quality in the nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is convened into runoffthat builds in toxicity
as it crosses parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it
is channeled and runs untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoffprobl~m in the nation,
and little measurable r~uirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are
frequently unsafe for swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal
waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6th editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a
"good start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the plarming
phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is
bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over
two billion dollars annually, but these businesses are largely depondent on the health of the coastal resources
to attract their customers. As the health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any
businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire
regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staffs proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters.
For the health of local aquatic life,, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County
beaches annually, for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support
your staffs proposal to mitigate the �ffects of urban rtmofffrom new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,

South Bay S

R0069651
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Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its mavironm~ntal history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to
adopt the reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments
capture, treat or infiltrate 100% of the runoffg~nerated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm.
By adopting this proposal, you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our curr~nt course
towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that compl~tely disregards the quality
and quantity of runoffgenerated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water
quality in the nation. Today approximately 50’/, of our rainfall is converted into rtmoffthat builds in toxicity
as it crosses parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it
is channeled and runs untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous u~oan runoff problem in the nation,
and little measurable requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are
frequently unsafe for swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal
waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the LosAngeles Times in its October 6th editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a
"good start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning
phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoffis
bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over
two billion dollars annually, but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources
to attract their customers. As the health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any
businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire
regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters.
For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County
beaches annually, for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support
your staffs proposal to mitigate the affects of urban runofffrom new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,

South Bay Surf-rider Chapter

R0069652
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D~c~mb~r 14, 1999

Dennis Dickerson,
Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 West 4th Street
Suite 200
Los Angeles. California 90013¯

Re: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from
New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January~
6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure
that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or infiltrate 100% of the runoff
generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards
\vorsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads bv extensive development that
completely disregards the quality and quantity of’runoff generated. The Los Angeles
Region already suffers from some of the worst water quality in the nation. Today
approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoff that builds in toxicity’as it
crosses parking lots. building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and _oas
stations betbre it is channeled and runs untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous
urban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable requirements in the municipal
storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsali~ tbr s\vinaming,
creeks and streams with \vater that is unsatE to drink, and inland and costal waters that
pose health risks to aquatic lilE.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the _Los Angeles Times in its October 6th
editorial as a "promising new approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from
worsening and help prevent beach closing." and a "~ood start in dealine with a totmh
problem."                                     ~                ~          ~



Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
December 14, 1999
Page 2

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water
pollution in the planning phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the
runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles
County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars
annually, but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources
to attract their customers. As the health of the coastline declines, so does business (just
ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with billions of dollars at stake, the
health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s
proposal will soon have a transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoff that
invades our streams, rivers and costal waters. For the health of local aquatic life, for the
health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually, for the
health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your
staff’s proposal to mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,

Chris Polk

R0069654



January 18, 2000                                                             .~

Dennis Dickers)n, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320W. 4thStreet, Suite200 ~.~ ’ ,’~.ii ~.~ :~ 2: [ 3
LoS Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Three Quarter-Inch Standard to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

I wanted you to know that after five years of research, the Los Angeles based environmental organization
TreePeople has demonstrated the benefits and feasibility of capturing rainwater and recycling it.
TreePeople brought together leading experts to develop best management practices, and then showed how
easily they could be implemented.

Now, you have the opportunity to significantly reduce urban runoff, the number one source of pollution to
our coastal and inland waters. On January 26, 2000, we urge you to adopt reasonable design standards for
sizing treatment control Best Management Practices at specified new and redevelopments: Ensure that
these developments mitigate, through treatment or infiltration, 100% of the runoffgenerated by up to and
including a three quarter-inch storm, with no exceptions. By adopting this standard, you and the Regional
Board ha~e the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses
parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is
channeled and runs untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation,
and little measurable requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that
are frequently unsafe for swimming: creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink; and inland and
coastal waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

The three quarter-inch standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the
planning phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban
runoff is bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses
generate over two billion dollars annually, but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the
coastal resources to attract their customers. As the health of the coastline declines, so does business (just
ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with billions of dollars at stake, the health of our
entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of the three quarter-inch standard will soon
have a transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoff that invades our streams, rivers and coastal
waters. For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles
County beaches annually, for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles,
please adopt the three quarter-inch standard, with no exceptions, to mitigate the effects of urban runoff
from new and redevelopment."

We’ve shown that it is feasible. Now it is up to you to ensure that it actually happens.

Thank you for your consideration.

Since+ely,

R0069655
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~ Stephanie Balikos
L.-~ I ’-" - ~ ’ 29 Brooks Apt #2

Venice, CA 90291

January 19, 2000

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Three Quarter-Inch Standard to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

You have the opportunity to significantly reduce urban runoff, the number one source of pollution to
our coastal and h’fland waters. On January 26, 2000, we urge you to adopt reasonable design
standards for sizing treatment control Best Management Practices at specified new and
redevelopments: Ensure that these developments mitigate, through treatment or infiltration, 100% of
the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm, with no exceptions. By
adopting this standard, you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course
towards worsening water pollution.

Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoff that builds in toxicity as it crosses
parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is
channeled and runs untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoffproblem in the
nation, and little measurable requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless
beaches that are frequently unsafe for swimming; creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to
drink; and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

The three quarter-inch standard was supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6th editorial
as a "promising new approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help
prevent beach closings," and a "good start in dealing with a tough problem."

The three quarter-inch standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in
the planning phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem.
Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and
recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually, but these businesses are largely
dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the health of the
coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of the three quarter-inch standard will
soon have a transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers
and coastal waters. For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who

http://www.healthebay.org/actionletter/yourletter.asp R0069656 I/19/00
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visit Los Angeles County beaches annually, for the health of our regional economy, and for a more
fix’able Los Angeles, please adopt the three quarter-inch standard, with no exceptions, to mitigate the
effects of urban runoff fi’om new and redevelopment.

It will probably be expensive but it will be worth it to me.

Balikos

R0069657
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LAW OFFICEs OF

BAIRD A. BROWN

December 9, 1999 ~"~(~,~/"~~

1_ 1999

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director                       t3Y: ....................
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4= Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

Re: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New and
Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

You have the opportunity to significantly reduce urban runoff, the number
one source of pollution to our coastal and inland waters. In January 2000, I urge
you to adopt the reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff to curb urban
runoff: Ensure that sPecified new and redevelopments capture, treat or infiltrate
100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm.
By adopting this proposal, you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to
alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoff that builds
in toxicity as it crosses parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive
repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs untreated into
the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation, and little
measurable requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have
countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for swimming, creeks and streams
with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health
risks to aquatic life.

Your staff’s p~’oposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October
6= editorial as a "promising new approach... [that] could well keep ocean
pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good start in
dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing
storm water pollution in the planning phase of construction is the most cost-
effective way to solve the runoff.problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our
regional economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation

R0069658



Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
December 9, 1999
Page 2

businesses generate over two billion dollars annually, but these businesses are
largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their
customers. As the health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask
any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with billions of dollars at
stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your
staff’s proposal will soon have a transformative impact on the amount of polluted
runoff that invades our streams, dvers and coastal waters. For the health of local
aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County
beaches annually, for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable
Los AngeleS, please support your staff’s proposal to mitigate the effects of urban
runoff from new and redevelopment.

Very truly yours,

Baird A. Brown
BAB/amb
c:    Lisa Boyle, Esq.

R0069659
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RECEIVED

CALIFORNIA REGIONAL VwUkTF.ii
QUAL,’I’Y CONTROL BOARD

LOS ANGELES REGION

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
and Members of the Board
Los Angeles Regional Water Qualit). Control Board
320 W. 4th Street,, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Runoff Controls on New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson and Members of the Board:

I urge you to adopt on January 26, 2000, a reasonable standard to address polluted runoff from
development projects in the Los Angeles metropolitan area. In a region that is constantly being
built and rebuilt, these t39es of controls are necessary to reduce the amount of polluted runoff that
invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters.

At a minimum, please ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat, or infiltrate the
runoff generated by a 0.75 inch storm. Man\" other areas of the country have already adopted
similar or more stringent standards. By adopting this proposal, y’ou and the Regional Board can
take a significant step in water quality protection.

Sincerely.

Jultd M. Barr
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Date;

Dennis Dickerson, Executive QualityDirect°r Board
Los Angeles Regional Water Control
320 W. 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runofffrom New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or
infiltrate 100% ofthe runoffgenerated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and
quantity of runoffgenerated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoff that builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6th editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in dealing with a tough problem."

Tl~e proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoffproblem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat inva~tes our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life. for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support 5’our staff’s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely.

Address:
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RECEIVED

Am), Blount
-Z~]I]I} J/~l i tl [3 ~.. 3"1 481 Crane Blvd.

Los Angeles, CA 90065

P~,AL|FORN~A REGIONAL V~IkTF-,R.
JanualT 12, 2000 OUgLrrv CONTROL BOARD

LOS ANGELES REG!ON

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Three Quarter-Inch Standard to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

You have the opportunib, to sigaificanflyreduceurban runoff, the number one source of pollution to our
coastal and inland waters. On January 26, 2000, we urge you to adopt reasonable design standards for sizing
trealmen! control Besl Management Practices at specified new and redevelopments: Ensure that these
developments mitigate, through treatmenl or infillration, 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including
a tlu’ee quar per-inch storm, with no exceptions. By adopting this standard, you and the Regional Board have
the opporlunib, Io alter our current course towards worserting water pollution.

Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converled into runoff that builds in toxicity as il crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sties, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before il is channeled and
,’uns untreated into the ocean. With the mosl infamous urban runoff problem in the nation, and little
measurable requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently
tmsafe for swinmfing: creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink: and inland and coastal waters ~t
pose health risks to aquatic life.

The three qumler-inch standm’d was supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6th editorial as a
"promising new approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach
closings," and a "good stall in dealing with a tough problem."

The three quarter-inch slandard also makes economic sense. First, reducing slorm waler pollution in the
plmming phase of constniction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban
runoff is bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles Coun~ coastal tourism and recreation businesses
generate over two billion dollars annually, but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of tim
coastal resources to attract their customer’s. As the health of the coastline declines, so does business (,just ask
ma3’ businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire
regional economy is impacted.

In a reaion that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of the three quarter-inch standard will soon have
a~trans~orm.ative impad on ~tbe amount of polluted runoff that invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters.
rot the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Ano_eles County
beaches annually, for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Anle[es, please adopt
the fltree quarter-inch standard, with no exceptions, to n~itigate the effects of urban runoff from new and
redevelopment

Cordially,
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Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director ’ ,..~.. {~
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4~ S~eet, Suite 200 ’
LOS Angeles, California 90013

~~

~: Suppo~ for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New ~d Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
.reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or
infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and
quantity of runoff generated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is convened into runoff that builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your stafPs proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Thnes in its October 6th editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoff that invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runoff fi’om new and redevelopment.

Sincerely.

Address: "/~,tO
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From: <Lisakboyle@aol.com>
To: <ddickers@rb4.swrcb.ca.gov>
Date: 8115/99 9:48PM
Subject: Numerical Mitigation Measure for Storm Water-Municipalities

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a cdtical juncture in its ecological history: brought
to this point by extensive development, an ill-conceived and overburdened
flood control system and failure to rethink traditional approaches to storm
water management, we stand at a point where 50% of our rainfall is converted
into runoff that builds in toxicity as it crosses roads, parking lots,
building sites, and industrial sites before it is channeled and runs into our
ocean. Apart from its devastating affect on the marine life which supports
us, this poison runoff has immediate and known human health impacts.
Epidemiological research has shown that those who swim near storm drains are
twice as likely to suffer gastrointestinal and respiratory problems, fever
and sore throats, as those who kept at least 400 yards away.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, significant change in
the way we deal with storm water at new developments and redevelopments will
soon have a transformative impact on the amount of pollution that invades our
oceans through untreated storm water. For the municipalities of Los Angeles
County, we have the opportunity to set meaningful numerical standards to
quantify the amount of storm water that must be treated of infiltrated at new
and redevelopment sites before it becomes poison in the ocean.

At this critical point, as the regional Water Quality Control Board staff
considers a numerical mitigation measure for development planning to present
to the public and to the Board in September, Heal the Bay urges you to
recommend, at the very minimum, the mitigation measure that is currently
being applied in the unincorporated area of Los Angeles County-treatment or
infiltration of at least a .75 inch storm.

Although we would have preferred a more protective standard for the County
and for the municipalities, we are willing to support the compromise reached
between NRDC and the County--the .75 inch storm retention standard, which
translates into about an 80% capture rate. Many cities around the country
use a 1 inch standard, and many others use a one-year, 24 hour storm standard
(which is above 1 inch in Los Angeles) or an 80-90% capture rate. Considering
the unique problems of Los Angeles, with so much impervious surface and such
vulnerable rivers and coastal waters, we must be progressive as we attempt to
solve our storm water problem.

On a local level, there is no sensible reason for the minimum numerical
mitigation measure to differ for the incorporated and unincorporated portions
of the County. If we are to succeed in the battle against storm water
pollution, we must fight together, with every permittee properly fortified.
In addition, a lower minimum standard for the incorporated portions of the
County makes for an uneven playing field for development, and may simply
shift the bulk of development to those areas with lower standards. This
makes for unfair competition, and less protection for our waters.

As various permittees argue regarding the "cost-effectiveness" of mitigation
measures such as the .75 inch storm standard, we urge you to remember that
the cost of bringing our waters into compliance with the Clean Water Act can
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only increase if we fail to mitigate storm water on-site.

History looks upon us at this cdtical juncture. Will we make a meaningful
change to mitigate the effects of storm water? If we can, the results will
be profound. In the City of Santa Monica alone, an evaluation of seven
projects completed after the implementation of Santa Monica’s Urban Runoff
Mitigation Ordinance in 1993 (requiring new development to reduce projected
runoff by 20%), indicated that nearly 1.1 million gallons of runoff were
diverted from Santa Monica Bay dudng the 1994-1995 winter season, an average
of 31,000 gallons per storm. If we are able to bdng all the cities to at
least the same level of mitigation that the County already has accepted for
unincorporate areas we can look forward to dramatic reductions in the amount
of storm water that spills into our ocean.

Thank you for your concam and attention to this matter of paramount
significance to our water quality.

Sincerely,

LISA KAAS BOYLE, Esq.
Director of Law and Policy
HEAL THE BAY

CC: <xswamikannu@rb4.swrcb.ca.gov>
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Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water QualiD, Control Board
320 W. 4"~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles. California 90013

RE: Support for StaffProposal to Reduce Runofffrom New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your o~q~ staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or
infiltrate 100% of the runoffgenerated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportuniD, to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality, and
quantity, of runoff generated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoffthat builds in toxicity, as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6~ editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles CouniT coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntin~on Beach) - and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staffs proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,

Name: /~.’~ ~. ~
Address:
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Dear Mr. Dickerson:                                                                s

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000,
we urge you to adopt the reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that
specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated
by up to a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal, you and the Regional
Board have the opportunity to alter"~ur current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely
disregards the quality and quantity ofrunoffgenerated. The Los Angeles Region already
suffers from some of the worst water quality in the nation. Today approximately $0% of
bur rainfall is converted into runoff that builds in toxicity as it crosses parking lots,
building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is
channeled and runs untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff
problem in the nation, and little measurable requirements in the municipal storm water
permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for swimming, creeks and
streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health
risks to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6~ editorial as
a "’promising new approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening
and help prevent beach closings," and a "good start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution
in the plannL~g phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff
problem. Second, urban runoffis bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles County
coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually, but
these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract
their customers. As the health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any
businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with billions of dollars at stake, the health
of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will
soon have a transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our
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streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the he.,alth oflocal aquatic life, for the health of
the 60 million p~ople who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually, for the health of
our regional economy, and for a mor~ livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s
proposal to mitigate the effects of urban runofffi’om new and r~l~velopm~-nt.

Sinc~’~ly, ~ ~/

KJmberly E. Lewand
Chatten-Brown and Associates
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Date: I "3                                                                      ,’r: ~.~

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director Z~.’3 U,’,t~ - ~ ~D 2:0 I
Los ~eles Regional Water ~li~ Con~ol Bo~d
320 W. 4~ S~ee~ Suite 200 ~- .
Los ~geles, California 90013 ~ ": ’ : "

~: Sup~n for Stuff ~o~l to R~uce R~off from New md R~evelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments r.~mn-e, u’ea~ or
infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and
quantity ofrunoffgenerated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6~ editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in dealing with a tough problem."

Th# proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban nmoff is bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to am’act their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,

 ame: FaroAddress:
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Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director                     , ~
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board                 " . ........
320 W. 4± Street, Suite 200

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment.

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by yourown staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or
infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three qua.net-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and
quantity of runoff generated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6t~ editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) -and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,
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Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4~ Street, Suite 200 _
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we ur~ you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopmants calmme, treat or
infilmate I00% of the runoff generated by up to and including a thee quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and
quantity of runoff generated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
Io~s, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your staffs proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6th editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in dealing with a tough problem."

Th~ proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staffs proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

R0069672



Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality. Control Board
320 W. 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Ivh’. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or
infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity, to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and
quantity of runoff generated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is convened into runoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6th editorial as a "promising new                       "
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoffis bad for our regional                s
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,                 -"
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business Oust ask any businessperson near Huntin~on Beach) - and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.
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FAX TRANSMISSION
TOTAL NUMBER OF PAGES INCLUDING COVER SHEET: 2

DATE: September 14, 1999

TO: Dennis Dickerton, Ex~3utive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board

FAX: (213) 576-6660

FROM: BILL EHRLICH
9630 Oak Pass Road
Bevedy Hills, CA 90210-1232
Tel: (310)276-5952
Fax: (310) 275-5646
e-mail: ehrlichb@aol,com

RE: September 16, 1999 Hearing - SUSWP

Please submit the enclosed letter to the Board for review and action according to
its contents.

Thanks to you and the Board for considering this request. It is of the utmost
importance.
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BILL ENBJCH

Beverly HIII~, CA 90210-1232
(310) ~2 FkX (~10) ~tS-.~

January 24, 2000

West 4e S~

Deer Mr Dick~Tson:

On January 26, 2000. the California Regional Water Quality Control Boerd - Los Angeles
Region (Board) wil be holding ¯ public hoeing on ~ adcl:itJon of lle pmpolod Standard Urban
Stormwater Mitigation Pt~ns (SUSMP) as required under Ihe Los Angeles County Municipal
Stormwater Permit (On3er No. 86-054). As a Southern California homebuilder I support fire
goals of dean water, however, afler reviewing the December 7, 1999 revision of the SUSMP, I
am opposed to ce~lain provisions within I~e plan.
Include~ in the re~sed SUSMP are several new and nx)d!l~d dM~nil~)ns Ittat restrict

"Environmental Sensitive Area," and the additk)rl of "Paddng lots" to the list of pcojec~ subject to
me StJSMP requirements. These mquiremen~ make the implememet~on of the SUSMP
completely impraclJcal in many municipalities in Los An~lel Cota~.
The continued inclusion of a numerical mitigation standard in Ire SUSMP, whose benefits have
not been proven and whose cost effectiveness Ila$ not been mdied, makes it impossible for me
to support tr~e proposed SUSMP.
Please understand tha~ I fully lul)l:)ort ~le goal of clear~llg our stormweter run off, ~a! is why I
support the attached "Clean Water Initiative," which is also supported by a number of regulatod
industries and business leader~. This In~etive makes a commitment to clsen water and,
perhaps more importantly, it supports a process by which clean water can become ¯ reality.
The process outlined in the Initiative is additionelly support~l by ~ Southern California
Assoc~tion of Governments and would involve all ~ pmlJes (I’m regulated community,
munic~paities and the environmental community) in a thougrd~ul process baaed on sound
science and proven t~::hniques.

I respectfully request that you and the Board delete t~e language outlined above expanding the
scope of ~e SUSMP and miect Ihe implementatkm of a rlurner~l mitigation standard. In
addition, I ask lhal you support ~e comprehensive "Clean Wmr Initiative" as a way of truly
acl~ewng stormwater pollution reduction.

Very truly yours,

Bill Ehdich

Enclosure as noted

cc: Mr. Hamid Nahai, Chair
Califon’~a Regional Water Quality Control Boercl, Los Angeles Regioe R0069675



KENNETH A. EHRLICH
T~s’rH

2121 AVENUE OF THE STAI~
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90067

(310) 785-5395

January 11, 2000

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Three Quarter - Inch Standard to Reduce Runoff from New
and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

You have the opportunity to significantly reduce urban runoff, the number one
source of pollution to our coastal and inland waters. On January 26, 2000, I urge you to adopt
a Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan for the Cities in Los Angeles County that
requires mitigation, by specified new and redevelopments, through treatment or infiltration, of
100% of the runoff generated by the f’trst three-quarters of an inch (3/4") of rain, with no
exceptions. By adopting this standard, the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our
current course towards worsening water pollution.

Today approximately 50 % of our rainfall is converted into runoff that becomes
more toxic as it crosses parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages,
and gas stations before it is channeled and runs untreated into the ocean. With the most
infamous urban runoff problem in the nation, and few measurable requirements in the
municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming; creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink; and inland and coastal waters
that pose health risks to aquatic life.

The Los Angeles Times supported the three-quarters inch standard in its October
6th editorial as a "promising new approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from
worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good start in dealing with a tough
problem."

K:\USERSW~:~FFB. LTR
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The three-quarter inch standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing
storm water pollution in the planning phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to
solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff hurts our regional economy. Los Angeles
County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars
($2,000,000,000) annually, but these businesses largely depend on the health of the coastal
resources to attract their customers. As the health of the coastline declines, so does business.
With billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of the three
quarter-inch standard will soon have a transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoff
that invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the health of local aquatic life, for the
health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually, for the health
of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please adopt the three
quarter-inch standard, with no exceptions, to mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and
redevelopment.

K:\USERS’d~HTB.LTR
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be.c: Mark Gold, Heal the Bay

K:\USERSXKAEXHTB.LTR R0069678



Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director ’ ~ ,~ "5 P ~ 02
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board "" "
320 W. 4~" Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013 CALIFORNIA KEGIONAL WATE~

~UALFTY CONTROL BOARD
LOS ANGELES REGION

KE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff fi’om New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments ¢aptm~, treat or
infiltrate 100°,6 of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and
quantity of nmoffgenerated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers ~om some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is convened into runoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoffproblem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6th editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution ~om worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in dealing with a tough problem."

The’ proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoffis bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business Oust ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a r-o;on.= that .... ;� constantly, being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runoff~om new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,

Address:

IZO~ Xi,~e~o ~.~ Zol
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Fields & Pearl’
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

1875 Century Park East, 14th Floor
Los Angeles, California 90067

(310) 286-2035
Fax (310) 286-9735

January I0, 2000
*A PARTNERSHIP COMPRISED OF
PROFESSIONAL CORPORATIONS REFER TO FILE NO.

N/A

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Three Quarter    Inch Standard to Reduce Runoff
from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

You have the opportunity to significantly reduce urban runoff,
the number one source of pollution to our coastal and inland
waters. On January 26, 2000, we urge you to adopt reasonable
design standards for sizing treatment control Best Management
Practices at specified new and redevelopments:

i. Ensure that these developments mitigate, through treatment
or infiltration, 100% of the runoff generated by up to and
including a three quarter-inch storm, with no exceptions. By
adopting this standard, you and the Regional Board have the
opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening
water pollution.

2. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into
runoff that builds in toxicity as it crosses parking lots,
building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages,
and gas stations before it is channeled and runs untreated
into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem
in the nation, and little measurable requirements in the
municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches
that are frequently unsafe for swimming; creeks and streams
with water that is unsafe to drink; and inland and coastal
waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

3. The three quarter-inch standard was supported by the Los
Angeles Times in its October 6th editorial as a "promising
new approach .       [that] could well keep ocean pollution
from worsening in~ help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in dealing with a tough problem."

4. The three quarter-inch standard also makes economic sense.
First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase
of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the
runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our
regional economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and
recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars
annually, but these businesses are largely dependent on the
health of the coastal resources to attract their customers.
As the health of the coastline declines, so does business
(just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach)    and

C:\w°rk~ROMO~TB~icke~n’wlxi                                                             R0069680



Fields & Pearl
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
January i0, 2000
Page 2

with billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire
regional economy is impacted.

5. In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt,
adoption of the three quarter-inch standard will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoff that
invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60
million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches
annually, for the health of our regional economy, and for a
more livable Los Angeles, please adopt the three-
quarter-inch standard, with no exceptions, to mitigate the
effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Very truly yours,

FIELDS & PEARL

KENNETH S. FIELDS, A
PROFESSIONAL CORPORATIONKSF:nsp
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BY: ....................

Thomas J. Fleming
507 Hill Street, #2

Santo Moniea, CA 90405

December 5, 1999

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Conlrol Board
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment

De.~r h~. Dickerson"

You have the opportunity to significantly reduce urban runoff, the number one source of pollution to our coastal and
inland waters. In January 2000, I urge you to adopt the reasonable proposal set forth by your own staffto curb urban
runoff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to
and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal, you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to
alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoff that builds in toxicity as it crosses parking lots,
building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs untreated into
the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable requirements in the
municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for swimming, creeks and streams
with w’gter that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

Your staffs proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6th editorial as a "promising new approach..
. [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good start in dealing
with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoffproblem. Second, urban runoffis bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually, but
these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the health of
the coastline declines, so does business Oust ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with billions of
dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staffs proposal will soon have a transformative
impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the health of local
aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually, for the health of our
regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staffs proposal to mitigate the effects of
urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,

R0069682



Dec 9 ’99

Lisa Kaas Boyle, Law and Policy Director
Heal the Bay
2701 Ocean Park Blvd., Suite 150
Santa Monica CA 90405

Lisa:

Enclosed is a copy of a letter I am sending to the WQB at Heal the Bay’s
request.

Also enclosed is a paper that describes the feasibility and advantages of
integrating stonnwater treatment and infiltration into urban redevelopment. The
Nine Mile Run results have now been published in a beautiful report; you can
find out about the document at rmi.org.

Bruce K. Ferguson
Professor, MLA Coordinator
School of Environmental Design
Caldwell Hall
University of Georgia
Athens GA 30602
phone 706-542-4704
fax 706-542-4236
bfergus @ arches.uga.edu

R0069683



The University of Georgia
School of Environmental Design

December 9, 1999

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles CA 90013

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Treating or inf’fltrating urban stormwater can significantly reduce pollution in rivers and
bays. You have the opportunity to do so with the proposal before you for development and
redevelopment to treat or inf’dtrate the runoff generated by storms 0.75 inch and smaller.

Along the range of storms that designers around the country are accustomed to designing
for, the 0.75 inch storm is ’small. It is very feasible, even easy, for development and
redevelopment to design for a storm of this size. But according to my calculations, designing for
this level of rainfall will effectively treat or eliminate the runoff from more than half of all the rain
that falls in Los Angeles in an average year. Most of the runoff and almost all the pollution are in
the small, frequent storms and in the first runoff from larger storms. So the 0.75 inch proposal
identifies an approach that is at once both highly feasible and highly effective.

Any urban region like yours is constantly being built and rebuilt. One of the few things we
can confidently predict about the future is that times will continue to change, as they have always
changed in the past. Acting through the ongoing and inevitable economic process of development
and redevelopment, an approach such as that of the 0.75 inch storm can transform the quality of
the rivers, bays and beaches that receive the effects of urban runoff.

Design experience in your region and elsewhere have shown that it is entirely possible, and
even desirable, to integrate the provisions of stormwater treatment and infiltration with urban land
use, economic activity, and quality of life. Integration of these things produces not a "cost", but a
more completely designed city.

Surely the rivers, bays and beaches that are loved by the people of your region and of all
the world are reason enough to be protective of runoff quality.

Yours,

Bruce K. Ferguson, FASLA
Professor
MLA Coordinator

cc: Heal the Bay

R0069684
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BRUCE K. FERGUSON is Professor of Landscape Architecture and Director of
the Master of Landscape Architecture program at the University of Georgia.
He is a landscape architect who has specialized in environmental management
of urban watersheds for twenty years.

Ferguson’s consulting projects have included stormwater quality protection at
the Goddard Space Flight Center, conservation of irrigation water on the lawn
of the White House, goals for urban water conservation in the California Water
Plan, and urban design guidelines to protect runoff quality in the metropolitan
regions of Atlanta, Pittsburgh, and San Francisco, and the states of Florida,
Georgia, and New York.

His most recent book is Introduction to Stormwater (1998). He is also the
author of Stormwater Infiltration (1994), which is the standard reference in its
field, and 130 scientific and professional papers on environmental management
of urban watersheds. Using the results of his research, he lectures at
universities throughout the United States and conducts continuing ed.ucation
courses for design practitioners.

Ferguson is a Fellow of the American Society of Landscape Architects and a
past president of the Council of Educators in Landscape Architecture. He is a
recipient of ASLA’s Bradford Williams Medal and CELA’s Outstanding
Educator Award, the highest award for landscape architectural education in
North America.

Ferguson obtained the. BA degree at Dartmouth College and the MLA at the
"University of Pennsylvania. He is a licensed landscape architect in Georgia and
Pennsylvania.

Bruce K. Ferguson
School of Environmental Design, University of Georgia
CaldweI1 Hall, Athens, GA 30602
(706) 542-4720
fax (706) 542-4236
bfergus @arches.uga.edu

R0069685
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Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4s Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On ,lanuary 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or
infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water.pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and
quantity of runoffgenerated The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoff that builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff’problem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

YOur staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6th editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask an)’ businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount ofpollutcd runoff that invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life. for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually.
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.



Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water ~ality Control Board
320 W. 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles. California 900 ] 3

R~: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and r~developments capture, treat or
infiltrate I00% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and
quantity ofnmoff generated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into nmoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6~’ editorial as a "promising new
apgiroach .... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban nmoffis bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban nmoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,         ~’(f/ ~

q~L~(~,~ _ "~,-~d;~b,
R0069687



Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Boardw. S,reet, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for StaffProposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mx. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or
infiltrate I00% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our currem course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and
quantity of runoff generated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers ~om some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoff that builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are fi’equently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6th editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution fi’om worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the run0ffproblem. Second, urban runoffis bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntin~on Beach) -and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our sa’eams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our r~gional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runoff fi’om new and redevelopment.

Sincerely, ~ .. /~

R0069688



Mad#ty~
28907 Grayfox Strett

, F~:(3~)
~u~ 10, 2~0 "

Mr. De~is Dick~n, Ex~ufive ~c~r
~s~g~es Regio~ Wat~ ~aliW Con~l
320W. 4 ~ Suite 2~
Los Angele~ C~ifomia 90013 ’

~: Sup~n for Pro~sal to Redu~ R~off~om New ~d Redevebpm~t

Dear IVfi-. Dickerson:                         .

I arn writing you again to ask you to take advantage of the opportunity to significantly reduce
urban runoff, the number one sour~ of pollution to our coastal and inland v(aters. On January 26,
2000, we urge you to adopt a Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan for the cities in Los
Angeles County that requires mitigation, by specified newand redevelopments, lhrough trea~nent
or infiltration, of 100% ofthe.runoffgenerated by the first three quarters of an inch of rain, with
no exceptions. By adopting this standard, you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to
alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.,

Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoffthat builds in toxicity as it
crosses parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations
before it is channeled and runs untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff
problem in the nation, and few measurable requirements in the municipal storm water pe.rfitits, we
have countless beaol~s that are frequently unsafe for swimming; creeks and streams with water
that is unsafe to drink; and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

, The three quarter-inch standard was supported by the Los Angeles Tunes in its October 6th
editorial as a "promising new approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution"from worsening.
and help prevent beach closings," and a "good start in dealing with a tough problem."

The three quarter-inch standard also makes economic sense. First, reducin8 storm .water pollution
in the planning phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solv, e the runoffproblem.
Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and
recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually, but these businesses
are largely dependent on the health of-the coastal resources to atlract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any busine~sperson near Huntington

t
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Beach) - and with billions ofdollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is
impac.~ed.

In a region that is .�o~,~. t~y being built and rebuilt, adoption of the three quarter-inch standard
will soon have a transformative impact od the amount of polluted runoffthat invades’our stxearns,
rivers and coastal waters. For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million
people who visit Los Angeles County beaches anhually, for the h~alth of our regional economy,
and for a more livable Los Angeles, please adopt the three quarter-inch standard, with no
exceptions, to mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,                                                        -

Madelyn Glivkfeld
President,’MJG Consulting
Visiting Lecturer and Researchl~r,
UCLA Institute of the Environment
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Sent By: LA & SG Rzvers Watershed CouncZ; 213 367 4138j         Dec-17-99 4:53P&4;         Page 1,/1

DOROTHY GREEN
801 HOLaMBY AVENUE, LOS ANGEI_M~, CA, 90024
310-270-4151               FAX: 310-270-4152

December 17, 1999

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
I~s Angde, Regiomd Water Quality Control B~trd
320 We~t 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

I, among ninny others, are concerned about the proposed storm wat=t rule that will require
the r~tt.ation of water on site m a rmjot -�~ay of alleviating some of our water quality
problems.

As you know, the Los Angeles area is considered among the most polluted in the country,
the landscape has been paved over, cltamafic~y mcze.asing both the amount of rtmoff, and
the amount of pollution contained in tl~t runoff. As the city is rebuilt, and most of it will be
within the next 50 years, it is inctmabent on all of us to do whatever we can to alleviate this
problem and the public health issues which come as a direct result.

There are other benefits that can come from retailling storm water on site. Principal among
them is augmenting ou~ drinking water supply. About a third of ou~ water supply comes
from local ground water zesources. As the c~ty has been paved ovgr, much less water is able
to infiltrate into the ground. Only 5% of one inch storms historically ran off. Now about
50% of small stomps are directed into our storm drain systems, and run off. "[~s water
should be captured so that we can lessen ou~ need to import water from so far aw~ty.

For these and many other zxasons, I am aaldng that you approve your staff’s
recommendations to requi~ the retention of all % inch sromas on site for new construction.
This is the least we can do to erma’e heakhy beaches, and coas~ waters, cleaner rivers and

Thank you fo~ yottt kind consideration,

Sincerdy,

R0069691



Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

De~ ~. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopmen~ capture, treat or
infiltrate I00% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and
quantity of runoff generated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6~ editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start ~n dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the phmning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the nmoffproblem. Second, urban runoffis bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with
billions of dollars at stoke, the health of our ent.~re regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built ~nd rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative imp~t on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban nmoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,

R0069692



Ne,v and Redevelopment RunoffStandards
http://www.healthebay.org/actionlet~er/yourletler.a:

Christine Halley
28028 Marguerite Pkwy #0

Mission Viejo, CA 92692

December 16, 1999                                                         ~

Dermis Dickerson, Executive Director

!~~ ~~!~

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, Califomia 90013 ~ i~~

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopm~ht

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

You have the opportunity to significantly reduce urban runoff, the number one source of pollution to our
coastal and inland waters. On January 26, 2000, I urge you to adopt the reasonable proposal set forth by
your own staff to curb urban runoff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or
infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adolSting this
proposal, you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening
water pollution.

Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoff that builds in toxicity as it crosses
parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is
channeled and runs untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation,
and little measurable requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that
are frequently unsafe for swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and
coastal waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6th editorial as a "promising
ncw approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach
closings," and a "good start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning
phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is
bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate
over two billion dollars annually, but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal
resources to attract their customers. As the health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any
businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire
regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staffs proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoff that invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters.
For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County
beaches annually, for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please
support your staff’s proposal to mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

R0069693
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Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director :
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013 z

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson: O~II ..~

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or
Lnfiltrate I00% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and
quantity of nmoffgenerated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is convened into runoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and nms
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6~ editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoffis bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntin~on Beach) - and with
billions of dollars.at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban nmoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,

R0069695



DEC-8  999
BY: ....................

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for StaffProposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or
infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opporamity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and
quantity of runoff generated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Tod~y approximately 50% of our rainfall is convened into runoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles T~mes in its October 6~h editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoffis bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,

R0069696



363 North Carmelina Avenue
Los Angele~o CA 90049

January 10, 2000

Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
LOs Angeles, California 90013

RE: SUPPORT FOR THREE QUARTER - INCH STANDARD TO REDUCR
RUNOFF FROM NEW AND REDEVELOPMENT

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

You have the opportunity to significantly reduce urban runoff, the number
one source of pollution to our coastal and inland waters. On January 26,
2000, we urge you to adopt a Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan for
the Cities in Los Angeles County that requires mitigation, by specified new
and redevelopments, through treatment or infiltration, of 100% of the runoff
generated by the first three quarters of an inch of rain, with no exceptions. By
adopting this standard, you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to
alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoff that builds
in toxicity as it crosses parking lots, building sites, industrial sites,
automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the
nation, and few measurable requirements in the municipal storm water
permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for swimming;
creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink; and inland and coastal
waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

The three quarter-inch standard was supported by the Los Angeles Times in
its October 6th editorial as a "promising new approach... [that] could well
keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a
"good start in dealing with a tough problem."

R0069697



Mr. Dennis Dickerson
January I0, 2000
Page 2

The three quarter-inch standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing
storm water pollution in the planning phase of construction is the most
cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is bad
for our regional economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation
businesses generate over two billion dollars annually, but these businesses
are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their
customers. As the health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask
any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with billions of dollars at
stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of the three
quarter-inch standard will soon have a transformative impact on the amount of
polluted runoff that invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los
Angeles County beaches annually, for the health of our regional economy, and
for a more livable Los Angeles, please adopt the three quarter-inch standard,
with no exceptions, to mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and
redevelopment.

Sincerely,

Matthe~w~J. Hart

MJH/yct
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January 18, 2000

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013                                                           :

RE: Support for Three Quarter-Inch Standard to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment       "..~

Dear Mr. Dickerson:                                                                       ".:.

I wanted you to know that after five years of research, the Los Angeles based environmental organization
TreePeople has demonstrated the benefits and feasibility of capturing rainwater and recycling it.
TreePeople brought together leading experts to develop best management practices, and then showed how
easily they could be implemented.

Now, you have the opportunity to significantly reduce urban runoff, the number one source of pollution to
our coastal and inland waters. On January 26, 2000, we urge you to adopt reasonable design standards for
sizing treatment control Best Management Practices at specified new and redevelopments: Ensure that
these developments mitigate, through treatment or infiltration, 100% of the runoff generated by up to and
including a three quarter-inch storm, with no exceptions. By adopting this standard, you and the Regional
Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses
parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is
channeled and runs untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoffproblem in the nation,
and little measurable requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that
are frequently unsafe for swimming; creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink; and inland and
coastal waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

The three quarter-inch standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the
planning phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban
runoff is bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses
generate over two billion dollars annually, but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the
coastal resources to attract their customers. As the health of the coastline declines, so does business (just
ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with billions of dollars at stake, the health of our
entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of the three quarter-inch standard will soon
have a transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoff that invades our streams, rivers and coastal
waters. For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles
County beaches annually, for the health of our r~gional ~conomy, -,l~d for a moie livable Los Angeles,
please adopt the three quarter-inch standard, with no exceptions, to mitigate the effects of urban runoff
from new and redevelopment.

We’ve shown that it is feasible. Now it is up to you to ensure that it actually happens.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,



Date:

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4t~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles. California 90013

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment       m

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000;.we       tO i~pt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your o~a staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or
infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and
quantity ofrunoffgenerated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6t~ editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over t~’o billion dollars armually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to at’tract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntin~on Beach) - and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuiit, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat knvades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches armually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

R0069700



Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
~ ~,~ 2!~ P ~" ~’Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board , .-

320 W. 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013 ~; ~.~0_.~1~’~

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or
infiltrate 100% of the funoffgenerated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and
quantity ofrunoffgenerated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoffproblem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6th editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start hi dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach)- and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our slreams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,

R0069701



Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director ’ ZOflO JAN - 3 P !: 5 3
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality. Control Board
320 W. 4m Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles. California 90013 CALIFORI’J!A REGIONAL Vet~T~R

QUALrT’Y CONTROL BOARD
LOS ANGELES REGION

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history.. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your o~ staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or
infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a tt’~ree quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity, to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brougJ~t to this. crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and
quantity of runoff generated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoffthat builds in toxicity, as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6~h editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to atwact their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntin~on Beach) - and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional econom.v is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runofffi’om new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,

Name:
Address:
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Dermis Dickerson, Executive Director
~ ~

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4~ Street, Suite 200 "~ ~
Los Angeles, California 90013 . ~

RE: Support for StaffProposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment                          ""

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or
infiltrate ]00% of the runoffgenerated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunit~ to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and
quanti .ty of runoff generated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is convened into runoff.that builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots. building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoffprob]em in the nation, and lit’tle measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health ris~
to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the/.os Ange/es Times in its October 6~ editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our rcgionai
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over ~’o billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Address: ~>~4~/ ~,~.~j~./ ~"~
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Date: //- 2. 7- �/~

Dennis Dicker,on, Executive Director
Los Anseles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or
infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and
quantity of runoff generated. The Los Angeles Region already suffer* from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into nmoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban nmoffproblem in the. nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal water* that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your stalTs proposal is supported by the Los Angeles T~mes in its October 6~’ editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoffproblem. Second, urban runoffis bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customer*. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessper*on near Huntin~on Beach) - and with
billions of dollarsat stake, the health of our emire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,

/
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Dr. Mha Atma Singh Khalsa
1536 Crest Drive
Los Angeles, CA 90035

January 6, 2000

Dennis Dickerson
Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th St. #200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Dear Mr. Dickerson,

Our current managment of urban runoff contributes greatly to
coastal and ocean pollution, and encourages both flooding and the
channelization of our streams as we attempt to prevent flooding.
I strongly urge that we institute massive changes to our
ineffective approach.

The recommendation by the Water Board’s staff to require new
development and redevelopment projects to be designed to retain
rainfall of up to .75 inches daily would be a huge step .in the
right direction. Adoption of the recommendation would bring
areas in incorporated cities up to the same standards already in
place in unincorporated areas of the county. This proposal would
be good for the health of local aquatic life, for the health of
the 60° million people who visit L.A. County beaches each year,
and for a more livable healthy region.

I urge you to adopt this important proposal.

~ erely,

Dr. Mha Atma Singh Khalsa
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Jan B. King
Member of the Board of TreePeople
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JAN 3. 0 2000
BY: ....................

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
and Members of the Board
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4tl~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support, for Runoff Controls on New and Red~v~iop~n~nt

Dear Mr. Dickerson and Members of the Board:

I urge you to adopt on January 26, 2000, a reasonable standard to address polluted runoff
from development projects in the Los Angeles metropolitan area. In a region that is
constantly being built and rebuilt, these types of controls are necessary to reduce the amount
of polluted runoff that invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters.

At a minimum, please ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat, or
infiltrate the runoff generated by a 0.75 inch storm. Many other areas of the couqtry have
already adopted similar or more stringent standards. By adopting this proposal, you and the
Regional Board can take a significant step in water quality protection.
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Dennis Dickerson, Exect~ve Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Con~ol Board ~ ~.
-320 W. 4~ Street, Suite 200 ........ .
Los Angeles, California 9001.3 " " .........

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Rnnoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in i~s environmental history. On Jannary 6, 2000, we urge you to adol~ the
reasonable proposal set forth by your o~ staff: F.nsure that specified new and redevelopments rapture, treat or
infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water polltnion.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and
quantity of runoff generated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is convened into nmoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lo~s, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
uric’eared into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoffprobl~m in the nation, and l/tile measurable
requirement~ in the municipal storm ~ter permits, we have countless beaches that are ~equently unsafe for
sv,~hra’ning, creeks and s~’eams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your staiYs proposal is supported by the Los Angeles T#mes in its October 6~ editorial as a ’~promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start :in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the mo~ cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoffis bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles Count)’ coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars mmually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huming~on Beach)- and
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your sm~s proposal will soon have a
u’ansforma~ive impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches mmnally,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your sta~s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely’];

V",q ¯ / ’

R00B9708



KUDO & DANIELS,
ATTOKN EY~ AT LAW

1,1,100 WlI~HII~ IOIJl,~/Al~. ~UIT[ @                       ~ ~.

TILIPHONI (~10) 442-~0 NDY C. ~A

FACSIMILE (310) 44~-7~r) ~g:ou ~

November 8, 1999

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Re: Support for StaffProposal to Reduce Runoff fi’om New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

On January 6, 2000, you and the Board have the opportunity to change our course toward
worsening water pollution by adopting the proposal, set forth by your own staff, to require that
specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to
a three quarter-inch storm (i.e., 85% of all storms m this region).

The Los Angeles Region already suffers fxom some of the worst water quality in the nation.
Your staff proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6th editorial as a
"promising new approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution fi’om worsening and help
prevent beach closings," and a "good start in dealing with a tough problem." The recent disastrous
experience with beach closures in the city of Huntington Beach underscores the need for these
measures.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff proposal will soon
have a transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers and
coastal waters. For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 miIIion~eople who visit
Los Angeles County beaches annually, for the health of our regional economy, and for a more
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Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
November 8, 1999
Page 2

livable Los Angeles, please rapport yo~ staff’proposal to rrdtigate the effects of urban runoff from
new and redevelopment.

Paula A. Daniels
PD:db

G:\W~9000.0~LDICKE~001

bcc: Lisa Boyle
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Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director 2C~I J,~ -~ I’~ 2: 0S
Los Angeles Reeional Water Quality Control Board
320 W.~~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles. California 90013 ,,~..: ......

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your o~ staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or
infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity, to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and
quantity, of runoff generated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is convened into runoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6t~ editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over tnvo billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract thei~ customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntin~on Beach) - and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoff that invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,

Address:
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Jon M. Leader
907 Hanley Avenue

Los Angeles, CA 90049

December 14, 1999

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director                                          :~
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200 ~Los Angeles, California 90013 ~

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelo             �’~

Dear Mr. Dickerson:                                                       ~

You have the opportunity to significantly reduce urban runoff, the number one source of’~llution to
our coastal and inland waters. On January 6, 2000, I urge you to adopt the reasonable proposal set
forth by your own staff to curb urban runoff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture,
treat or infiltrate 100% oft he runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By
adopting this proposal, you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course
towards worsening water pollution.

Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoff that builds in toxicity as it crosses
parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is
channeled and runs untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the
nation, and little measurable requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless
beaches that are frequently unsafe for swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to
drink,, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks to aqu,~tic life.

Your staffs proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6th editorial as a
"promising new approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help
prevent beach closings," and a "good start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the
planning phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second,
urban runoff is bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation
businesses generate over two billion dollars annually, but these businesses are largely dependent on
the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the health of the coastline declines,
so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with billions of dollars
at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staffs proposal will soon have
a transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoff that invades our streams, rivers and coastal
waters. For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los
Angeles County beaches annually, for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable
Los Angeles, please support your staffs proposal to mitigate the effects of urban rtmoff from new
and redevelopment.

~C°rdially’ ~

http~.healthebay.org/actionletter/yourletter.asp 12/14/99
R0069712
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From: Xavier Swamikannu
To: Jorge LEON
Date: 10/7/99 4:56PM
Subject: SUSMPs and Mitigation Measures - Possible Approach

Dennis and I are in the process of scheduling meetings with the different interests on the issue of
SUSMPs and mitigation measures. I briefly discussed a possible strategy with you eadier to avoid a
situation where there is apparent conflict with the language of the permit and an action invited by the
Regional Board.

First, the LA County permit requires that the permittees submit the SUSMPs for Regional Board
Executive Officer approval. It does not explicitly require that numerical mitigation measures be included to
deem the SUSMPs approvable. It is a technical judgement by staff that proposing mitigation BMPs
without a numerical mitigation measure for performance does not meet the test of "reduce pollutants to
the MEP" for new development.

So, the Regional Board Executive Officer has the authority to approve the SUSMPs and leave the
numerical mitigation measure for separate action by the Regional Board. An appropriate statement
should be included in the SUSMPS that ties the standard of performance for treatment BMPs to the
numerical mitigation measure(s) adopted by the Regional Board.

Second, such an action will be consistent with the language in the Long Beach MS4 permit which makes
all SUSMP provisions adopted by the Regional Board applicable to the Long Beach permit as well.
Regional Board Executive Officer approval of the SUSMPs alone with a numerical mitigation measure
would still leave open the question of appliacability to the Long Beach permit without formal Board action.

Third - State Board storm water permit for construction activity (Order No. DWQ 99-08) on projects five
acres or greater includes requirements for post-construction BMPs. These permits are enforced by the
Regional Board for the Los Angeles Region. To be consistent we should make the same mitigation
measure applicable to post construction BMPs under this permit for the Los Angeles Region. Public
notice and formal Board action will be necessary to do that. The City of I.A pointed out this potential
inconsistency without such an action.

Fourth - The County of Ventura has proposed an alternative mitigation measure [70 percent annual runoff
volume treatment] which is equivalent to [85 percentile runoff event treatment] and the [0.75 inch which is
the 85 percentile rainfall event treatment]. Board action will be required to include this option as an
adopted numerical mitigation measure.

In conclusion, my suggested approach is that we discuss text changes and concerns with the interested
parties and with permittees. The Executive Officer approves the SUSMPs with language changes after
input from the meetings with a reference to the numerical mitigation measure but not specific numerical
approaches.

That the Regional Board at a meeting consider approval of the three numerical appraoches so that the
action is comprehensive and will cover post-construction BMPs (planning BMPs) for LA County, Ventura
County, and State Construction permit.

Do you concur?

CC: Dennis Dickerson
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Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
DE C I 0  999

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
B Y: ....................320 W. 4’a Street, Suite 200

Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposalset forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or
infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and
quantity of runoff generated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers ~om some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are fi’equently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6~’ editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the nmoffproblem. Second, urban nmoffis bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted nmoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.



1601 N. Sepulveda Blvd #148
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266

December 5, 1999

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

You have the opportunity to significantly reduce urban runoff, the number one source of pollution to our
coastal and inland waters. In January 2000, I urge you to adopt the reasonable proposal set forth by your
own staffto curb urban runoff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or infiltrate
100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water
pollution.

Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses
parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is
channeled and runs untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoffproblem in the nation,
and little measurable requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that
are frequently unsafe for swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and
i:oastal waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

Your staffs proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6th editorial as a "promising
new approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings,"
and a "good start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning
phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is
bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over
two billion dollars annually, but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal
resources to attract their customers. As the health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any
businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire
regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staffs proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoff that invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters.
For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County
beaches annually, for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please
support your staffs proposal to mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,.

Jeff Littrell



SUITE 1250
9401 WILSHIRE BLVD. 0EC--8 ~

BEVERLY HILLS, CA 90212
voice: (~o)~-s~oo

~Facsimile: (310)276-2381 ....................
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December 7, 1999

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New and
Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

You have the opportunity to significantly reduce urban runoff,
the number one source of pollution to our coastal and inland
waters. In January 2000, I urge you to adopt the reasonable
proposal set forth by your own staff to curb urban runoff: Ensure
that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or
infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a
three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal, you and the
Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course
towards worsening water pollution.

Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoff
that builds in toxicity as it crosses parking lots, building
sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas
stations before it is channeled and.runs untreated into the
ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation,
and little measurable requirements in the municipal storm water
permits, we haste countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink,
and inland and coastal waters that pose health ~sks ~ a~latic
life.                                                   - .....

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in
its October 6th editorial as a "promising new approach
[that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help
prevent beach closings," and a "good start in dealing with a
tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing
storm water pollution in the planning phase of construction is
the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second,
urban runoff is bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles County
coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two
billion dollars annually, but these businesses are largely
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Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
D~ember7,1999
Page2

dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their
customers. As the health of the coastline declines, so does
business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) -
and with billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire
regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption
of your staff’s proposal will soon have a transformative impact
on the amount of polluted runoff that invades our streams, rivers
and coastal waters. For the health of local aquatic life, for
the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County
beaches annually, for the health of our regional economy, and for
a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal
to mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and
redevelopment.

WE~:dg                                                       Jr.
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Julia Louis-Dreyfus
2029 Century Park East #500

Los Angeles, CA 90067

30 November 1999

Mr. Dennis Oickerson
Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4t" Street #200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. Brought to this point by e×tensive
development, with a complete disregard for the quality and quantJty of runoff generated. Toctay,
approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoff that builds in toxicity as it crosses parking lots,
building sites, industrial sitds, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs,
untreated, into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsa,’e
for swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that
pose health risks to aquatic life.

On January 6, 2000, you and the Board have the opportunity to change our course toward worsening water
pollution by adopSng the reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and
redevelopments capture, treat or infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to a three quarter-inch storm.
The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water.quality in the nation. Your staffs
proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6 editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach c~osing," and a
"good staff in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First. reducing storm water pollution in the planning
phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to sol~,e the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is
bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate
over two billion dollars annually, but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal
resources to attract their customers. As the health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any
businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire
regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoff that invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters.
For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County
beaches annually, for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please
support your staff’s proposal to mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,

Julia Louis-Dreyfu=
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Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New mad Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or
infiltrate I00% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and
quantity ofrunoffgenerated. The Los Angeles Region ah’eady suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the mbst infamous urban runoffproblem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for     ~
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6~ editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoffproblem. Second, urban runoffis bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business Oust ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with
billions of dollars.at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly l~ing built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted nmoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our r~jot~l eeunomy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to
mitigate the effects ofuH~n runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,

Address:
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Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 42 Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff fi’om New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or
infiltrate I00% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the oppommity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quaIi~’ and
quantity of runoff generated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers f~om some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is convened into nmoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban nmoffproblem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are fi’equently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 62 editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution fi’om worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to am’act their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative ~ on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our sweams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runoff ~om new and redevelopment.

 ame: Penelope MoffelAddress: P.O. BOX 24936
LOS Angeles, CA
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Gabriele Morgan
2402 3rd St #107

Santa Monica, CA 90405

December 10, 1999

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

You have the opportunity to significantly reduce urban runoff, the number one source of pollution to
our coastal and inland waters. On January 6, 2000, I urge you to adopt the reasonable proposal ,set
forth by your own staff to curb urban runoff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture,
treat or infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By
adopting this proposal, you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course
towards worsening water pollution.

Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoff that builds in toxicity as it crosses
parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is
channeled and runs untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the
nation, and little measurable requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless
beaches that are frequently unsafe for swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to
drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

Your staffs proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6th editorial as a
"promising new approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help
prevent beach closings," and a "good start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the
planning phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second,
urban runoff is bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation
businesses generate over two billion dollars annually, but these businesses are largely dependent on
the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the health of the coastline declines,
so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with billions of dollars
at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staffs proposal will soon have
a transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoff that invades our streams, rivers and coastal
waters. For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los
Angeles County beaches annually, for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable
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Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new
and redevelopment.

Sinc

īele
~
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John & Lynn Murdock
1209 Pine Street

December 8, 1999
DEC i 0 199~ ~

BY: ....................

Dennis Dickerson, Regional Director
RWQCB
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013-1105

Re: Runoff Standards

Dear Mr. Dickerscn:

This letter is writte~ to express our strong su~ for
adoption of numeric performance standards to control pollution from
commercial runoff.

We live in a coastal community and have a small child,
therefore we have numerous occasions to witness the impact of run-
off on the ocean water quality after heavy rains. It has become
clear beyond peradventure that unless we, as a society, don’t tame
strong measures to control the amount of pollutants that are swept
into the bay from storm-water run-off, we will continue to
experience a degraded, disease-ridden bathing quality at the
beaches near urban centers. California cannot turn a blind eye to
the evidence. It requires courage and fortitude to insist on
measures that are surely unpopular in the eyes of commercial
developers who insist they will be hampered and burdened by more
and more regulation. Nevertheless, as a society we have voted to
use tax dollars to establish an agency called the "Regional Water
Quality Control Board,, and we as taxpayers must now insist that our
money b~ used exactly for that purpose - to "CONTROL" the water
quality by imposing standards that can be quantified. Only with
enforceable standards can we expect to have meaningful, measurable
improve=ent. The alternative - increasing degradation and disease
- is completely unacceptable.

We are consumers. We expect to be customers and buyers of the
commercial goods and services provided by urban development. As
such, we acknowledge that imposing enforceable standards may lead
to higher costs for developers and that these costs will be passed
on to us as consumers.

We taxpayers have already CCE~ this reality by creating
an agency called the Regional Water Quality Control Board, which
we know leads to higher costs for business which we patronize.
This is obviously the cost of cleaning up our environment. We are
willing to pay our taxes and to pay your salaries, and we are
willing to pay the higher costs we face as a result of regulation.

It ~<~</                    R0069729
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We are NOT willingto pay our taxes for your salary if you fail to
do that for which you have been hired. We are angry that the Board
has postponed this matter from September to January, and we request
that positive, aggressive action be taken with all deliberate speed
and rectitude.

Thank you for your attention. We would welcome your views in
reply.

~ohn & Lynn Murdock

JBM:Iy
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Date: RECEIVED
Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board ~ ~ ~ 2| [D 2:"
320 W. 4~ Street, Suite 200 ....
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New and RedevelopmentLOS ANGELE8 ~

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capt~e, treat or
infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and
quantity of runoff generated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into nmoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban nmoffproblem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6~ editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution f~om worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start ~n dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over r, vo billion dollars annually,
bm these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business Oust ask any businessperson near Huntin~on Beach) - and with
billions of dollars .at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staffs proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,

(O0
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W. Scott Norton, Attomey at Law~ .... , . r.. ’~" ". ~. -, 1857 N. Kingsley Dr.L .......... _~ __, ;.. ’:~

Los Angeles, California 90027
,.

January 21, 2000

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Three Quarter-lnch Standard to Reduce R-noff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

You have the opportunity to significantly reduce urban runoff, the number one source of pollution to
our coastal and inland waters. On January 26, 2000, we urge you to adopt a Standard Urban
Stormwater Mitigation Plan for the Cities in Los Angeles County that requires mitigation, by
specified new and redevelopments, through treatment or infiltration, of 100% of the runoff generated
by the first three quarters of an inch of rain, with no exceptions. By adopting this standard, you and
the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water
pollution.

As a!surfer’ I can pers°nally attest t° the damage t° l°cal water safety in the afterrnath °f anY kind °f
significant rainfall. I, and many of my friends, have become ill while surfing immediately after a
significant storm. Trust me when I say the problem is not imaginary.

Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses
parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is
channeled and runs untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the
nation, and few measurable requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless
beaches that are frequently unsafe for swimming; creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to
drink; and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

The three quarter-inch standard was supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6th editorial
as a "promising new approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help
prevent beach closings," and a "good start in dealing with a tough problem."

The three quarter-inch standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in
the planning phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem.
Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and
recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually, but these businesses are largely
dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the health of the
coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

tt-
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In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of the three quarter-inch standard will
soon have a transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoff that invades our streams, rivers
and coastal waters. For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who
visit Los Angeles County beaches annually, for the health of our regional economy, and for a more
livable Los Angeles, please adopt the three quarter-inch standard, with no exceptions, to mitigate the
effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Regards.

W. ,. cottq~(~_ r~ton, Attorney at Law

~t-
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Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board :
320 W. 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013 ’

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:                                                                    .

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or
infiltrate I00% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality, and
quantity of runoff generated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoff that builds in toxicity, as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is charmeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6~ editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
stan~in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation.businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (,just ask any’ businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.
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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runofffrom New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or
infiltrate 100% of the runoffgenerated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening waterPollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and
quantity of runoffgenerated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoff that builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6th editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach)- and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support .vour staff’s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.
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January 13, 2000

VIA PACSIMII.£ (213/576-6660)and U.$ Mail

~xecmive Officer and Members of the Board
California Regional Wm~" Quality Control Board, Los Angele~ Paegion
320 W. �" Su’eet, Suhe 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

Proposed Model Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigazion Plan (SUSMP)

Dear Mr. Dickerson and Members oflhe Board:

I have reviewed zhe proposed $1~nd~d Urb~ ~ormw~rer Miriga~i~ P/~f~ Zoz
Angeles ~oun~ ~ Ci~ie~ in ~os Angeles Cou~ ~d wish m ~ ~ follo~g gene~
co~S.

~vc ~mp~emcm~ sz~ ~ 1~ ~ s~g~ ~ ~s o~ m m~mi~ ~e sm~w~ ~llu~on
~om new ~elopmem ~d ~elopmen~ ~d ~s ~d is ~ on.ely ~o~bJe one.

Howler. ~ �~nt pro~s~ i~lu~s a ~st o~ex~p~ons ~t ~ ov~ly.~ ~
~ si~i~c~zly ~en ~e im~t of~e n~eric~ s~d~. ~ 0.75-i~h ~d shoed ~
~d, but ix ~o~d no~ ~ ~j~t m ~e w~v~s ~ o~er excepuo~ c~euey �ont~ in
¯ e pro~ Migration Pt~ ~ r~ exception is ~ic~ly ~ooblin~ ~ ~y
~e~s have fo~ r~ (~ ~a~ roofing m~s) ~o ~ ~ ~~ ~ce of
sro~wa~r ~ilu~ ~ ~vc flows. By �lUing ~ ~ows ~om ~ea~ ~ ~m
~e ~ff c~culatio~, ~ e~v~ of ~e s~wa~ Mkiga6on Pl~ will ~ si~ific~y
r~d.

Sh~cer~l~,

Robert Pit-,, P.E., Ph.D.,

R0069736
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Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director B Y."~os Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board ....................
20 W. 4~ Street, Suite 200

Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for StaffProposa] to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history.. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, neat or
infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and
quantity ofrunoffgenerated. The Los Angeles Region ah’eady suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is convened into runoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoffprob]em in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to chink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your staffs proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6~ editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
s~art in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed s~andard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoffis bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two b~lion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near H,.mtinTon Beach) - and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staffs proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted nmoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your statTs proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,

Address:
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Date:

Dermis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Qualit7 Control Board
320 W. 4" Street, Suite 200
Los ~geles, Califo~ia 90013

~: Suppo~ for S~ffPro~sal to R, duce R~off~om New ~d Redevelopment

De~ ~. Di~kerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or
infiltrate 100% of the nmoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the oppommity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and
quantity of runoff generated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into nmoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lo~s, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are fi’equently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles T~mes in its October 6~ editorial as a "promising new
app~’oach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoffis bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to am’act their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with
billions of dollars at stoke, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuih, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the #
healtl~ of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,

.



RUBy RAITT
2509 OCEAN AVE.
VENICE, CA 90291

Dennis Dickcrson, F×ccutivc Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4~ Strut, Suite 200
~s ~geles, California 90013                                             ~     ’ -

~: Suppoa for Stuff Proposal to R~ucc Runoff from N~w ~d R~evelo ment ~~ ~ ~

~s ~geles s~ds _t a critical juncture in i~ enviro~enml histo~, In J~ua~ 200geto adopt the r~onable proposal set fo~ ~rlier this y~r by your oss~ stuff: Ensure ~gcifi~
new and r~evelopments capture, tr=t or infiltrate 100% of ~e mnoffgenemt~ b~ ~p "
including a thr~ quaaer-inch sto~. By adopting this proposal, you ~d the Regio~l B~rd have
the oppo~unity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development ~at completely disreg~ds ~e
quality and qu~tity of mnoffgenerat~. ~e ~s ~geles Region alr~dy suffers from some of the
worst water quality in ~e nation. T~ay approximately 50% of our rainfall is ~nve~ into ~noff
that builds in toxicity as it crosses parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair
garages, and g~ stations before it is channel~ ~d runs untr~ted into the ocean.~i~ ~e most
infamous urban runoff problem in ~e nation, ~d liale m~urable r~uirements in the municipal
sto~ water pe~its,.we have countless b~ches that are frequently unsafe for swishing, creeks
and strums with water that is unsafe to driP, and inland and co~l waters that pose h~lth risks
to aquatic life.

Your staffs proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6th editorial as a
"promising new approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help
prevent beach closings," and a "good start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the
planning phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second,
urban runoff is bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation
businesses generate over two billion dollars annually, but these businesses are largely dependent on
the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the health of the coastline
declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with billions
of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of),our staff’s proposal will soon
have a transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoff that invades our streams, rivers and

, coastal waters¯ For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit
Los Angeles County beaches annually, for the health of our regional economy, and for a more
livable Los Angeles, pldase support your staffs proposal to mitigate the effects of urban runoff
from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,

¯
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Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4i Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013 ¯

RE: Support for StaffProposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critica~ juncture in its environmental history. On lanuary 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your o~ stuff; Ensure that specified new and redevelopments rapture, u’ea~ or
infiltrate 100% ofthe nmoffgenerated by up to and including a three qtumer-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to ~his crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality an~i
quantity of runoff generated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of’the worst wa~r quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is convened into nmoff that builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoffproblam in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal norm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe zo drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los .4ngele~ Times in its October 6~ editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in’ dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach)- and with.
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt~ adoption of your staffs proposal will soon have a
n’ansformative impact on the amount of polluted runoff that invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County be, achas annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable LOs Angeles, please support your staffs proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,

Name:
Address:

R. GRANT RAMEY
118 WADSWORTH AVENUE, ~3

SANTA MONIGA, CA
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Date;

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles. California 900]3

RE: Support for StaffProposa] to Reduce Runofffrom New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or
infiltrate I00% of the runoffgenerated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening wa~er pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality, and
quantity of runoff generated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is convened into runoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swm~ming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6~h editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
stun in dealing with a tough problem."

Thd proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to am’act their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntin~on Beach) - and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
heakh of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposa[ to
mitigate the effects of urban nmoff from new and redevelopment.
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Robert A. Roth
A’I’I"ORNEY AT LAW

15332 ANTIOCH STREET, #533
PACIFIC PALISADES, CALIFORNIA gO272                                                           ARr.~ CODE 3 I O

207-2 ! P I

December 8, 1999

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director ,,:. _.Los Angeles Regional Water Quality

Control Board .~-.~.320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200 ¯
Los Angeles, California 90013 -~-.~°

Re: Support for Staf~oposal to Reduce Runoff from New and
Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

You have the opportunity to significantly reduce urban runoff, the number
one source of pollution to our coastal and inland waters. In January
2000, I urge you to adopt the reasonable proposal set forth by your own
staff to curb urban runoff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments
capture, treat or infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and
including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal, you and
the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course
towards worsening water pollution.

Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoff that
builds in toxicity as it crosses parking lots, building sites, industrial
sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled
and runs untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff
problem in the nation, and little measurable requirements in the
municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are
frequently unsafe for swimming, creeks and streams with water that is
unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks to
aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported b the L                 ¯      .    ¯
October 6~ editorial as a "~r~m~ .... ~_       o.s Angeles T~mes in ~ts
keep ocean Dollut~ ~ ..... [~ .... .~,,~ ~,uw. a.pproacn . . . [that] could well~=en~ng and help prevent beach closings, - anda good start in dealing with a tough problem.

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm
water pollution in the planning phase of construction is the most cost-
effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is bad
for our regional economy.    Los Angeles County coastal tourism and
recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually, but
these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal
resources to attract their customers. As the health of the coastline
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declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington
Beach) - and with billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire
regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your
staff’s proposal will soon have a transformative impact on the amount of
polluted runoff that invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For

~!~ health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people
~~_L_os Angelys. County beaches annually, for the health of our=~v**~x economy, ana £or a more izvable Los Angeles, please support your

staff’s proposal to mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and
redevelopment.

Very truly yours,

Robert A. Roth
RAR/pc

R0069743



New and Redevelopment Runoff Standards Page 1 of 2

|1111 1 31 tl 2b P 2: | | ’ Grego~ L S~de~
346 Virginia St #1

E1 Se~do, CA 90245

J~u~ 24, 2000

Dens Dickerson, Executive Director
Los ~geles Regional Water Quali~ Control Bo~d
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los ~g¢les, California 90013

~: Suppo~ for T~�� Queer-Inch Stand~d to Reduce Runoff~om New ~d Redevelopment

De~ ~. Dickerson:

You have the opportunity to significantly reduce urban runoff, the number one source of pollution to
our coastal and inland waters. On January 26, 2000, we urge you to adopt a Standard Urban
Stormwater Mitigation Plan for the Cities in Los Angeles County that requires mitigation, by
specified new and redevelopments, through treatment or infiltration, of 100% of the runoff generated
by the first three quarters of an inch of rain, with no exceptions. By adopting this standard, you and
the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water
pollution.

Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoff that builds in toxicity as it crosses
parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is
chanr!eled and runs untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the
nation, and few measurable requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless
beaches that are frequently unsafe for swimming; creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to
drink; and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

The three quarter-inch standard was supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6th editorial
as a "promising new approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help
prevent beach closings," and a "good start in dealing with a tough problem."

The three quarter-inch standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in
the planning phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem.
Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and
recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually, but these businesses are largely
dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the health of the
coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of the three quarter-inch standard will
soon have a transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers
and coastal waters. For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who
visit Los Angeles County beaches annually, for the health of our regional economy, and for a more
livable Los Angeles, please adopt the three quarter-inch standard, with no exceptions, to mitigate the
effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincer~,~ /~ ~ ,.~ R0069744
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Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or
infiltrate I00% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and
quantity of runoffgenerated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is conver~ed into runoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoffproblem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6th editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the heatth of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (.just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staf£s proposal will soon have a
transfom~ative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staffs proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

R0069746



Elizabeth Schuster
~485 Blvd.

CA, 91105

December 8, 1999
m

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

You have the opportunity to significantly reduce urban runoff, the number one source of pollution to
our coastal and inland waters. On January 6, 2000, I urge you to adopt the reasonable proposal set forth
by your own staff to curb urban runoff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or
infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch Storm. By adopting
this proposal, you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards
worsening water pollution.

Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses
parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is
channeled and runs untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the
nation, and little measurable requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless
beaches that are frequently unsafe for swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink,
and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

Your ~taffs proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6th editorial as a "promising
new approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach
closings," and a "good start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the
planning phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second,
urban runoff is bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation
businesses generate over two billion dollars annually, but these businesses are largely dependent on the
health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the health of the coastline declines, so does
business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with billions of dollars at stake, the
health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal
waters. For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles
County beaches annually, for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles,
please support your staffs proposal to mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,

Elizabeth Schuster
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From: "Neal Shapiro" <NeaI-Shapiro@ci.santa-monica.ca.us>
To: <DDickers@rb4.swrcb.ca.gov>, <XSWAMl@rb4.swrcb.ca.gov>
Date: = 1/13/00 9:51AM
Subject: Meet w/You

Dennis, Xavier:

Craig Perkins and I would like to meet with you to discuss Santa Monica’s take on the SUSMPs, next
Thursday, January 20 eedy aftemoon, like 1 PM. We have a 3 PM back in Santa Monica. If that doesn’t
work, are you available in the later morning, though I have a meeting with Bureau of Reclamation at
MWD office at 9 AM.

Please let me know at your eadiest convenience.

Also, please make a note in your scheduling that Craig requests the opportunity to make a short
presentation on the City’s perspective at the Regional Board meeting January 26th.

thank you,
neal
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Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director " "
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4± Sn’eet, Suite 200 i _~ " ~ : " ~ :- ~> ........

’̄ I~~L.~ i~ :" ~Los Angeles, California 90013 ~-~ :" "

RE: Support for StaffProposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal se~ forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, Ire.at or
infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to tiffs crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and
quantity of nmoff generated. The LOs Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is convened into nmoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
unu’eated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoffprob]em in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequem]y unsafe for
swimming, creeks and su-eams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your staffs proposal is supported by the Lo~ Angeles Time~ in its October 6~ editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed smadard also makes economic sense. Fire, reducing storm water pollution in the plam~ing phase of
consm~ction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoffis bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business Oust ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with
billions of dollars.at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your sta~s proposal will soon have a
u-ansformative impact on the amount of polluted nmoffthat invades our s’n’eams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of~he 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable LOs Angel~s, please support your staiTs proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,

Name:
I ~ I 85,5 3rd St Apt110

Address: II Santa Monica CA90403-I,I0

I .... ~ ISAVIN6 UF! ON /
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Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board ....
320 W. 4" Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

~: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Rnnoff~om New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or
infiltrate 100% of the runoffgenerated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and
quantity of runoffgenerated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff‘problem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Vour staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 62 editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largcly dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask an), businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoff that invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life. for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles Count), beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to
mhigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Address:
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Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director

~~~_

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board ".
320 W. 4’~ Street, Suite 200

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On Janum’y 6, 2000, we ur~ you to adopt the
reasonable proposal se~ forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and radevelopmems ~, treat or
infiltrate I00% of the runoffgeneratad by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and
quantity ofnmoff generated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately ~0% of our rainfall is converted into runoffthat builds in toxicity ~s it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoffprob]em in the nation, and litlle measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your s~a~s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6~ editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
s~an in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles CountS’ coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (,just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,

Address:
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Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 9001.3

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands a~ a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments c~ure, u’eat or
infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the oppommity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and
quantity ofrnnoff generated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is convened into runoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to ~uatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the !,os Angeles Tir#es in its October 6~ editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
star~ in dealing with a tough problem."

The’ proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoffis bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health oftbe 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runofffi’om new and redevelopment.

:erely,
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Positively Organized!.
I

 anuary 26, 2000 :;REOEIV D
Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director --- ’°" 2"~ 2q
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Con~r..~.. 0~
320 W. 4th Strut, Suite 200
Los ~geles, C~ifo~a 90013 ..... .~0~ ~ "

-~C’- BO~

~: Support for Three Quarter-Inch 5tandard~ Redu~ RUnO~om New and Redevelopment

D~r Mr. Dickerson:

I do hope that today you voted to reduce urban runoff, the number one source of pollution to our
coastal and inland waters by adopting a Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan for the Cities in
Los Angeles County.

By adopting this standard, you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current
course towards worsening water pollution. As you may know, today approximately 50% of our
rainfall is converted into runoff‘that builds in toxicity as it crosses parking lots, building sites,
industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs untreated
into the ocean.

The three quarter-inch standard was supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6th editorial
as a "promising new approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help
prevent beach closings," and a "good start in dealing with a tough problem." The three quarter-inch
standard also makes economic sense¯

For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles
County beaches annually, for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles,
please, if you haven’t done so today, adopt the three quarter-inch standard as soon as possible, with
no exceptions, to mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Thank you. I would appreciate the courtesy of a reply by mail or e-mail: PosOrg@aoi.com

Sincere)y,

Susan Silver

PO Box 491549, Los Angeles, CA 90049.9549 :310/471-4113 fax: 3101476-2070 e-ma~l: PosOrg@aol.com
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POST OFFICE BOX 4996

January 18, 2000

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Three Quarter-Inch Standard to Reduce Runoff from New
and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson"

I am the vice chair of the Board of Directors of TreePeople, and I
wanted you to know that after five years of research, TreePeople has
demonstrated the benefits and feasibility of capturing rainwater and
recycling it. TreePeople brought together leading experts to develop best
management practices, and then showed how easily they could be
implemented.

Now, you have the opportunity to significantly reduce urban runoff,
the number one source of pollution to our co.~stal and inland waters. On
January 26, 2000, we urge you to adopt reasonable design standards for
sizing treatment control Best Management Practices at specified new and
redevelopments: Ensure that these developments mitigate, through
treatment or infiltration, 100% nf the runoff generated by up to arid
including a three quarter-inch storm, with no exceptions. By adopting this
standard, you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our
current course towards worsening water pollution.

Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoff that
builds in toxicity as it crosses parking lots, building sites, industria! sites,
automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in

R0069754
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the nation, and little measurable requirements in the municipal storm water
permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming; creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink; and inland
and coastal waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

The three quarter-inch standard also makes economic sense. First,
reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of construction is the
most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff
is bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and
recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually, but these
businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to
attract their customers. As the health of the coastline declines, so does
business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - arid with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is
impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of the
three quarter-inch standard will soon have a transformative impact on the
amount of polluted runoff that invades our streams, rivers and coastal
waters. For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million
people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually, for the health of our
regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please adopt the
three quarter-inch standard, with no exceptions, to mitigate the effects of
urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

We’ve shown that it is feasible. Now it is up to you to ensure that it
actually happens.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

E~ily~ "

Vice Chair, Board of TreePeople
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES

MICHAEL K. STENSTROM, Ph.D,, P.E.
?rof~sor o/Civi! J~ngim~ring C~,~.i| ~nd £n~ronm~nt~l £ngineeri~g Dep~men~

(310) 825-3~5
F~: (310) ~0~76

Sept~m~r 1~, 1999

Mr. D~nnis Dick~rson
Executive Officer
C~ifomia Regional Water Qu~ity Control Bo~d
320 W. 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles. CA 90013

Dear Mr. Dicker$on:

I am writing to you in support of a proposal to require new development to meet stricter
stormwater standards by requiring the first 0.75 inches of rain fall to either be treated or
captured for infiltration. Such a requirement would greatly reduce stormwater pollution
to Santa Monica Bay ~nd other receiving waters.

There are several methods that czn be used to accomplish these results. We have been
working for mor~ than 18 months to develop and evaluate catch basin inserts to capture
liter and filter stormwater to remove sand-size particles and free oil and grease. At
present it appears lhat these devices may cost less than $500 each and require cleaning
only once or twice per year. We have evaluated devices that can tr       .
ft3/sec in ~t single catch basin "l’hi¢ ~,,,,; ......I~ ...... ,-, .... eat,as much as 0.5............. ,.,~,,., ,~,,L ~ ~,./~-mcn per hour rainfall from a
0.5-acre par’king lot.

There are other methods in addition to inserts. I have attached a figure from a previous
paper that shows a method of ~rcolating stormwate~ without flood risk. I published this
paper in 1986. Since then several agencies have successfully evaluated full-scale
methods gene~ally the same as shown in the figure. Porous pavement and a variety of
screens also exit.

In support for this proposal, I ~Iso offer another result from our research. Our modeling
efforts, which I believe are the most advanced and accurate for this application, show that
the largest source of the majority of types of water quality cont~ainants to Santa Monica
Bay, is storfflwater. This is a result of the implementation of full secondary treatment at
Hyperion. Future water quality improvements to the Bay, and I believe to other ocean
waters in your region, will depend upon reducing stormwa[er pollution.
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The application of the proposed requirement will not be without cost; however I belicveit
is affordable for new development, especially for par!ring lots, which have tend to
contribute higher pollutant loads per unit area. Also, parking lots generate revenue,
which can be used to pay for pollution control.

V ry tru!y yours,      j~

CC:
Xavier Swamikannu
Mark Gold
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into plans for e~hancin~ wetland resources could

~00697



Date:

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or
infiltrate 100% of the runoffgenerated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and
quantity ofrunoffgenerated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6th editorial as a "promisingnew
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoffproblem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoff that invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,

Address:
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Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 40’ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Suppon for Staff Proposal to Rexluce Runoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that Sl~Cified new and redevelopments c,~tur~, treat or
infiltrate 100% of the nmoffgenerated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and
quantity ofrunoffgenerated. The Los Angeles Region already suff~rs from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is convened into runoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations befor~ it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6~ editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the mnoffproblem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntin~on Beach) - and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,
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1 ’  000 Oreg Sw~¢l
1920 6th Street #343

Santa Moniea, CA 90405

January 13, 2000

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Three Quarter-Inch Standard to Reduce Runofffrom New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

You have the opportunity to significantly reduce urban runoff, the number one source of pollution to
our coastal and inland waters. On January 26, 2000, we urge you to adopt reasonable design
standards for sizing treatment control Best Management Practices at specified new and
redevelopments: Ensure that these developments mitigate, through treatment or infiltration, 100% of
the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm, with no exceptions. By
adopting this standard, you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course
towards worsening water pollution.

Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses
parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is
channeled and runs untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the
nation, and little measurable requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless
beaches that are frequently unsafe for swimming; creeks and streams with-water that is unsafe to
drink; and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

The three quarter-inch standard was supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6th editorial
as a "promising new approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help
prevent beach closings," and a "good start in dealing with a tough problem."

The three quarter-inch standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in
the planning phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem.
Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and
recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually, but these businesses are largely
dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the health of the
coastline declines, so does business Oust ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of the three quarter-inch standard will
soon have a transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, dyers
and coastal waters. For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who
visit Los Angeles County beaches annually, for the health of our regional economy, and for a more
livable Los Angeles, please adopt the three quarter-inch standard, with no exceptions, to mitigate the
effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,
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Dennis Dickerson - Proclamation                                                                   Page. 1 j

From: "R. Tahir" <tecsenv@yahoo.com>
To: Dennis Dickerson <DDICKERS@rb4.swmb.ca.gov>
Date: 1111100 4:16PM
Subject: Proclamation

Is this okay with you? We can~ over do it because
of the SUSMP disagreement, which may lead to
litigation (Ruttan and Tucker is on deck to prepare
the petition for the COGS/cities should challenge
become necessary.).

I’ll try to get as many cities to adopt it as
possible.
To be candid with you Dennis, it will be easier to
cities adopt this thing as long as there is the real
possibility that mandatory numeric runoff
retention/treatment requirements are tossed-out. The
assignment of retention/treatment controls should be
at the discretion of the city - as the permit clearly
intended - using authoritative information justifying
them (e.g., the basin plan, ocean plan, monitoring
data.

We thought about giving in on the mandatory
retention/treatment controls for parking lots
associated with commerical developments, industrial,
and manufacturing but decided not to lest it create
a bad precedent: basing a decision on political
compromise rather than on rationality.

However, I don’t think that cities would be averse to
mandatory retention/treatment controls for those
industrial facilities requiring General Industrial
Activity Storm Water Permits, as long as the regional
board is willing to assume responsibility for their
proper maintenance.

If you have any questions, please call me
(626.396.9424).

Ray

Do You Yahoo!?
Talk to your friends online with Yahoo! Messenger.
http://im.yahoo.com
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I ’De~n=~,.Dickerson - January 6 Public Hearing Page

From: "R. Tahir" <tecsenv@yahoo.com>
To: Dennis Dickerson <DDICKERS@rb4.swrcb.ca.gov>
Date: 12/17/99 6:24PM
Subject: January 6 Public Hearing

Hi Dennis:

Can I get 10-15 minutes of time at the January 6th
public hearing. I plan to present concerns about the
over-estimated catch basin inserts and other issues.

Also, I think Eileen and/or Margaret want to say
something on behalf of SCAGs/EEC.

FYI, South Bay Cities COG adopted a resolution a
couple of weeks ago calling for the regional board not
to make
storm water numeric standards mandatory - under any
guise, including design standards for parking lot
ollution reduction controls. The reso also authorizes
the COG prepare a petition to the state water
resources control board in the event the regional
board ingores its plea. The SGVCOG the same action
last night and the
Gateways Cities COG is expected to follow suit at its
January 6th monthly meeting.

I think, however, that if you can get the
environmental community and/or the board to buy-off on
the following changes such action can be averted: (1)
increase the threshold for triggering mandatory
parking lot pollution reduction controls from 25
spaces/5k sf to 200 spaces/40k sf; (2) relax the
waiver requirements to
allow cities base the cost savings that areto be
transfered to some sort of storm water fund on the
least costly control (viz., catch basin inserts; (3)
clearly allow cities to prohibit the use of
infiltration systems where the water table is lower
the 10 feet, with good reason of course; (4) re-define
some of the terms (e.g., slopes); (5) allow cities to
base the definition of an ESA on CEQA, exclusive of
any other interpretive defintion (e.g., fish and
game);
and (6) use the development planning mode! program -
not the SUSMP as the place where ESAs and parking lots
should be addressed (create a checklist "C").

Further, tell Mark that the issue more stringent
parking lot controls could be dealt with under the
next
permit, but must be justified ON THE PROTECTION OF
WATER QUALITY STANDARDS (using the basin plan, ocean
plan, or authoritative monitoring data).

I’ll call you on Monday Dennis. Good luck with the
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[ Oenn,= Dickerson - January 6 Public Hearing Page 2 I

Alameda Corridor issue. We know that you’re getting
beat up unfairly - again.

Ray

Do You Yahoo!?
Thousands of Stores. Millions of Products. All in one place.
Yahoo! Shopping: http://shopping.yahoo.com
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Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Oualhy Control Board
320 W. ~I* Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 900 ] 3

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from Hew and Redevelopment             i-.

Dear M~. Dickerson:                                                                .:-

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental his’too. On January ~, 2000, we urge ~o~ to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your own s~ff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or
infiltrate 100% oft.he runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch s~orm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quali~y and
quantity, ofrunoffgenerated. The Los Angeles ]Legion already suffers fi’om some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is convened into runoffthat builds in toxic~’ as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas st, ations before it is channeled and runs
unn’eated into the ocean. With the mos~ infamous urban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are f~equent]y unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose heakh risks
to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6~ editorial as a ’~romising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution ~om worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
sm’~ in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to am-act their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and
billions of dollars at st~ke, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on ~e amount of polluted nmoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people ~o visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional econom), and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban nmoff f~om new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,

L~r.~ 1.19
6000 Canterbun’ Dr
Culv~ C~ CA’902~0-6810

R0069765



From: "Piasky, Tim" <TPIASKY@dpw.co.la.ca.us>
To: "DDICKERS@rb4.swrcb.ca.gov’" <DDICKERS@rb4.swrcb ....
Date: 9128199 1:34PM
Subject: SUSMP wording

Our wording for the 0.75 standard is as follows: "The development must be
designed so as to mitigate (infiltrate and/or treat) the site runoff
generated from each and every storm event of up to and including 0.75-inches
of rainfall, prior to it discharging into the stormwater conveyance system."

This wording is not in any County Ordinance or Code. Also we have received
several comments about this wording having the implication of having to
treat more than one storm. The question has arisen, "What if there are two
storms within a short time period? Does the BMP need to be designed to
mitigate both storms or possibly 1.5 inches of rainfall?". It is our intend
and understanding that the BMPs will need to be designed to mitigate the
runoff generated from a storm event of up to and including 0.75-inches of
rainfall. The design criteria to be used for each selected BMP will detail
the emptying or residence time to be used for proper BMP design. Our SUSMPs
can be obtained at the following URL:
http:l/dpw.co.la.ca.uslepdlmitigationllacdpw.htm

CC: "Grant, Terri" <TGRANT@dpw.co.la.ca.us>
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/           RECEIVED
Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los ~geles Re~o~l W~ ~i~ Con~oi B~d ~ ....
320 W. 4~ S~ S~te 200                   ",
Los ~geles, ~lifo~ia 9001 ~

~: Sup~ ~r S~o~.l to R~u~ R~off ~o~ New ~d Redevelopm~t

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or
infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the oppornmiry W alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

.:
We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and ’
quantity ofrunoffgenerated. The Los Angeles Re~ion already suffers from some of the worst water quafity in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall L~convened into nmoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair ga~ges, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous ur~ban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, ~ve have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is un~e to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.                          }

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times.in its October 6m editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, re~lucing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
consu’uction is the most cost-effective way to solve the nmoff problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over r, vo billion dollars annually,
bu~ these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to a~act their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Hunting~on Beach) - and with
billions of dollars.at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

~a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
wansformative impact on the amount of polluted nmoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
heal~h of local aquatic life, for the health of the 66 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,                                                               ’
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Date:

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4~h Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013                                        8A~.. ~:

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or
infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and
quantity of runoff generated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into nmoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6t~ editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in dealing with a tou~h problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntin~on Beach) - and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt~ adoption of your stalTs proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,

Name:
Address:
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January 11, 2000

Dennis Dickerson,
Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water
Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

RE: RUNOFF STANDARDS FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT AND REDEVELOPMENT

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

The Environmental Defense Center (EDC) is a non-profit environmental law firm working to
protect and restore watersheds and water quality on the Central California Coast.

We are writing to remind you that you have the opportunity to significantly reduce urban
runoff, the number one source of pollution in our coastal and inland waters. As we are
grappling with the same runoff issues to your north, we look to your Board to set a precedent
for water pollution control. Therefore, please adopt reasonable design standards for sizing
treatment control Best Management Practices at specific new developments and
redevelopment projects. Additionally, please make sure that these developments mitigate,
through treatment or infiltration, 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three
quarter-inch storm, with no exceptions. Another standard for development projects is to
require bio-filtration basins (a.k.a. constructed wetlands) for urban stormwater runoff in
project designs. Reduce reliance on storm drains, and incorporate vegetated swales and
basins in project designs. By adopting these standards, the Regional Water Quality Control
Board has the opportunity to reverse the trend of watershed and water quality degradation,
and to set a precedent for improvements in other areas.

In urban environments, rainfall is converted into runoff that collects pollutants as it crosses
parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before
it is channeled in stormdrains and culverts and directed untreated into the ocean. With the
most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable requirements in the
municipal storm water permits, southern California has countless beaches that are frequently
unsafe for swimming. Creeks have water that is unsafe to touch, and inland and coastal
waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

The three quarter-inch standard was supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6th
extitorial as a "promising new approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from
worsening and help prevent b~aeh closings," and a "good start in dealing with a tough
problem."
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Dennis Dickerson
January 11, 2000
Page 2

The three quarter-inch standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water
pollution in the planning phase of’construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the
runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional economy. Central and Southern
California’s coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over three billion dollars
annually, but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to
attract their customers. As the health of the coastline declines, so does business. With
billions of dollars and human health at stake, the health of our entire regional economy and
population is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of the three quarter-inch
standard will reduce the amount of polluted runoff that invades our streams, rivers and coastal
waters. For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 100 million people who visit
this region’s beaches annually, for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable
region, please adopt the three quarter-inch standard and other design standards that reduce
polluted runoff.

Sincerely,

Brian Trautwein
Environmental Analyst

R0069770
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Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff fi’om New and Redevelopment~/

Dear Mr. Dickerson: . ~
~

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we
~

reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and
infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. ;this pl~osal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsenin

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards         and"
quantity of runoff generated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers fi’om some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into nmoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban ranoffproblem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are fi’equently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6~ editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution fi’om worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntin~on Beach) - and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted nmoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runoff fi’om new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,

Address: ~o ~ ~ut- ~.~
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2656 Fabu¢o Road
Topanga, CA 90290 2000

310-260-9118

January 21, 2000

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

Los Angeles Region
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan/Tuna Canyon

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

I have received and reviewed the December 7, 1999 Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation
Plan (SUSMP) that will be discussed by the Califomia Water Quali~y Control Board - Los
Angeles Region (Board) on January 26, 2000. It is nay understandin.., that the SUSMP program
is called for in the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System ,. NPDES) for Los Angeles
County Municipal Stormwater Permit (Order #96-054).

As a Southern California resident and property owner, I support the Board’s efforts in
de’~eloping and implementing policies and programs that will reduce pollution resulting f~om
stormwater run-off and achieve clean water in the Los Angeles regi~ :n. However, I am
concerned with the current proposed staff recommendations to the S ilSMP. As mentioned
before, I support the Boards efforts for achieving clean water, but as the individual who must
implement the SUSMP program as I construct new homes, I must s::. that this program falls
short in achieving our shared goal of delivering clean water to our It,cal rivers, streams, wetlands,
bays and the ocean.

ADOPT THE SUSMP WITH AMENDMENTS

Since the’release of the original SUSMP in late August, 1999 and the September 16, 1999
Board, hearing, there have been many changes by staffthat has madt the SUSMP more complex
and confusing to interpret and implement.

First, the December 7, 1999 SUSMP proposal has added several ~,ew and stricter definitions.
The definition for "Hillsides," "Parking Lots," and "Environmental 5;ensitive Areas" have been
dramatically changed since the September 16, 1999 Board hearing..hese new definitions have
not been discussed yet in a public hearing or with the regulated com:~ mnities.

Definition o_f Hillside.¢

The December 7, 1999 SUSMP has changed the definition of ’ttillside" without review by
the municipalities, the regulated communities or interested parties. "1 l~erefore, we suggest that the
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Board to modify the definition as property located in an area with known erosive soil conditions,
where the development would involve regulated grading on any natural slope that is 25 percent
or greater, or delegate the authority of this definition to the local municipalities (i.e., the cities or
county).

Environmentally Sensitive Areas

Once again, staff has added another new category of "Environmentally Sensitive Areas"
to the SUSMP without a public hearing or input for the municipalities, the regulated
communities or interested parties. This new category has many different and conflicting
provisions under federal, state and local law. Furthermore, these many different
provisions of law, regulation, and guidance define a variety of environmentally sensitive
areas that, taken together, will result in the application of SUSMP criteria to an inherently
vague definition leading to application of those criteria in situations where it was not
intended. We suggest the Board work with the municipalities, the regulated cotnmunities
and interested parties on developing one single definition.

"CLEAN WATER INITIATIVE"

Once again, let me reiterate that I fully support the goal ofreducit~g pollution caused by
stormwater run-off. That is why I support the attached "Clean Water Initiative," which is also
supported by a number of regulated industries and business leaders. This Initiative makes a
commitment to clean water and supports a process by which clean water can become a reality.
The process outlined in the Initiative is additionally supported by the Southern California
Association of Governments and would involve all affected parties tthe regulated community,
municipalities and the environmental community) in a thoughtful process based on sound science
and proven techniques.

Therefore, I respectfully.request that you and the Board correct the above-mentioned
problems to the SUSMP. In addition, I ask that you support the comprehensive "Clean Water
Initiative" as a way of truly achieving stormwater pollution reduction.

Sincerely,

Pete Michele Weeger
Property Owners
2656 Fabuco Road

cc: Mr. Hami Nahani, Chair
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region
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Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director . ... ~Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board ~" ~
320 W. 4"* Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013 "0

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment                     ~_

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or
infiltrate 100% of the runoffgenerated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal:
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening waterpollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and
quantity ofrunoffgenerated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6th editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in dealing with a tough problem." ’

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoff that invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,

Name:
Address: .~0X
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[~iier Swa~ikannu - RE: SUSMPComment -
........ Page

From: Johnson Wendell <WJohnson@tormet.com>
To: "Xavier Swamikannu" <XSWAMl@rb4.swrcb.ca.gov>
Date: 9/23/99 5:18PM
Subject: RE: SUSMP Comment

I sat down today and reviewed the guidelines and found nothing which was not
already being implemented due to zoning, flood control and current material
handling (i.e. fuel storage)° The County did a good job on these standards,
you guys should stick to your guns and approve them with the numerical
guideline of .75" if the site fails to meet the 21%, 42% and 68% impervious
area ratio.

From: Xavier Swamikannu [SMTP:XSWAMl@rb4.swrob.ca.gov]
Sent: Thursday, September 23, 1999 5:04 PM
To: WJohnson@tormet.com
Subject: Re: SUSMP Comment

Wendall

Thanks for the comments. I’ll include it for consideration.

Thanks
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Dennis Dickerson - SUSMP Page 1

From: Johnson Wendell <WJohnson@tormet.com>
To: "’xswami@rb4.swrcb.ca.gov’" <xswami@rb4.swrcb.ca.g...
Date: 10/21/99 11:37AM .h
Subject: SUSMP

The City of Santa Monica has a Storm Water Mitigation Plan in place. Santa
Monica requires Developers to submit an Urban Runoff Mitigation Plan as a
part of its first stage of planning approval. They require a 20% reduction
in total runoff from the site. This plan has been in effect since 1993.
would it be useful to have staff from the City of Santa Monica make a
presentation on "lesson leam" from their policy? As a part of this SUSMP
debate.

Wendell
City of Torrance

CC: "’ddickers@rb4.swrcb.ca.gov’" <ddickers@rb4.swrcb ....
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Date:

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director --
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Con~ol Board
320 W. 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles. California 90013 ’ " " ’    ’.’

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Rtmoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your o~ staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments c,~pture, neat or
infiltrate I00% oftbe nmoffgenerated by up to and including a @tree quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opporranity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that complemly disregards the quality mad
quantity, ofrunoffgenerated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoff that builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industria! sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoffproblem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are fi’equently tmsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

You~ staff’s proposal is ~upported by ~he Los Angeles Tiraes in its October 6t~ editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start ha dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to at~act their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business Oust ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with
billions of dollars ax stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
~nsformative impact on the amount of polluted nmoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles Coun~ beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable LOs Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal ~o
mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,

Address:

Victoria Wikle
25053 Mulholland Highway

Calabasas, California 91302
R0069778



Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
.320 W. 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 9001.3

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your ovum staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or
infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disre.~r, ds the quality and
quantity of runoff generated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoffproblem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6a’ editorial as a "promising new
appr6ach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoffis bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with
billions of dollars.at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, ple~e support your staff’s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Name:
Address:
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RECEIVED
Ryan Young

~ltl~ ~l~ 20 I::::1 |: ~ 28028 Marguerite Pkwy #0
,. Mission Viejo, CA 92692

December 16,1999
LOS ANGELES

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

You have the opportunity to significantly reduce urban runoff, the number one source of pollution to our
coastal and inland waters. On January 26, 2000, I urge you to adopt the reasonable proposal set forth by
your own staff to curb urban runoff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or
infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch stoma. By adopting this
proposal, you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening
water pollution.

Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoff that builds in toxicity as it crosses
parkingqots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is
channeled and runs untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation,
and little measurable requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that
are frequently unsafe for swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and
coastal waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

Your staffs proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6th editorial as a "promising
new approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach
closings," and a "good start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning
phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is
bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate
over two billion dollars annually, but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal
resources to attract their customers. As the health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any
businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire
regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoff that invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters.
For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County
beaches annually, for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please
support your staff~ proposal to mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.
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2046 14th St. #I I
Santa Monica, CA 90405

December 6, 1999 BY: ....................

Regional Water Quality Control Broard
ATTN: Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
320 W. 4th Street,
Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013-I 105

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

I am a frequent user of the beaches of Southern California and I am very
concerned about the water quality of the local beaches. I support the
numeric performance standard to reduce runoff pollution. I understand
that the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC), the Los Angeles County
Department of Public Works, and Heal the Bay supports tougher standards
to prevent much of the harm done by stormwater runoff and pollution. I
believe this a good start in the efforts to stem the tidal wave of
increasing runoff.

Sincerely,                                       .

Randa1~ L. Ziglar
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January 18, 2000

~is Dicke~n, Executive Dkector
Los Angeles Regional Water Quali~ Conffol Bo~d
320 W. 4~ S~ Suite200 ~[ d:’-~:’I 20 ~ 2:02
Los Angeles, California 90013

~: Sup~ for ~e Qu~er-~ch S~d~d to Reduce Runoff~om New ~d R~velopment      : ~, .~..~

De~ ~. Dickerson:                                                     -

I w~ted you to ~ow ~at a~er five ye~s of rese~ch, ~e Los ~geles b~ed env~en~l org~i~tion
T~ePeople h~ demons~ted ~e ~nefi~ ~d fe~ibili~ of cap~g ra~water ~d ~cl~g it.
T~ePeople b~u~t toge~er lead~g expe~ to develop best m~ement practices, ~d ~en showed how
e~ily ~ey could be ~plemented.

Now, you have the oppo~ni~ to signific~tly reduce urb~ ~noff, ~e n~ber one so~ce of pollution to
o~ co~l and ~l~d water. On Janu~ 26, 2~0, we urge you to adopt re~onable desi~ st~d~ds for
siz~g ~ea~ent con~ol Best Management ~actices at s~cified new ~d redevelopment: Ensure ~at
¯ ese developmen~ mitigate, throu~ ~ea~ent or ~fil~tion, 100% of~e ~offgenerated by up to ~d
includ~g a t~ee qua~er-~ch sto~, with no exceptions. By adopt~g ~is s~d~d, you ~d ~e Regional
Bo~d have ~e oppo~ni~ to alter our cu~ent coupe tow~ wo~en~g water pollution.

Today ~prox~ately 50% of our ~infall is conve~ed ~to mnoff~at buil~ ~ toxici~ ~ it crosses
p~k~g lo~, building sites, indus~ial sites, automotive repa~ g~es, ~d g~ s~tions ~fore it is
ch~eled ~d ~ns un~eated into ~e oce~. With the most ~f~ous ~ ~noffproblem in the nation,
~d li~le me~u~ble requirements ~ ~e municipal sto~ water pe~i~, we have coatless beaches that
~e ~equently ~safe for sw~m~g; creeks ~d s~eams with water ~at is ~safe to ~i~; and ~iand ~d
co~l waters ~at pose health risks to aquatic life.

~e t~ee qu~er-~ch standard also m~es economic sense. F~st, reduc~g sto~ water pollution ~ ~e
piing ph~e of cons~ction is the most cost-effective way to solve ~e ~offproblem. Second, urb~
~noff is bad for our ~gional ~onomy. Los ~geles Coun~ co~l tou~sm ~d recreation businesses
gene~te over ~o billion doll~ ~ually, but ~ese bus~esses ~e l~gely dependent on ~e health of the
co~! ~so~ces to a~act ~e~ customers. As the heal~ of~e co~ti~e decides, so does bus~ess (just
~k ~y businesspe~on ne~ Hunt~gton Beach) - ~d wi~ billions of doll~ at s~e, ~e health of
ent~ regional economy is ~pacted.

In a region that is cons~tly being built ~d rebuilt, adoption of~e ~ee queer-inch s~d~d will soon
have a ~sfo~ative impact on ~e ~ount of polluted ~off ~at ~vades our s~s, rivers ~d co~tal
water. For the heal~ of local ~uatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles
Co~ ~aches ~ually, for ~e heal~ of our regional economy, ~d for a more livable Los Angeles,
ple~e adopt ~e t~ee qu~er-~ch s~d, wi~ no exceptions, to mitigate ~e effec~ of urb~ ~off
~om new ~d redevelopment.

We’ve sho~ ~at it is legible. Now it is up to you to ensure ~at it actually happens.

~ you for yo~ consideration.



Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or
infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and
quantity ofrunoffgenerated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation. Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoff that builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable
requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming, creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks
to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the, Los Angeles Times in its October 6t~ editorial as a "promising nexv
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoff that invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the
health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually,
for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to
mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,

Name:
Address:
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l’,bTech
! t,,* D U S T R I E S.

January 13, 2000 Z[I Q JAI  I A q: t ’l

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
~a~LIFORN~I=. ~EG;ON~’.L WATIE~Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board QUAL1T* C~;~-.,RO: 80~D

320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200 LO~ ~,’~L~S ~EGION
Los Angeles, California 90013

Re: Runoff Standard for new and redevelopments. AbTech Ultra-UrbanTM Filter -
Effectiveness of Storm drain inserts.

Dear Mr. Dickerson

You have the opportunity to significantly reduce urban runoff, the number one source of
pollution to our coastal and inland waters. On January 26, 2000, we urge you to adopt
reasonable design standards for sizing treatment control Best Management Practices at
specified new and redevelopments: Ensure that these developments mitigate, through
treatment or infiltration, 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three
quarter-inch storm, with no exceptions. By adopting this standard, you and the Regional
Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water
pollution.

Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoff that builds in toxicity as
it crosses parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas
stations before it is channeled and runs untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous
urban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable requirements in the municipal
sto~’m water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for swimming;
creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink; and inland and coastal waters that
pose health risks to aquatic life.

The three quarter-inch standard was supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October
6th editorial as a "promising new approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution
from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good start in dealing with a
tough problem."

The three quarter-inch standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water
pollution in the planning phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the
runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles
County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars
annually, but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal
resources to attract their customers. As the health of the coastline declines, so does
business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with billions of

( dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

R0069789
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AbTech is a corporation that manufactures Ultra Urban Filters which contain the OARS
Smart Sponge technology. This stormdrain insert is designed to absorb, adsorb and
chemically bond hydrocarbons in the typical stormwater runoff as it runs through the
filter. The design of the Ultra Urban Filter is such that the box itself also collects trash,
debris, sediment and other solid waste (which carry with it various other contaminants
such as heavy metals) that would otherwise enter the storm system. This passive system,
installed at the curb inlets, is a low cost effective solution to the problem. Costs range
from $500-$1500 per storm drain, and the effectiveness has ranged from 70% to 99% in
tests for hydrocarbon removal. We at AbTech firmly believe that the benefits of this
rulemaking far outweigh the costs.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of the three quarter-inch
standard will soon have a transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoff that
invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the health of local aquatic life, for the
health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually, for the
health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please adopt the
three quarter-inch standard, with no exceptions, to mitigate the effects of urban runoff
from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,
AbTech Industries Inc.

David Zarider
Vice President Sales and Operations
Resident of Los Angeles

R0069790
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December 23, 1999

"~ennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 West 4t" Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

~-~ ::    ~RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment O~:o

Dear Mr. Dickerson: ~OY;: ~
¯ ~zmmOm m

Los Angeles stands at a critical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000~t~Lle yo~ dopt ~
reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopr~,cap f~ treat,~l
infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm,. ~1~o_ pti~ ~is prol~l~l,

¯’~ttt
~llutio .rt~wyou and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards w, ors~wat~

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregar~lthe ~llity and
quantity of runoff generated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water c uality in the
nation¯ Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoff that builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs untreated into the
ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable requirements in the
municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for swimming, creeks and
streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks to aquatic life¯

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional
economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually,
but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the
health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with
~illions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted. I walk on the beach often and on
occasion find it embarrassing to observe so much trash and pollution on the beach and in the sun’. It should be
unacceptable for such a great city to allow this to occur at one of its prized natural resources.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a transformative
impact on the amount of polluted runoff that invades our streams, rivers, and coastal waters. For the health of local
aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually, for the health of
our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to mitigate the effects
of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Imagine having relatives or fdends visit and then going to the beach for the day only to find posted signs warning
persons to stay out of the water and trash and debds littering the beach. For me, this is what is dding on this
proposal.

~sinCerely,    ~ /~

Santa Monica, CA

:~:    ~

R0069791
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November 30, 1999

Mr. Dennis Dickerson ~.- .
LOS ANGELES REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD -: - ;
320 W. 4= Street, Suite 200 -~.-.~.
Los Angeles, CA 90013 ....

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment            ~

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Los Angeles stands at a cdtical juncture in its environmental history. On January 6, 2000, we urge you to adopt the
reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or
infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including ¯ three-quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal,
you and the Regional Board have the opportun~ to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

We have been brought to this crossroads by extensive development that completely disregards the quality and
quantity of runoff generated. The Los Angeles Region already suffers from some of the worst water quality in the
nation.- Today, approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoff that builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable requirements in
the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for swimming, creeks and
streams with water that is unsafe to ddnk, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6~’ editorial as a "promising new
approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good
start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the planning phase of
construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problems. Second, urban runoff is bad for our
regional economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars
annually, but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their
customers. As the health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington
Beach) - and with billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will soon have a transformative
impact on the amount of polluted runoff that invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the health of
aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles county beaches annually, for the health of
our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to mitigate the
effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,
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December 28, 1999

Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4t~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

SUBJECT: Revisions to Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs)

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

The Los Angeles Section of the Urban Planning and Development Group of the
American Society of Civil Engineers is a group of professional engineers which focuses
on current issues and projects within the Los Angeles area. We are extremely concerned
with several of the recent proposed modifications of the model programs as they are not
based on sound engineering judgement, and have been improperly extracted from sources
which were not prepared for the purposes they are being used.

NUMERICAL LIMITS

We have been contacted by several groups regarding their concerns with the basis for and
the application of numerical limits. In particular, we are concerned with the validity of
using a volumetric standard for the design of Best Management Practices (BMPs) which
are based on treating a certain flow rate. The ASCE/WEF manual has been used as a
standard for this design, but this method is for a combination of detention and treatment,
not for the sizing of individual BMPs.

Most of the structural BMPs which are currently in use are sized by using a flow rate.
The volume could theoretically occur over a 24-hour period, or a much shorter period
similar to a storm used for hydraulic sizing of drainage conveyance devices. The inverse
ratio of the design flow rates calculated by these two methods would be identical to the
length of the design storms. For example, a typical design storm used for drainage
conveyance sizing could be around twelve (12) minutes for a site of this size. The ratio
between the design flow rate the 24-hour storm versus this shorter storm would be
1440/12 = 120. This means that the ratio of the flow rates would also be a factor of 120.

Also, the County of Los Angeles has prepared a hydrology manual which is the standard
for engineers within the County to determine flow rates for sizing storm drainage
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structures. The hydrology of different areas of Los Angeles County varies significantly,
and can be seen in the Hydrologic Maps in the County manual. The County maps
indicate the 50-year maximum 24-hour rainfall with contours superimposed on USGS
maps. The values range from 5 inches within a 24-hour period to 18 inches within a 24-
hour period. In fact, the rainfall varies up to 7 inches within a 24-hour period with 3
miles (Palos Verdes Figure C1.14).

There is insufficient information regarding levels of relevant pollutants in receiving
waters to justify the Treatment Control BMPs dictated by the numerical standards. There
are no studies that indicate which pollutants of concern are above acceptable levels in the
receiving waters.

There is insufficient stormwater monitoring data available to demonstrate that the types
of activities regulated by the numerical standards are actually causing a negative impact
to the receiving water. We may incorrectly be placing BMPs in locations where they will
have no impact on storm runoff or on the reduction of target pollutants.

An in-depth analysis has not been performed regarding the effectiveness of the approved
BMPs that provide criteria for the selection of BMPs to achieve the numerical standards
being recommended. If we are required to treat a certain amount of water flowing from
the site, we need to choose BMPs which effectively treat the flow rate due to the design
storm. There needs to be criteria for calculating contact time, settling rates, and other
deisgn parameters that are not known at this time.

ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE AREAS

One additional category added to the SUSMPs is Environmentally Sensitive Areas
(ESAs), meaning that projects located adjacent to or discharging to an environmentally
sensitive area would need to conform to a SUSMP. One of the definitions of an ESA is
an area designated as a Significant Natural Area by the Califomia Resources Agency.
The California Department ofFish and Game (DFG) is the agency in charge of locating
the SNAs.

We have investigated the theory behind and the current limits of the SNAs. The theory
behind the SNAs was to identify natural areas to promote local educational awareness.
The areas are very general, and were not created for any type of regulatory application.
A radius of up to one mile was created around locations where natural vegetation or
wildlife is located and identified in the Natural Diversity Database. The use of the SNAs
to identify projects needing SUSMPs is not a misapplication of the DFG’s information.

We have also investigated the limits of and the implications of using the SNAs as an
ESA. The SNAs cover much of Los Angeles County, including the outlets of Malibu
Creek, Ballona Creek, and the San Gabriel River. We feel that this is not the intent of the
SUSMPs, and subjects virtually all projects draining to any of these channels to the
SUSMPs.
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HILLSIDE DEFINITION

The modification of the definition of a hillside to any project in which there is any
grading. We suggest that the original definition be used, which is a project where the
existing ground is over a 25% slope.

CONCLUSION

We strongly suggest that these proposed revisions to the SUSMPs be eliminated to reflect
the approach originally put forth by the local cities and the County of Los Angeles. If
revisions are still needed, they should be based on proper engineering design, and not to
simply satisfy the concems of environmental groups. We would be happy to be a part of
any effort to reach a sound solution.

S.incerely,

Allan Rigg, P.E.
Vice Ch.a.irmarg. ,L.oS Angeles Section ASCE Urban Planning and Development Group
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B & E ENGINEERS
CIVIL ENGINEERING SURVEYING I,ANI) PLANNING

24 W. ST. JOSEPII STREET TEL 626-446-4449
ARCADIA, CA 91007 FAX 626-446-6566

January 24, 2000

Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Anscles Region
32~) West 4~ Strc~, Suite 200 Viu Fax #: 213.576.6640
Los Angeles, California 90013 (4 pages)

RE: S~andard Urba,~ Storm Water Miligation Plan

Dear Mr Dickcrson:

It is my undorshlnding Illal lh¢ California Regional Water Qualily Conlrol Board - 1,o~ Angeles
(Board) will b~ holding a public hearing on JanuaO, 2fi, 20[)0. ’l’hc hearing is on lhc adoplion of
proposed Standard Urban Stormwalcr Mitlgatio~, Plans (SUSMP) as required under 111¢ [,us Angeles
County Municipal Slormwalcr Permit (Order No. 96-054).

As a Southcr,~ Calilbrnia Prot~ssional Civil E,~ginccr a**d a Principal in a Civil Engineering Finn o1"
Development Prqiccts, I suppon tho ,goals of clean walcr. However, a~cr reviewing 0~c December 7,
rcvision of the SUSMP, I am opposed 1o certain provisions within the plan.

Included m ~l~c revised SUSMP arc several new and modified definitions that restrict development
aclivhy. Spcc fically, l am concerned with the attempt lo dcfin~ "]Iillsidc" and "Environmental S~nsitivc
Area,’" and [h.e addition of"Parking lots" to the list of projects subject Io Ih¢ SUSMP rcquircmcnls.

These rcquircmems make the implementation of the SUSMI’ completely impractical in many
mtmic.ipalitics in Los Angeles County.

Additionally, the continued inclusion of a numerical midgalion standard in the SUSMP, whose benefits
I~av¢ nol been proven and whose cost effectiveness has not been sludicd, makes it impossible for me to
support the proposed SUSMP.

As mcnlioncd above, I fidly support the goal oF cleaning our s[ormwater run ort~ That is why ] support
tho a~achcd "Clean Wa~cr Iniliafivc," which is also supported by a number of rcgula[cd ind~,strics and
business leaders.

This Initiative makes a commitment to clean water a~d, pcrhaps more importantly, it supports a process
by which clean water can bccomc a reality_ ~c proccss oudincd in the Initiative is additionally
supported by the Southern California Association of Govcrm,~ents and would involve all affected parties
(the rcgulatcd conm,unity, municipalities and the ct~virot,mcntal community) in a thoughlful process
based on sound science and proven Icchniqucs.

Therefore, I rcspcc[fidly request that you a~d the Board dclctc the language oullined above expanding the
scope of the SUSMP and reject the implcmentatiot~ of a numerical mitigation sfandard. In addilion, ! ask
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Mr. Dennis Dickerson

Page 2

January 24, 2000

that you support the comprehensive "Clean Water Initiativc" as a way of truly achieving stormwater
pollution reduction.

Sincerely,

B & E Engineers

Rainy ’.la~Awad, PE.

Vice President

cc: Mr. Hamid Nah~ti, Chair
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Rcgiot~

R0069799
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January 25, 2000

Building
Chairman H. David Nahai Industry

and Members of the Board Association
Ca!ifomia Regional Water Quality Control Board of Southern
Los Angeles Region California
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013 1330 South Valley Vista ari, e

Diamond Bar. Ealifor~fia 91765
909.396.9993

Dear Chairman Nahai and Members of the Board: fa, 909.396.9846

On behalf of the Building Industry Association of Southern California (BIA/SC),
I must express strong concern with the way the SUSMP issue has been handled by
Board Staff. The lack of a set process for addressing this very important issue,
coupled with last minute and seemingly arbitrary changes in the facts involved
with this hearing, concern our industry greatly and leave us with a sense of"foul
play." What is most disturbing is that the handling of this issue to date has most
certainly limited informed public access to the decision making process.

Specific Concerns
As you will recall, at your September 16t~ Hearing on SUSMP several individuals
noted for the Board their concerns over a lack of proper notification and other
problems with how the issue had been handled. Also, our industry and others
raised specific concerns over, what appeared to be, favorable treatment to the
environmental community as to the rules governing their testimony and
presentation to the Board.

Since the September heating things have not gotten better and in fact have gotten
even worse. Several specific actions by Board Staff continue to concern us. First
of all, the meeting location for the hearing was changed late Friday afternoon,
long after we (and other organizations) had already sent out numerous notices
asking our members to attend and giving them the original meeting location.

Second, in a memo from Xavier Swamikannu of Board Staff dated December 17,
1999, we were told to coordinate all of the individuals speaking on behalf of our
industry into one comprehensive presentation on SUSMPs. We were specifically
asked to give Board staff a list of the individuals that would be speaking and the
amount of time required. After complying with this request and believing that
this is how the heating would be handled, we were told just last Friday afternoon
(only 3 business days before the hearing) that the hearing would be handled in a
completely different fashion. We now learn that we will have only three minutes
per individual and no opportunity for a comprehensive presentation from our
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Chairman Nahai and Members of the Board
January 25, 2000
Page Two

industry. We are concerned, not only over the late nature of this change in plans, but also over
the fact that the procedure the Board is now planning to use is in no way sufficient to cohesively
convey our industry’s concerns, especially considering the highly technical nature of some of our
issues.

Third, we are concerned that we were given a December Draft of the S~SMP propos~ to
comment on. Then in the January 18t~ staff report we were told that a’ Change Sheet would be
issued later which would make changes to the Drait SUSMP document. After regular business
hours last Friday, a very hard to follow list of changes (Change Sheet) was sent out fi’om the
Board Staff. Most people did not even receive this document until Monday morning, just two
days before the hearing. Even af~.er reviewing the Change Sheet it is difficult to understand what
is the exact language being proposed in the revised SUSMP that will be before the Board on
Wednesday.

To give Board Staff insight into our industry’s position and to gain clarification on a number of
issues within the Change Sheet, we met with your Executive Officer, Dennis Dickerson
yesterday. While we appreciate Mr. Dickerson’s time, there were several questions that he could
not answer regarding what the final language submitted to the Board would include. He referred
us to Xavier Swamikannu of the Board Staff’as the person writing the final language and the
individual that could answer our questions. We asked to talk with Mr. Swamikannu yesterday
but he was in San Diego at a meeting. This morning (Tuesday) we finally did reach Mr.
Swamika~_nu at the Board Offi~ and after reviewing with him the questions which Mr.
Dickerson could not answer, we were still unable to confirm what would be in the specific
language in the final SUSMP proposal before the Board. He further informed us that an
additional Change Sheet would be issued later today or tomorrow morning before the hearing.

Our concern here is that once again the Board Staffhas engaged in last minute changes that will
make it difficult for our industry and all other concerned parties to provide truly informed
testimony during tomorrow’s hearing. The "ever-changing" nature of the staff’s proposal has
limited informed public access to the process and has created an environment that is not
conducive to the formation of sound public policy.

Finally, after meeting with Mr. Dickerson yesterday we asked Board Staff for a copy of the full
comment binder that was sent to you as Board Members. Staff was kind enough to provide us a
copy, however, after we went through the binder we could not locate the January 12, 2000
request letter or the January 14, 2000 comment letter submitted to the Board by BIA/SC. Also
missing from the binder was a January 14, 2000 comment letter fi’om one of our BIA members.
When we pressed Board Staff for a reason why these letter were not included we were told that
Mr. Dickerson had chosen which letters went into the binder and which did not. Board Staff
assured us that all le~ers, even those not included in the binder, were eventually sent out to the
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Chairman Nahai and Members of the Board
January 25, 2000
Page Three

Board Members through supplemental packages. When we asked if they had copies of the
supplemental letters that had been sent or if they could just verify for us that our letters were
indeed sent to the Board Members, they could not. They also could not locate the file which
contains all of the original comment letters received by the Board on the SUSMP issue because
Mr. Swarnikannu had taken the file with him to San Diego. (This struck us as a risky policy for
original documents which are part of the public record.) Since Board Staff could not confirm
that our January 14, 2000 comment letter ever got to you, the voting Board Members, they did
agree to send it out in yesterday’s supplemental package.

This incident causes us great concern, both because we wonder what other information may not
have made it to Board Members and also b~ause of the arbitrary approach that Board Staff has
used in determining what was included in your binder. For example, your binder included two
old letters from our association, but not the most relevant one, our January 14t~ comment letter.
Also, while our letter somehow didn’t make the comment binder, Board Stafftook the time to
send all Board Members an additional binder completely dedicated to the NRDC position paper
and support material. Lacking a consistent process, the staff’s actions appear arbitrary and
unfair.

Summar~ of Concerns
Taken together - and within three business days before the hearing - the Board has changed
meeting locations, changed the way we will be allowed to address the Board during the hearing,
and (up to the last mirmte) has changed the actual language of the policy being considered at the
Hearing. This is hardly a professional way to do business. Further, it is hard to argue that these
activities invite informed participation from the public and concerned organizations.

Please also consider that those of us wishing to address you, the Board Members, are not allowed
to do so independently because of your ex parte communication policy. This means that our
only opportunity to address you directly on this important issue will occur during Wednesday’s
hearing. This makes these proceedings extremely important to us. Yet, we are forced to try to
communicate our numerous concerns on complex and technical issues in the context of a three-
minute presentation to the Board. If that weren’t hard enough, please consider that we have had
less than three business days to prepare for this restrictive format and that we have still not even
seen the final SUSMP language that will be before the Board. Add to this that we are now
forced to question whether you, the Board Members, are receiving all of the valuable information
that we and other interested parties are sending to you in advance on this critically important
SUSMP issue.

Because of these concerns, our industry strongly objects to the way the SUSMP issue has been
handled to date. We are happy to participate in a fair process, but the one that we have been
subjected to is not such a process. Further, we believe that you, as Board Members,
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need to know that your staffhas created an environment that is not conducive to the creation of
sound public policy.

Request for Time
One means by which the Board could rectify some of the concerns we have raised is by allowing
for an additional half-hour presentation during tomorrow’s hearing. The process you have
outlined for the hearing includes two 30-minute segments of time, one segment in support of and
one segment in opposition to the SUSMP proposal. The Board’s memo describing this process
states that, "The Board will accept, at the beginning of the meeting, a list of 10 speakers from
those in favor and a list of 10 speakers from those in opposition who will use this time." While
this sounds fair and impartial, the fact is that Board Staffhas allowed David Beckman from
NRDC to coordinate the 10 speakers (30 minutes) in support and Desi Alvarez from EAC to
coordinate the 10 speakers (30 minutes) in opposition. This means that the Board will hear a 30-
minute presentation from the environmental community in support of the SUSMP proposal and a
30-minute presentation from the municipalities (permitees) in opposition to the SUSMP
proposal. (It should be noted that the environmental community does not completely support,
nor do the municipalities completely oppose what has been presented in the SUSMP proposal.)

What is missing from this plan is a presentation from another very important group - the
regulated community. Board Members should have the benefit of hearing a comprehensive
presentation from those who will ultimately be asked to implement and comply with the SUSMP
proposal. Failure to include the regulated community in the initial presentations is tantamount to
receiving only part of the story.

With this in mind, the Building Industry Association of Southern California requests that the
Board amend the procedure for public comment to include a third 30-minute presentation from
the regulated community. We hope that your desire for an informative and inclusive public
hearing on the SUSMP proposal will justify this request

Thank you for your attention in this important matter and for your consideration of our request.

Sincerely,

Executive Vice President

cc: Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
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BuildingJanuary 21, 2oo0 Industry

Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
Association
of SouthernCalifornia Regional Water Quality Control Board CaliforniaLos Angeles Region

320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

909.396.99q3
f~x 909.396.9846

RE: Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan hltp:/Im~+~.bi

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

On behalf of the 1,850 members of the Building Industry Association of Southern
California (BIA/SC), I have received and reviewed the December 7, 1999
Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) that will be discussed by
the California Water Quality Control Board - Los Angeles Region (Board) on
January 26, 2000. It is my understanding that the SUSMP program is called for in
the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (’NPDES) for Los Angeles
County Municipal Stormwater Permit (Order #96-054).

I support the Board’s efforts in developing and implementing policies and
programs that will reduce pollution resulting from stormwater run-off and achieve
clean water in the Los Angeles region. However, I am concerned with the current
proposed staff recommendations to the SUSMP. As mentioned before, I support
the Boards efforts for achieving clean water, but as the individual who must
implement the SUSMP program as I construct new homes, I must say that this
program falls short in achieving our shared goal of delivering clean water to our
local rivers, streams, wetlands, bays and the ocean.

ADOPT THE SUSMP WITH AMENDMENTS

Since the release of the original SUSMP in late August, 1999 and the September
16, 1999 Board hearing, there have been many changes by staffthat has made the
SUSMP more complex and confusing to interpret and implement.

First, the December 7, 1999 SUSMP proposal has added several new and stricter
definitions. The definition for "Hillsides," "Parking Lots," and "Environmental
Sensitive Areas" have been dramatically changed since the September 16, 1999
Board hearing. These new definitions have not been discussed yet in a public
hearing or with the regulated communities.
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Mr. Dennis Dickerson
January 21, 2000
Page Two

Definition of Hillsides

The December 7, 1999 SUSMP has changed the definition of "Hillside" without review by the
municipalities, the regulated communities or interested parties. Therefore, we suggest that the
Board to modify the definition as property located in an area with known erosive soil conditions,
where the development would involve regulated grading on any natural slope that is 25 percent
or greater, or delegate the authority of this definition to the local municipalities (i.e., the cities or
county).

Parking Lots

A new category subject to SUSMP, "Parking Lots" was added without a public hearing or input
for the municipalities, the regulated communities or interested parties. It is unclear why and how
the "Parking Lots" will be defined and implemented under the SUSMP. Furthermore, it is my
understanding that the Long Beach municipal storm water permit includes a special study
provision to characterize pollution and evaluate controls for parking lots. I suggest that the
Board wait for the results of the Long Beach study on parking lots before adding this category to
the SUSMP, or that "Parking Lots" be defined to apply only to commercial "stand alone"
parking lots, and not Parking lots that are not associated with small commercial developments.

Environmentally Sensitive Areas

Once again, staff has added another new category of "Environmentally Sensitive Areas" to the
SUSMP without a public hearing or input for the municipalities, the regulated communities or
interested parties. This new category has many different and conflicting provisions under
federal, state and local law. Furthermore, these many different provisions of law, regulation, and
guidance define a variety of environmentally sensitive areas that, taken together, will result in the
application of SUSMP criteria to an inherently vague definition leading to application of those
criteria in situations where it was not intended. We suggest the Board work with the
municipalities, the regulated communities and interested parties on developing one single
definition.

DO NOT ADOPT A NUMERICAL DESIGN STANDARD

At the September 16, 1999 Board hearing on the SUSMP, the only significant difference between
the staff’s proposal and that of the municipalities, the regulated communities and interested
parties was the inclusion of a numerical design standard for the sizing of Best Management
Practices. The staff proposal includes a specific design standard in the SUSMP without a public
hearing or input for the municipalities, the regulated communities or interested parties.
Additionally, the continued inclusion of a numerical design standard in the SUSMP, whose
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benefits have not been proven and whose cost effectiveness has not been studied, makes it
impossible for me to support the proposed SUSMP.

"CLEAN WATER INITIATIVE"

Once again, let me reiterate that I fully support the goal of reducing pollution caused by
stormwater run-off. That is why I support the attached "Clean Water Initiative," which is also
supported by a number of regulated industries and business leaders. This Initiative makes a
commitment to clean water and supports a process by which clean water can become a reality.
The process outlined in the Initiative is additionally supported by the Southern California
Association of Governments and would involve all affected parties (the regulated community,
municipalities and the environmental community) in a thoughtful process based on sound science
and proven techniques.

Therefore, I respectfully request that you and the Board correct the above-mentioned problems to
the SUSMP. In addition, I ask that you support the comprehensive "Clean Water Initiative" as a
way of truly achieving stormwater pollution reduction.

Sincerely,

Executive Vice President

cc: Mr. Hami Nahani, Chair
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region



THE CLEAN WATER INITIATIVE

The following is an alternative approach to SUSMP implementation which is supported
by a variety of public and private organizations, companies and individuals. Those
supporting this initiative favor enhanced water quality and improved storm water
management.

The centerpiece of this initiative is a strong commitment to clean water through actual
and measurable pollutant reduction. This is achieved through an inclusive process driven
approach based on sound science (water quality and waste load analysis) and proven
techniques (applied and tested BMPs). This is far better than simply relying on a
volumetric approach (numeric standards) which is based solely on the "quantity" of water
captured rather than the "quality" of the water released.

Commitments
The public and private organizations, companies and individuals supporting this initiative
make the following commitments towards clean water and stormwater mitigation in
Southern California:

¯ We commit to clean water
¯ We commit to implementing quality Best Management Practices (BMPs)
¯ We commit to doing demonstration projects and pilot programs on specific BMPs
¯ We commit to developing watershed management plans for each watershed in the

Basin
¯ We commit to work cooperatively with al_!l of the other stakeholders in this issue

(the regulated community, the environmental community and the municipalities)
to enhance water quality and improve stormwater management

Expectations
While we as public and private organizations, companies and individuals are willing to
make important commitments towards clean water and stormwater mitigation, we also
expect the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) to live up
to its legal responsibilities regarding this issue. It is our belief that the LARWQCB can
best do this by committing to support only those policies based on sound science, quality
research and proven techniques. To do this it is our expectation that the LARWQCB will
do the following analysis to verify the value of their policy initiatives:

¯ Water Quality Analysis
¯ Waste Load Analysis
¯ Cost Effectiveness Analysis
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Process
We believe that a thoughtful "process driven" approach should be employed for the
development of appropriate public policy regarding stormwater mitigation in Southern
California. Further, we believe that the SUSMP Policy approved on January 6, 2000 by
the Regional Council of the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)
offers a quality process driven approach to SUSMPs. We support this policy, as outlined
below, and would seek its inclusion in the final SUSMP resolution adopted by the
LARWQCB.

The Southern California Association of Governments recommends that:

¯ the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board not adopt SUSMP numeric
standards until such time as the Board can validate the feasible, technical and
scientific bases for numeric standards.

¯ the Board monitor pilot programs similar to those underway in Los Angeles County.
¯ the Board work closely with cities such as Calabasas, Santa Clarita and Santa

Monica to assess the effectiveness of local initiatives aimed at managing runoff water
flows and quality.

¯ the Board develop a Memorandum of Understanding with SCA G in which SCA G
would incorporate a Best Management Practices for Preventing Storm Water Runoff
Pollution in the Los Angeles Basin project in its Environmental Programs and
Livable Communities work elements.

¯ the Board ask SCA G to manage a legal authorities initiative in which all of the 85
cities in the Los Angeles Basin would work to develop model language which would
then be available for municipal implementation throughout the Basin.
the Board invite SCAG to contribute its Section 208 authorities to a collaboration
with other key organizations/stakeholders in scoping out plans for a watershed
management initiative program in each watershed of the Basin.

¯ the Board evaluate the operating results of watershed (regional) mitigation programs
prior to its consideration of any general retrofit mandates on existing land uses.

¯ the Board and SCA G cooperate with other stakeholders in putting best efforts into
raising the new financial resources needed for planning and implementing these
water quality commitments.

¯ the Board’s staffbe encouraged to meet with those SCAG sub-regional councils
affected by the SUSMP program prior to any Board action on these matters.
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STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATe!ON PLAN

DEVELOPMENT PLANNING

CHANGE SHEET

Summary

The Change Sheet lists proposed changes to the Final Tentative - Standard Urban Storm
Water Mitigation Plan, (December 7, 1999). In general, the proposed changes respond to
commenters’ suggestions on improving clarity, format, and implementability of the
Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan.

NEW

Implementation of SUSMP on the Development Process

1. We would like to request that any new policies which are adopted by the
Board become effective only on projects which have not received ~
Tentative Map approval from the governing agency.

41]p

CLARIFICATION
~~ t"t" ~~ ¢t~}6

Waiver
d

1. All waivers should be capped at some reasonable amount for costs. (It
should not be open-ended). /’

(
J~u~y 21, 20oo 1
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STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

FOR LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND CITIES IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY

Final Tentative                                                                        R0069810
December 7, 1999.



LOS ANGELES COUNTY URBAN RUNOFF AND STORM WATER NPDES PERMIT

STANDARD URB,,\N SIOR,XI \V.,VIER MITIGATION PI.AN

BACKGROUND
The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, requires the development and
implementation of a program addressing storm water pollution issues in development planning
for private projects. The same requirements are applicable to the City of Long Beach under its
separate municipal storm water permit, which was issued on June 30, 1999.

The requirement to implement a program for development planning is based on, federal and state
statutes including: Section 402 (p) of the Clean Water Act, Section 6217 of the Coastal Zone
Act Reauthorization Amendments of 1990 ("CZARA"), and the Califomia Water Code. The
Clean Water Act amendments of 1987 established a framework for regulating storm water
discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under the NPDES program.
The primary objectives of the municipal storm water program requirements are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and
¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from storm water conveyance systems to the Maximum Extent Practicable.

The Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
municipal storm water program to address storm water pollution from new Development and
Redevelopment by the private sector. This SUSMP contains a list of the minimum required Best
Management Practices (BMPs) that must be used for a designated project. Additional BMPs
may be required by ordinance or code adopted by the Permittee and applied generally or on a
case by case basis. This SUSMP applies to projects that are Priority Projects (Discretionary
Projects) as defined by the NPDES Permit. The Permittees are required to use this SUSMP to
develop their own citywide SUSMP. Developers must incorporate appropriate SUSMP
requirements into their project plans. Each Permit-tee will approve an Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plan as part of the development process and prior to issuing building and grading
permits for the projects covered by the SUSMP requirements.

Discretionary projects, that fall into one of seven categories are identified in the NPDES Permit
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as requiring SUSMPs. These categories are:

Single-Family Hillside Residences
100,000 Square Foot Commercial Developments
Automotive Repair Shops
Retail Gasoline Outlets
Restaurants
Home Subdivisions with >10 housing units*

* (Note: this category is two separate categories in the NPDES Permit)

The Regional Board Executive Officer has designated two additional categories subject to
SUSMP requirements. These categories are:

Location adjacent to or discharging to an environmentally sensitive area, and
Parking lot 5,000 square feet or more or with 25 or more parking spaces and potentially exposed to storm water
runoff

DEFINITIONS
"Greater than (>) 9 unit home subdivision" means any subdivision being developed for 10 or
more 10 single-family or multi-family dwelling units.

"100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development" means Developments based on total
impermeable area, including parking areas, as opposed to lot size or building footprint.

"Retail Gasoline Outlet" means a facility primarily engaged in selling gasoline and lubricating
oils. These establishments frequently sell other merchandise, such as tires, batteries, and
automobile parts. Frequently, these establishments also perform minor automotive repair work.
Gasoline stations combined with other activities, such as grocery stores, convenience stores, or
car wash facilities, are classified according to the primary activity.

"Hillside" means property located in an area with known erosive soil conditions, where the [
development would involve regulated grading on any natural slope that is 25 percent or greater,Ior delegate the authority of this definition to the local municipalities (i.e., the cities or county).

"Automotive Repair Shop" means a facility that is categorized in any one of the following
Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codes: 5013, 5014, 5541, 7532-7534, or 7536-7539.
Exceptions do apply for SIC codes 5013, 5014, and 5541. For SIC code 5013, if the business
has no outside storage of any recycled oil or other hazardous substances, it is not included. For
SIC code 5014, if the business does not engage in any repair work, it is not included. For SIC
code 5541, if the business does not engage in any onsite repair work, it is not included.

"Restaurant" means a facility that sells prepared foods and drinks for consumption, including
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stationary, lunch counters and refreshment stands selling prepared foods and drinks for immediate
consumption. (SIC code 5812)

"Parking kot" means commercial "stand alone" parking lots. and not Parking lots that ar
associated with small commercial developments.

Envzronmentally Senszt~ve Area means .........

N~:~::-~! ,~:,~ ~2,’ :E: C,~li~.’:v..i~ P~::c~rce: ?,~::’.zy cr an area designated as an area of Ecological
Significance by the County of Los Angeles.

"Best Management Practice (BMP)" means any program, technology, process, siting criteria,
operational methods or measures, or engineered systems, which when implemented prevent,
control, remove, or reduce pollution.

"Source Control BMP" means any schedules of activities, prohibitions of practices, maintenance
procedures,, managerial practices or operational practices that aim to prevent storm water
pollution by reducing the potential for contamination at the source of pollution.

"Treatment Control BMP" means any engineered system designed to remove pollutants by
simple gravity settling of particulate pollutants, filtration, biological uptake, media adsorption or
any other physical, biological, or chemical process.

"Structural BMP" means any structural facility designed and constructed to mitigate the adverse
impacts of storm water and urban runoff pollution (e.g. canopy, structural enclosure). The
category may include both treatment control BMPs and source control BMPs.

"Treatment" means the application of engineered systems that use physical, chemical, or
biological processes to remove pollutants. Such processes include, but are not limited to,
filtration, gravity settling, media adsorption, biodegradation, biological uptake, chemical
oxidation and UV radiation.

"Infiltration" means the downward entry of water into the surface of the soil.

"Directly Connected Impervious Area (DCIA)" means the area covered by pavement, building
and other impervious surfaces which drain directly into the storm drain without first flowing
across pervious areas (e.g. lawns).

"New Development" means land disturbing activities; structural development, including
construction or installation of a building or structure, creation of impervious surfaces; and land
subdivision.

Redevelopment" means, on an already developed site, the creation or addition of impervious
surfaces; the expansion of a building footprint or addition or replacement of a structure;
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structural development including an increase in gross floor area and/or exterior construction or
remodeling; replacement of impervious surface that is not part of a routine maintenance activity;
land disturbing activities related with structural or impervious surfaces.

"Discretionary Project" means a project which requires the exercise of judgement or deliberation
when the public agency or public body decides to approve or disapprove a particular activity, as
distinguished from situations where the public agency or body merely has to determine whether
there has been conformity with applicable statutes, ordinances, or regulations.

CONFLICTS WITH LOCAL PRACTICES
Where provisions of the SUSMP requirements conflict with established local codes , (e.g.,
specific language of signage used on storm drain stenciling), the Permittee may continue the
local practice and modify the SUSMPs contained herein to be consistent with the code, except
where those practices would defeat or circumvent the intent of the SUSMP requirements.

SUSMP PROVISIONS APPLICABLE TO ALL CATEGORIES

REQUIREMENTS

1. PEAK STORM WATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed estimated pre-
development levels for developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate may
result in a foreseeable increased potential for downstream erosion.

2. CONSERVE NATURAL AREAS

If applicable, the following items are required and must be implemented in the site layout during
the subdivision design and approval process, consistent with applicable General Plan and Local
Area Plan policies:

¯ Every effort shall be made to concentrate or cluster development on portions of a site while leaving the
remaining land in a natural undisturbed condition.

¯ Limit clearing and grading of native vegetation at a site to the minimum amount needed to build lots, allow
access, and provide fire protection.
Maximize trees and other vegetation at each site by planting additional vegetation, clustering tree areas, and
promoting the use of native and/or drought tolerant plants. Wherever practical, promote natural vegetation by
using parking lot islands and other landscaped areas.
Preserve riparian areas and wetlands.

3. MINIMIZE STORM WATER POLLUTANTS OF CONCERN

Storm water runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids,
metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the stormwater conveyance system. The
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development must be designed so as to minimize, to the maximum extent practicable , the
introduction of pollutants of concern that may result in significant impacts, generated from site
runoff of directly connected impervious areas (DCIA), to the storm water conveyance system as
approved by the building official. Pollutants of concern, as defined by the Permit, consist of any
pollutants that exhibit one or more of the following characteristics: current loadings or historic
deposits of the pollutant are impacting the beneficial uses of a receiving water, elevated levels of
the pollutant are found in sediments of a receiving water and/or have the potential to
bioaccumulate in organisms therein, or the detectable inputs of the pollutant are at a level high
enough to be considered potentially toxic to humans and/or flora and fauna.

In meeting this specific requirement, "minimization of the pollutants of concern" will require the
incorporation of a BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of
pollutant loadings in that runoff to the Maximum Extent Practicable. Those BMPs best suited
for that purpose are those listed in the California Storm Water Best Management Practices
Handbooks; Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbook: Planning and Design Staff Guide;
Manual for Storm Water Management in Washington State; The Maryland Stormwater Design
Manual; Florida Development Manual. A Guide to Sound Land and Water Management; and
Guidance Specifying Management Measures for Sources of Nonpoint Pollution in Coastal
Waters , USEPA Report No. EPA-840-B-92-002, as "likely to have significant impact"
beneficial to water quality for targeted pollutants that are of concern at the site in question..

Examples of BMPs that can be used for minimizing the introduction of pollutants of concern
generated from site runoff are identified in Table 2. Any BMP not specifically approved by the
Regional Board in Resolution No. 99-03, "Approving Best Management Practices for Municipal
Storm Water and Urban Runoff Programs in Los Angeles County", for development planning
may be used if they have been recommended in one of the above references.

4. PROTECT SLOPES AND CHANNELS

If applicable, project plans must include BMPs consistent with local codes and ordinances to
decrease the potential of slopes and/or channels from eroding and impacting storm water runoff:

* Convey runoff safely from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.
¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.
¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.
¯ Install energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of new storm drains, culverts, conduits, or channels that

enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable specifications to minimize erosion, with the approval of
all agencies with jurisdiction, e.g., the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the California Department of Fish
and Game

5. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
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improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.
¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the project area must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such

as: "NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal dumping.
¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be posted at public

access points along channels and creeks within the project area.
¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

6. PROPERLY DESIGN OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

Outdoor material storage areas refer to storage areas or storage facilities solely for the storage of
materials.
Improper storage of materials outdoors may provide an opportunity for toxic compounds, oil and
grease, heavy metals, nutrients, suspended solids, and other pollutants to enter the stormwater
conveyance system. Where proposed project plans include outdoor areas for storage of materials
that may contribute pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the following structural
BMPs are required:

¯ Areas where materials are to be stored must be: (1) placed in an enclosure such as, but not limited to, a cabinet,
shed, or similar structure that prevents contact with runoff or spillage to the storm water conveyance system; or
(2) protected by secondary containment structures such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.
¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of stormwater within the

secondary containment area.

7. PROPERLY DESIGN TRASH STORAGE AREAS

A trash storage area refers to an area where a trash receptacle or receptacles are located for use as
a repository for solid wastes.
Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All trash container areas must meet the following structural
BMP requirements:

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around the area(s).
¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

8. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons why water quality controls will not
function as designed or which may cause the system to fail entirely. It is important to consider
who will be responsible for maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to
perform the maintenance properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included,
or is required to include, treatment control BMPs in project plans, the Permittee shall require
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that the applicant provide verification of maintenance provisions through such means as may be
appropriate, including, but not limited to legal agreements, covenants, CEQA mitigation
requirements and!or Conditional Use Permits.

For all properties, this verification will include the developer’s signed statement, as part of its
project application, accepting responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the
property is transferred and, where applicable, a signed agreement from the public entity assuming
responsibility for structural BMP maintenance. This transfer of property must have conditions
requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for maintenance of any treatment control BMPs
to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that property, and will be the owner’s
responsibility. For residential properties where the treatment control BMPs are located within a
common area which will be maintained by a homeowner’s association, language regarding the
responsibility for maintenance must be included in the projects conditions, covenants and
restrictions (CC&R’s). Printed educational materials will be required to accompany the first
deed transfer to highlight the existence of the requirement and to provide information on what
stormwater management facilities are present, signs that maintenance is needed, how the
necessary maintenance can be performed, and assistance that the Permit-tee can provide. It will
also encourage the transfer of this information with subsequent sale of the property.

If treatment control BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. Treatment control BMPs proposed for transfer must meet design
standards adopted by the public entity for the BMP installed and should be approved by the
County or other appropriate public agency prior to its installation.
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The area of roofing surfaces may be excluded from the total area for calculation of rainfall or
runoff volume to be treated provided:

a. theroofing materials will not be a source of pollutants of concern in storm water, and

b. storm water from the roofing surfaces is diverted directly to a storm water conveyance
system, and

c. roof based exhaust systems, vents, filters, and air pollution control devices will not
present a significant source of pollutants of concern in storm water, and

d. the storm water conveyance system does not directly or indirectly discharge to a natural
stream or unlined channel or channel segment scheduled for restoration.

Exclusions

Restaurants, where the land area for development or redevelopment is less than 5,000 square
feet, are excluded from the requirements of this Section.

10. PROVISIONS APPLICABLE TO INDIVIDUAL PRIORITYPROJECT

CATEGORIES

A. 100,000 SQUARE FOOT COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENTS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN LOADING/UNLOADING DOCK AREAS

Loading/unloading dock areas have the potential for material spills to be quickly transported to
the storm water conveyance system. To minimize this potential, the following design criteria are
required:

¯ Cover loading dock areas or design drainage to minimize run-on and runoffof storm water.
¯ Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks (truck wells) are prohibited.
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2. PROPERLY DESIGN REPAIR/MAINTENANCE BAYS

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and gasoline from the repair/maintenance bays
can negatively impact storm water if allowed to come into contact with storm water runoff.
Therefore, design plans for repair bays must include the following:

¯ Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow storm water runon or
contact with storm water runoff.

¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all washwater, leaks and spills. Connect drains to a
sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the repair!maintenance bays to the storm drain system is
prohibited. If required by local jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit.

3. PROPERLY DESIGN VEHICLE/EQUIPMENT WASH AREAS

Vehicle/equipment washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease,
solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the storm water conveyance system. To alleviate
this problem, consider including in the project plans an area for washing/steam cleaning of
vehicles and equipment. If such an area is included in the site design, it must meet the following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment facility, and properly
connected to a sanitary sewer.

B. RESTAURANTS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN EQUIPMENT/ACCESSORY WASH AREAS

Outdoor equipment/accessory washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil
and grease, solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the storm water conveyance system.
To alleviate this problem, include in the project plans an area for the washing!steam cleaning of
equipment and accessories. This area must meet the following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, equipped with a ~ease trap, and properly connected to a sanitary sewer.
¯ If this wash area is to be located outdoors, it must be covered, paved, have secondary containment, and be

connected to the sanitary sewer.

C. RETAIL GASOLINE OUTLETS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN FUELING AREA

Fueling areas have the potential to contribute oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant
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and gasoline to the storm water conveyance system. The project plans must include the
following BMPs:

¯ Fuel dispensing areas should be covered with an overhanging roof structure or canopy. The canopy’s minimum
dimensions must be equal to or greater than the area within the grade break. The canopy must not drain onto
the fuel dispensing area, and the canopy downspouts must be routed to prevent drainage across the fueling area.

¯ Fuel dispensing areas must be paved with portland cement concrete (or equivalent smooth impervious surface),
and the use of asphalt concrete shall be prohibited.

¯ The fuel dispensing area must have a 2"/, to 4"/. slope to prevent ponding, and must be separated from the rest
of the site by a grade break that prevents run-on of storm water to the extent practicable.

¯ At a minimum, the concrete fuel dispensing area must extend 6.5 feet (2.0 meters) from the comer of each fuel
dispenser, or the length at which the hose and nozzle assembly may be operated plus 1 foot (0.3 meter),
whichever is less.

D. AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR SHOPS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN FUELING AREA

Fueling areas have the potential to contribute oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant
and gasoline to the storm water conveyance system. Therefore, design plans, which include
fueling areas, must contain the following:

¯ Fuel dispensing areas should be covered with an overhanging roof structure or canopy. The cover’s minimum
dimensions must be equal to or greater than the area within the grade break. The cover must not drain onto the
fuel dispensing area and the downspouts must be routed to prevent drainage across the fueling area.

¯ Fuel dispensing areas must be paved with portland cement concrete (or equivalent smooth impervious surface),
and the use of asphalt concrete shall be prohibited.

¯ The fuel dispensing area must have a 2°/, to 4% slope to prevent ponding, and must be separated from the rest
of the site by a grade break that prevents run-on of storm water.

¯ At a minimum, the concrete fuel dispensing area must extend 6.5 feet (2.0 meters) from the comer of each fuel
dispenser, or the length at which the hose and nozzle assembly may be operated plus l foot (0.3 meter),
whichever is less.

2. PROPERLY DESIGN REPAIR/MAINTENANCE BAYS

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and gasoline from the repair/maintenance bays
can negatively impact storm water if allowed to come into contact with storm water runoff.
Therefore, design plans for repair bays must include the following:

¯ Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow storm water run-on or
contact with storm water runoff.

¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all washwater, leaks and spills. Connect drains to a
sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the repair/maintenance bays to the storm drain system is
prohibited. If required by local jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit.
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3. PROPERLY DESIGN VEHICLE/EQUIPMENT WASH AREAS

Vehicle!equipment washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease,
solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the storm water conveyance system. To alleviate
this problem, consider including in the project plans an area for washing/steam cleaning of
vehicles and equipment. If such an area is included in the site design, it must meet the following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment facility, and properly
connected to a sanitary sewer or to a permitted disposal facility.

4. PROPERLY DESIGN LOADING/UNLOADING DOCK AREAS

Loading/unloading dock areas have the potential for material spills to be quickly transported to
the storm water conveyance system. To minimize this potential, the following design criteria are
required:

¯ Cover loading dock areas or design drainage to minimize run-on and runoff of storm water.
¯ Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks (truck wells) are prohibited.

E. PARKING LOTS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN PARKING AREA

Parking lots contain pollutants such as heavy metals, oil and grease, and polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons that deposit on these surfaces from motor vehicle traffic. These pollutants are
directly transported to surface waters.

¯ Reduce impervious land coverage of parking areas
¯ Infiltrate runoff before it reaches storm drain system.
¯ Treat runoffbefore it reaches storm drain system

2. PROPERLY DESIGN TO LIMIT OIL AND PERFORM MAINTENANCE

Parking lots may accumulate oil, grease, and water insoluble hydrocarbons from vehicle      "~t~
drippings and engine system leaks.

¯ Treat to remove oil and petroleum hydrocarbons at parking lots that are heavily used (~’~-~t foo~ o~tlet~, ots~/,~r~"
with 25 or more parking spaces, sports event parking lots, shopping malls, grocery stores, discoun~ warehouse
stores)

¯ Ensure adequate operation and maintenance of treatment systems particularly sludge and oil removal, and
system fouling and plugging prevention control
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11. WAIVER

A Permittee may, through adoption of an ordinance or code inc incorporating the treatment
requirements of the SUSMP, provide for a waiver from the requirement if impracticability for a
specific property can be established. Recognized situations of impracticability include (i)
extreme limitations of space for treatment on a redevelopment project, (ii) unfavorable or
unstable soil conditions at a site to attempt infiltration, and (iii) risk of ground water
contamination because an underground source of drinking water is less than 10 feet from the soil
surface. Any other justification for impracticability must be separately approved by the Regional
Board Executive Officer before it becomes recognized and effective. A waiver granted to any
development or redevelopment project may be revoked by the Regional Board Executive Officer
for cause and with proper notice upon petition.

If a waiver is granted for impracticability, the Permittee must require the project proponent to
transfer the savings in cost, as determined by the Permittee, to a storm water mitigation fund to
be used to promote regional or alternative solutions for storm water pollution in the storm
watershed and operated by a public agency or a non-profit entity.

12. LIMITATION ON USE OF INFILTRATION BMPS

Three factors significantly influence the potential for storm water to contaminate ground water.
They are (i) pollutant mobility, (ii) pollutant abundance in storm water, (iii) and soluble fraction
of pollutant. The risk of contamination of groundwater may be reduced by pretreatment of storm
water. A discussion of limitations and guidance for infiltration practices is contained in, Potential
Groundwater Contamination from Intentional and Non-Intentional Stormwater Infiltration,
Report No. EPA/600/R-94/051, USEPA (1994).

In addition, the distance of the groundwater table from the infiltration BMP may also be a factor
determining the risk of contamination. A water table distance separation of ten feet depth in
California presumptively poses negligible risk for storm water not associated with industrial
activity or high vehicular traffic.

Infiltration BMPs are not recommended for areas of industrial activity or areas subject to high
vehicular traffic (25,000 or greater average daily traffic (ADT) on main roadway or 15,000 or
more ADT on any intersecting roadway) unless appropriate pretreatment is provided to ensure
groundwater is protected and the infiltration BMP is not rendered ineffective by overload.

13. ALTERNATIVE CERTIFICATION FOR STORM WATER TREATMENT
MITIGATION

A Permittee may elect to accept a signed certification that the plan meets the criteria established
herein and that the plan preparer has undergone training on designing BMPs to meet the
numerical mitigation criteria, in lieu of conducting detailed BMP review to verify treatment
control BMP adequacy. The training must have been conducted by an organization with storm
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water BMP design expertise (e.g., a University, American Society of Civil Engineers, American
Society of Landscape Architects, or the California Water Environment Association) with the
training and curriculum accepted by the Regional Board Executive Officer. For the certification
to be valid, training must have been received not more than two years prior to the signature date
on the plan.

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1999) by Bay Area StormwaterBay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2 I01 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) byCenter for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.
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California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety ofslructural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.

TABLE 1 (Continued)

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Second Nature: Adapting LA’s Landscape for Tree People
Sustainable Living (1999) by Tree People 12601 MulLholland Drive

Beverly Hills, CA 90210
Detailed discussion of BMP designs presented to 818-753-4600 (?)
conserve water, improve water quality, and achieve
flood protection.
Florida Development Manual: A Guide to Sound Florida Department of the Environment 2600 Blairstone
Land and Water Management (1988 Road, Mail Station 3570

Tatlahassee, FL 32399 850-921-9472
Presents detailed guidance for designing BMPs

Stormwater Management in Washington State Department of Printing
(1999) Vols. 1-5 State of Washington Department of Ecology

P.O. Box 798
Presents detailed guidance on BMP design for new Olympia, WA 98507-0798
development and construction. 360-407-7529

Maryland Stormwater Design Manual (1999) Maryland Department of the Environment
2500 Broening Highway

Presents guidance for designing storm water BMPs. Baltimore, MD 21224
4 I0-631-3000

Guidance Specifying Management Measures for National Technical Information Service U.S.
Sources of Nonpoint Pollution in Coastal Waters Department of Commerce
(1993) Report No. EPA-840-B-92-002. Springfield, VA 22161

800-553-6847
Provides an overview of, planning and design
considerations, programmatic and regulatory aspects,
maintenance considerations, and costs.
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Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbook: PlanningCalifornia Department of Transportation

and Design Staff Guide (Best Management PracticesP.O. Box 942874

Handbooks (1998) Sacramento, CA 94274-0001
916-653-2975

Presents guidance for design of storm water BMPs
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TABLE 2: Example Best Mana~,ement Practices (BMPs)
The following are examples of BMPs that can be used for minimizing the introduction of
pollutants of concern that may result in significant impacts, generated from site runoff to the
storm water conveyance system. (See Table 1: Suggested Resources for additional sources of
information):

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewalks and streets.
However, sidewalk widths must still comply with regulations for the Americans with Disabilities Act and other
life safety requirements.

¯ Design residential streets for the minimum required pavement widths needed to comply with all zoning and
applicable ordinances to support travel lanes; on-street parking; emergency, maintenance, and service vehicle
access; sidewalks; and vegetated open channels.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to minimize the number of residential street cul-de-sacs and
incorporate landscaped areas to reduce their impervious cover. The radius of cul-de-sacs should be the
minimum required to accommodate emergency and maintenance vehicles. Alternative turnarounds should be
considered.

¯ Use permeable materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or interior roadway surfaces (examples:
hybrid lots, parking groves, permeable overflow parking, etc.).

¯ Use open space development that incorporates smaller lot sizes.
¯ Reduce building density.
¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce overall lot imperviousness by promoting

alternative driveway surfaces and shared driveways that connect two or more homes together.
¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce the overall imperviousness associated with parking

lots by providing compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions, incorporating efficient parking lanes, and
using pervious materials in spillover parking areas.

¯ Direct rooftop runoffto pervious areas such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas, and avoid routing
rooftop runoff to the roadway or the storm water conveyance system.

¯ Vegetated swales and strips
¯ Extended/dry detention basins
¯ Infiltration basin
¯ Infiltration trenches
¯ ¯ Wet ponds
¯ Constructed wetlands
¯ ¯ Oil/Water separators
¯ ¯ Catch basin inserts
¯ ¯ Continuous flow deflection! separation systems
¯ ¯ Storm drain inserts
¯ Media filtration
¯ ¯ Bioretention facility
¯ Dry-wells
¯ Cisterns
¯ ¯ Foundation planting
¯ Catch basin screens
¯ Normal flow storage/separation systems
¯ Clarifiers
¯ Filtration systems
,, Primary waste water treatment systems

R0069826
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VIA FACSIMILE

January 14, 2000

Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
California Regional Water Quality Control Board B uihling

lndustrvLos Angeles Region
~ssocia~ion320 West 4t~ Street, Suite 200 -

Los Angeles, CA 90013 of Southern
California

RE: Building Industry Comments on the Standard Urban Stormwater
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) 1330 ~uth ~,a~e~, ~i~ta Dave

l)iamoad Bar. l~il’orma 91765
q~,3%,99q3

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

On behalf of the 1,850 members of the Building Industry Association of Southern
California, we would like to reiterate our concerns expressed to you in our
September 1999 letter and our September 16, 1999 presentation before your
Board on the SUSMP issue.

While our industry continues to support the goals of clean water, we remain
opposed to the plan as written. The inclusion of a numerical mitigation standard
whose benefits have not been proven and whose cost effectiveness has not been
studied makes it impossible for us to support the December 7, 1999 staffproposal.

Let us be clear that the building industry is committed to the goal of cleaning our
stormwater run off. Further, our industry is committed to participating in a
process that truly seeks to achieve this goal. Such a process should include the
testing and study of various best management practices with a focus on pilot
programs which have proven to be effective. This process should involve all
affected parties (the regulated community, the municipalities and the
environmental community) and should be based on sound science.

Because the December 7, 1999 proposal does not provide for any of the process
outlined above, we sincerely doubt that it will achieve its stated objective. As the
industry principally impacted by this proposal, we would like to be part of a
process that has a chance of actual, measured, scientifically proven success.

We respectfully request that you and the Board reject the concept of a numerical
mitigation standard. We look forward to making a thorough presentation
outlining all of our thoughts and concerns on these issues during your January 26,
2000 public hearing.

Sincerely,

Executive Vice President R0069827
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BIA of Southern California, Inc.
¯ 1330 South Vall~-~ Vi~t~ Dri~
¯ Diamoild l~ar, CA 91711

To: lVIr. Dennis Dickerson Fax: 213-576-6625

From: Mr. Richard I. Lambros !~1~: Jam~y 13, 2000

Re: SUSMP Hearing Pa0~s: 3 (including cover page)

CC: Dr. Xavier Swamikanau

letter on our request for a comprehensive presentation
dudng the January 26, 2000 Standard Urban Storm

Plan (SUSMP) Headng.

hearing from you on our request for a comprehensive
for the SUSMP hearing. Should you need to contact me personally,

please do~ not hesitate to do so.

Thank you.

R0069828
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VIA FACSZMILE
Building

January 12, 2000 Industry
Association

Den_ms Dickerson of Southern
Executive Officer CaliforniaCaLifornia Regional Water Quality Control Board ......... - .....

Los Angeles Region
320 West 4r~ Street, Suite 200 ~,,**,,~ Bar. Catalonia 91765
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Request for Comprehensive Presentation by the Bui.lding Industry during
the January 26, 2000 Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan
(SUSMP) Hearing

Dear Mr_ Dickerson:

On behalf o f the 1,85 0 members o f the Building Industry Association o f Southern
California (BIA/SC), we are requesting the opportunity for our industry to
provide a comprehensive presentation duriag the upcoming hearing on the
proposed Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP).

Per your request, we have met with our members a~td have consolidated our
industry’s numerous issues and concgu’ns into one eompreheusive presentation.
This presentation will cover a variety of topics as outlined below:

INDUSTRY TOPICS AND SPEAKEI~_q
¯ Overview of I_udustry Concerns, Home Builder (to be determined)
¯ Response to Enviromental Concerns, Ray Pearl, Deputy Director of

Government Affairs, BIA - Greater Los Angeles\Ventura Chapter
¯ Legal Review, Tom Morrison, General Counsel, BIA/SC
¯ Research & Cost Analysis, Richard Watson, RWA & Associates
¯ Our "Clean Water Solution," Richard Lambros, Executive Vice

President, BIA/SC

h order to provide each speaker with enough time to cover our industry’s
coneeras, we are requesting that you allow each speaker five (5) minutes.
Therefore, we estimate our total presentation will last approximately 25 minutes.

Lastly, our industry is in the process of reviewing and developing our final
comments on the revised SUSMP, as amended and released on December 7,
1999. Once we finalize our comments, we will forward them to you and the
Board.

R0069829
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Mr. Dennis Diekerson
January 12, 2000
Page Two

I look forward to hearing from you on our request for a comprehensive presentation for the
SUSMP hearing scheduled on January 26, 2000. Should you need to contaot me personally,
please do not hesitate to do so-

Sincerely,

Executive Vice President

cc:    Dr. Xavier Swamikannu

R0069830
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Building

~ Industry
VIA FACSIMILE ~*’~ Association

....... of Southern
December 23, 1999 California

Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson, Executive Officer ~3~i~t~ Vaey v~ta 0~ve
Dia~al Bar, California 91765

California Regional Water Quality Control Board ~.. 909m9993
fax ~196.9846Los ~’agcles Region

,. ~t~.~.o~__320 West 4~ Street, Suite 200 ~

Los Angeles, California 90013               ~ ’~

RE: Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan and Related Materials

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

On behalf of the Building Industry Association of Southern Califomia (BIA/SC),
we want to thank you for changing the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation
Plan (SUSMP) hearing from January 6, 2000 to January 26, 2000. The earlier
date did not allow for proper review and comment given holiday and vacation
schedules during this season of the year. Now, we will have a chance to more
fully consult our members and prepare for the hearing. We will ask our members
to support group presentations in order to help you structure the heating to
provide your Board members with information necessary to make an informed
decision.

In reviewing the response to comments from the September 16, 1999 Regional
Board Hearing, I have noted two items that we would like to review as soon as
possible. One is the preliminary costing estimates cited in your response to
comment number 34. The response claims that preliminary costing estimates
indicate that the costs related to the numerical mitigation measure "are
reasonable." We request that you provide us with all of your costing estimates so
that we may understand the basis of your claim.

The second item is the Record of Decision (ROD) referenced in the Summary of
Comments Received and Response. We are directed to the Record of Decision
and to references in the ROD. However, the document was not provided with the
material you distributed on December 7, 1999. We need to review this document
in order to understand the responses to comments.

R0069831
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Dennis A. Dickerson
December 23, 1999
Page Two

We need to review the costing estimates and the Record of Decision as soon as possible so that
we may be prepared to answer questions from our members. Therefore, we would appreciate
receiving the documents early next week. If necessary, we can have them picked up at your
office. Please call me to confirm when we may expect the documents.

Once again, thank you for your assistance on this matter.

Sincerely,

Charles Gale
Director of Government Affairs

cc: Dr. Xavier Swammikannu

R0069832
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Industry

VIA FACSIMILE Association
of Southern

December 23, 1999 California
1~ ~ea& Valey Vista Drlv~

Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board

Los Angeles Region
320 West 4~ Stre~ Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan and Related Materials

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

On behalf of the Building Industry Association of Southern California (BIA/SC),
we want to thank you for changing the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation
Plan (SUSMP) hearing from January 6, 2000 to January 26, 2000. The earlier
date did not allow for proper review and comment given holiday and vacation
schedules during this season of the year. Now, we will have a chance to more
f~lly consult our members and prepare for the hearing. We will ask our members
to support group presentations in order to help you smmure the hearing to
provide your Board members with information necessary to make an informed
decision.

In reviewing the response to comments f~om the September 16, 1999 Regional
Board Hearing, I have noted two items that we would like to review as soon as
possible. One is the preliminary costing estimates cited in your response to
comment number 34. The response claims that preliminary costing estimates
indicate that the costs related to the numerical mitigation measure "are
reasonable." We request that you provide us with all of your costing estimates so
that v~ may understand the basis of your claim.

The second item is the Record of Decision (ROD) referenced in the Summary of
Comments Received and Response. We are directed to the Record of Decision
and to references in the ROD. However, the document was not provided with the
material you distributed on December 7, 1999. We need to review this document
in order to understand the responses to comments.

R0069833
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Dennis A. Dickerson
December 23, 1999
Page Two

We need to review the costing estimates and the Record of Decision as soon as possible so Chat
we may be prepared to answer questions fJrom our members. Therefore, we would appreciate
receiving the documents early next week. If necessary, we can have ~hem picked up at your
office. Please call me to confirm when we may expect the documents.

Once again, thank you for your assistance on this matter.

Sincerely,

Director of Government

cc: Dr. Xavier Swammikannu

R0069834



RECEIVED

December 13, 1999 ....

Mr. Dennis Dickerson tlt~u~" ’~ Industry~ ANGLESCalifornia Regional Water Q~i~ Control Bo~d Association
Los ~geles Region of Soulhern320 West 4~ S~eeg Suite 200

CaliforniaLos ~geles, California 90013

Diamond Bar, Califim~a 9176~~: Time Extension for Special Bo~d Meeting on S~d~d Urb~ Sto~
Water Mitigation PI~

De~ Mr. Dickerson:

The Building Industry Association of Southern California (BIA/SC) has received
the revised Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) and
Supporting Regional Board Resolution. We have several concerns relating to the
revised SUSMP and proposed January 6, 2000 Special Board Meeting.

As you know, the revised SUSMP was released to the public on December 7,
1999. You requested in your public notice that we respond to your office by
December 20, 1999 on the amount of time needed for our industry to comment
and to identify our lead speaker. Our members are very concerned, however, that
there is not enough time before the upcoming holidays to fully review, analyze,
and comment on the proposed revisions to the SUSMP in order to meet your
deadline. Therefore, we are requesting that you extend the comment period and
move the Special Board Meeting on the adoption of the SUSMP to no earlier than
January 26, 2000.

Lastly, we would like to meet with you and your staffon the revisions to the
SUSMP. Of particular concern are the revised definition for Hillside
Development and the new definition for environmentally sensitive areas.

Once again, our members are very concerned about the revised SUSMP and their
impacts on our industry. We look forward to hearing from you in the near future.

Sincerely,

Charles H. Ga(e
Director of Government Affairs
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September 15, 1999 ~ ~

Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson, Executive Officer R I
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region -~ Buildh~g320 West 4t~ Street, Suite 200 ~ :-
Los Angeles, California 90013 ~ Induslry

~ ¯ A~sociation
DearMr. Dickerson: ~--~ of-Southern~~ California
Thank you for your September 13, 1999 response to my September 8, 1999 letter~~

voicing my concerns about the lack of proper notification of the informational~ fL" 1330 South \alle.~ \ista Dri,e
:~- Diamond Bar. (~alifi,rnia 91765items for the September 1 6, 1 999 Board Meeting. ~ 909.396.9993

fsx 909.396.98~.6

As you know, our office did not receive any notification of the items scheduled for~,,~:~ ....~ .....~,

hearing at the September 16, 1999 meeting. In addition, after a brief review of the
list of individuals that Dr. Swamikannu sent to us as being inclusive of the notified
parties, it became clear that we were not the only entity on the list that was not
notified of Thursday’s agenda. In addition to Charles Gale of BIA/SC in Diamond
Bar, at least several others on the list received no notification, including: Richard
Watson of R. Watson and Associates in Mission Viejo, Dee Zinke of BIA/SC in
Calabasas and Ron Wilkniss of the Western States Petroleum Association in
Glendale.

The issue of notification is extremely important to us for the reasons outlined in my
September 8, 1999 letter. I will not enumerate all of them again here, but I feel it is
important to reiterate one of our major concerns. That concern being the fact that
the regulated community has not had sufficient opporttmity to participate with the
Board and staff in examining the appropriateness and timeliness of the numerical
mitigation measures you are currently evaluating for inclusion in the SUSMPs. We
believe this places us at a distinct disadvantage compared to those who have had a
greater opportunity to provide comments to you. We feel that it is critically
important that you, as the individual charged with approving the numerical "
mitigation standards, receive enough information from the appropriate sources,
especially the regulated community, so that you may make a decision regard~g the
mitigation programs that balances the needs of all those involved. We can best
accomplish our shared goal of fostering a healthy environment if we commit to
establishing and maintaining open lines of communication and cooperation.

We are eager to participate in this very important issue. Please do not hesitate to
contact me if I can be of assistance.

Sincerely,

Executive Vice President R0069836



September 8, 1999
,_. I ’:!"- ..... B~dhDr. Xavier Swamikannu +’.: ,’,"-i:+ :,--~+>: lg

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Industry
Los Angeles Region Association
320 West 4~ Street, Suite 200 of Southern
Los Angeles, California 90013-1105 California

t330 South \slle:, \ista DriveRe: Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans 0i,m+ Bar. California 91765
909.3%,9993

Dear Dr. Swamikannu:                                                          f,, 9~9.396.9846
hit p://,~’,,, bia-e.or~

On behalf of the 1,800 members of the Building Industry Association of Southern
California (BIA/SC) we appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the
Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMP), submitted to you by the
County of Los Angeles on August 11, 1999. The BIA/SC continues to be keenly
interested in effective, efficient and equitable implementation of storm water
quality programs in Southern California. We and our local chapters have
encouraged our members to continually improve their storm water pollution
prevention programs, including erosion and sediment control.

BIA/SC commends the County and its co-permittees for the improvements that
have been made in the SUSMPs since March, 1997, when we were f’n’st invited to
comment on the issues to be included in the Model Programs. We continue to
support a program which is based on the use of best management practices
(BMPs) and is designed to promote consistency throughout the portion of Los
Angeles County subject to the requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) Municipal Storm Water Permit No. CAS614001
(Order No. 96-054).

On April 22, 1999 the Regional Board approved a list of Best Management
Practices for Permittees to work from. The new framework provides for a
regional storm water quality program based on general consistency with flexibility
to work within local ordinances and respond to particular site conditions.
Effective use of this framework was assured by the Board’s direction to Permittees
to require implementation of the most effective BMPs in their Development
Planning and Development Construction programs.

We are concerned, however, with the proposed widespread imposition of new
"numerical mitigation measures for BMP design criteria based on the ’mitigation’
of smaller storms to capture a large percentage of runoff events, runoff volume and
pollutant loads." As part of a Settlement Agreement, the County of Los Angeles

R0069837
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Dr. Xavier Swamikannu
September 8, 1999
Page Two

agreed to develop a new storm water program that included such numerical criteria. Now, some
members of the environmental community are encouraging the Executive Officer to require
numerical design criteria of all co-permittees. We believe this would be premature and
inappropriate at this time. As discussed at the August 10, 1999 Los Angeles County Department
of Public Works SUSMP workshop, the scientific/technical basis for the selection of numerical
design criteria is tenuous at best.

The County’s agreement to a numerical design criterion should be considered a pilot study, to
determine if it contributes to the maintenance or restoration of beneficial uses in the receiving
waters for the storm water discharges mitigated as specified in the County program.
Furthermore, the Regional Board staff proposal appears to go far beyond the County’s adopted
program. The Los Angeles County’s 100+ Home Subdivision Urban Storm Water Mitigation
Plan specifies that:

The development must be designed so as to mitigate (infiltrate and/or
treat) the site runoff generated from each and every storm event up to
and including 0.75 inches of rainfall, prior to it discharging into the
storm water conveyance system.

The staff proposal, as summarized in the August 16, 1999 Notice of Public Heating, confuses the
situation by referring to "...capture a large percentage of runoff events, runoff volume and
pollutant loads." Capturing the first 0.75 inches is far different from infiltrating and/or treating
runoff generated by the first 0.75 inches of rainfall. Also, what large percentage of pollutant loads
will be captured? By far, the largest percentage of pollutant loads to the receiving waters that
have been identified as impaired come from existing development, not new development.

If storm water quality programs are to be successful, they must be focused on potentially
significant problems and not just on the easiest targets to regulate. Construction and new
development should be regulated, but not over-regulated. Our members want to do their part, but
they do not want to waste time and money. We would like to know which particular potential
pollutants would be removed by infiltrating or treating the runoff from a specified amount of
rainfall. We would also like to see cost-effectiveness evaluations of alternative mealC~s of
removing the targeted potential pollutants from the storm water discharges on our members’
projects.

Lastly, implementation of the storm water program must be guided by common sense and mutual
respect. Protecting water quality is important - so is reasonableness. A regulatory program that
is perceived by the regulated community as being fair and reasonable will promote greater respect
and compliance.
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Dr. Xavier Swamikannu
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Our Association wants to work with the Regional Board and the Permittees to improve water
quality, and we want to do it in a manner that is not disruptive to the regional economy. We are
concerned about regulations and policies that are well-intended but not well thought out. We
would be pleased to participate with the Regional Board and other interested parties in a
structured program to determine what, if any, numerical design criteria would be appropriate for
metropolitan Los Angeles.

If you have any questions regarding our comments on this matter, please feel free to call me or
Charles Gale, our Director of Government Affairs, at (909) 396-9993.

Sincerely,

Richard J. Lambros
Executive Vice President

ROO69839



Via Facsimile and Mail Service Lr:q: ....... L ..... ~ i. ,~ :t_ ~:~.,~,.~" , --~
September 9, 1999

Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 W. 4~ St., Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Subject: Proposed Standard Urban Sto.."r., Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs) for cities in Los Angeles
County

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

BRASH Industries (BI)/SoCal GMP manages the State approved storm water group monitoring program
comprising more than one hundred auto recyelers in the Los Angeles area. Additionally, BI is the
environmental compliance representative for the State of California Auto Dismantlers Association
(SCADA) - more than 500 members, and the Auto Dismantlers of Southern California (ADASC)- more
than 150 members, and Valley Auto Dismantler and Recyclers (VADRA)-more than 100 members.

"Media Filtration" was noted as a required SUSMP Best Management Practice (BMP) for service
stations with more than five repair/work bays or at a specialty service shop, such as lube-shops or tune-up
shops.

SoCal GMP, has reviewed numerous storm water run-off laboratory analyses from many auto recycling
sites. The data indicates that the storm water contamination levels from the vast majority of the facilities
are within LARWB and U.S. EPA Multi-Sector Permit Parameter Benchmark Values, without utilizing
treatment technologies. These data establish the fact that pollution prevention is an effective BMP.

Media filtration, a treatment technology, poses numerous issues that appear to be inconsistent with Clean
Water Act guidance for cost-effective BMPs/BATs, and application of pollution prevention technioues.
The following issues are of concern.

1)     Does media filtratien require a Department of Toxic Substance and Control (CUP~) permit
under Tiered Permitting?                                               ,

2) Does plugged filter media require handling as a hazardous waste? Is filter media back washing
contemplated as part of the BMP process?

3) Does a media filter unit, acting as a treatment tank with 10% of its capacity below grade level,
require double containment and leak detection as required for under ground storage tanks
(USTs)?

R0069840
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Dickerson
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4) If media filter effluent is to be returned to the storm drain system and the filter unit is placed
below grade level is the use of a float switch activated effluent pump required?

5) Do sand media filters afford sufficient flow velocity through the filter bed to avoid
overwhelming the filter during a significant storm event?

6) Is the price estimate provided by the City of Los Angeles of $13,000 realistic? Does it include
the cost of pumps, wiring, filter maintenance, regulatory costs, and loss of income from facility
area required for the installation of the media filter?

7) Have actual influent flow rate and filter bed fouling rates been utilized in the design guidelines?

8) Has the possibility of pathogenic organisms populating the filter bed material and their attendant
health risk been considered?

9) Has the waste streams from auto repair facilities been sufficiently characterized to determine the
appropriateness of the media filter to treat the waste stream?

10) Environmental engineering reference books dispute the effectiveness of media filtration for
organic materials and material that has not been exposed to coagulation, flocculation, and
sedimentation, prior to media filtration:

"Standard Handbook of Hazardous Waste Treatment and Disposal," Harry M. Freeman,
McGraw-Hill, 1989 Page 7.4: "Wastes for Which Filtration Will Not Work-Filtration
will not remove substances which are dissolved. Waste Streams containing soluble toxic
organics, for example, cannot be treated directly by filtration."

"Waterand Wastewater Technology," Si Version, 1986, John Wiley & Sons, 1986, page 245,
paragraph 7-4 states "FILTRATION-The granular-media gravity filter is the most
common type use in water treatment to remove nonsettleable floc remaining after
chemical coagulation and sedimentation."

University of Southern California research papers indicate similar findings and also note that oil
entrained in filter media significantly compromises a filter’s ability to remove settleable
floc from the process water.

It is assumed that media filtration is required at automobile service related facilities becaus~’e of the
potential of storm water pollution from on-site inventories of fuel, oil and grease, coolant, s~spended
solids and heavy metals. We would welcome an opportunity to review ease study data supporting the
cost effectiveness of media filtration.

One structural BMP, demonstrated to be extremely cost effective in oil and grease removal (sheen) from
storm water run-off, are oleophilic socks. This device is not listed as a potential BMP. We recognize that
it is difficult to be aware of all the latest technologies, but we strongly encourage the LARWB to
consider offering the use ofoleophilic sock/booms as a BMP. These devices are provided by a number

°2-
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of manufactures for the express purpose of removing oil and grease from a water body.

ADASC, VADRA, SCADA and BRASH Industries opposes the requirement for the installation of media
filtration as a structural BMP for the following reasons:

l) Extensive evidence exists that proves good housekeeping practices and Pollution Prevention
measures protect the storm water run-off from pollution resulting from industrial activity.

2) Media filtration is not a cost effective Best Management Practice.

3) Preliminary research has failed to locate studies establishing media filtration as an effective
method of removing contaminants resulting from auto repair and service industrial activity..
Studies indicating media filter ineffectiveness have been located.

Additionally, oleophilic booms have demonstrated their ability to cost effectively remove oil and grease
from storm water run-off, and should be available as a BMP.

After reviewing the foregoing information it is hoped that the RWB will eliminate the requirement for
the use of media filtration as a BMP. Moreover, the use of the oleophilic socks should be considered as a
recommended BMP. We would be pleased to provide data demonstrating the effectiveness of the
oleophilic sock and the ineffectiveness of the media filter.

If we can provide any further information on the foregoing please do not hesitate to contact the
undersigned.

Sincerely,

Marvin H. Sachse, P.E.

CO;

D. Bodewitz, ADASC
T. Fiskin, ADASC
J. Gaye, ADASC
G. Gurlekian, VADRA
P. McLafferty, SCPd)A                                           ’�
E. Marlowe, VADRA                                                  ".-

R0069842
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CALIFOILN1A APARTMENT ASSOCIATION
CALIFORNIA BUILDING INDUSTRY ASSOCIATIOzN

CALIFORNIA BUSINESS PRO£ERTIES ASSOCIATION
CALIFOtLNIA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

CALIFORNIA MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION
CALIFORNIA RESTAURANT ASSOCIATION

January 25, 2000

Mr. Dermis Dickerson
Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region

320 W. 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los ~tgeles, CA 90013

SUBJECT: Proposed Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan

Deaa Mx. Dicker~on:

The above-listed organizations appreciate the opportumty to comment on the December
7. I999, proposed Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP). Our
respective organizations are very aware of the numerous water quality issues facing
California, including the issue of storm water runoff, and support collaborative efforts to
aclctress these issues that are basecl on sound science and take into consideration the rno~t
feasible, cost-effective ways of improving water quNity.

While the SUSMP is applieable to only the Los Angeles County Municipal Stomrwate~
Permit, we are concerned that certain provisions in the SUSMP that are not ba.~ed on
sound science will set a precedent for future municipal permits on a st~ttewide level and
place an enormous risen burden on local governments and bu.~ine.~ses.

One issue of concern is the establishment of a numeric treatment standard for ~torm water
discharges. We believe that there is a lack of data demonstrating that this new standard is
cost effective or that such a standard would actually provide a net benefit to the beneficial
use-~ of receiving waters.

California’s water quality issues a,.e extremely complex and will require an assortment of
public and private stakeholder~ to work eollaboratively in order to develop equitable
solutions that improve water quality, while meeting the economic and social needs of a
growing state.
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Letter to Dermis Dickerson
January 25, 2000
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Rather than adopt the December 7, 1999, proposed SUSMP that has raised concerns from
a wide array of interest, we believe the Board should instead consider ,~ more inclusive
approach at addressing this issue such as the Clean Water Initiative approach adopted by
the Southern California Association of Governments.

We respectfully request that the Board defer any action on the proposed SUSMP if it
includes the numeric treatment standard and does not address is.~ues previously raised
our respective organizations.

Sincerely,

Debra Carlton Val~n~ Nera
California Apartment Association California Chamber of Commerce

Clifford Moriyama                     Jeff Siekenger
California Building Industry Association California Manufacturers Association

Rex Hime                           Jot Condie
California Business Properties Association California Restaurant Association

(NOTE: Authorization was granted to identify each organization and representative)

R0069844



Y~av.~.r ~wamikannu - ~-a~ifo~n~a Restaurant Association comments to the SUSMP Rule Page 1

f--ore: John Claussen <John@ceasfex.com>
To: ’"XSWAMl@rb4.swrcb.ca.gov’" <XSWAMl@rb4.swrcb.ca.gov>
Date: 1/14/00 5:56PM
Subject: California Restaurant Association comments to the SUSMP Rule

Xavier,

I am submitting the following comments to the proposed Standard Urban Storm
Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) rule on behalf of the California Restaurant
Association for the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board’s
(Board) consideration.

Please contact me with questions regarding these comments or if you need
additional information.

<<011400CRAS U SM Pcomments.doc>>

Regards,

John D. Claussen
Associate
California Environmental Associates
423 Washington Street, 3rd Floor
San Francisco, CA 94111
415-421-4213
415-982-7989 fax
john@cea.sfex.com
wwwceaconsulting.com

CC:            John Claussen <John@cea.sfex.com>, ’"Jot Condie’" <jcondie@calrestorg>, ’"Allison
Whitesides"’ <Allisonwhitesides@outback.com>, ’"April Young’" <ayoung@fridays.com>, ’"Arnie
Wensinger’" <awensinger@innout.com>, ’"Brian Riendeau’" <Brian.riendeau@tricon-yum.com>, ’"Byron
Crossen’" <byronc@jps.net>, ’"Chris Thomas’" <ChristopherThomas77@marshall.uscedu>, ’"Don White’"
<DW282828@aol.com>, "’Ed Conklin’" <edconklin@mcdcom>, ’"John Howard’"
<howardj@dominos.com>, ’"Mary Schell’" <Mary_Schell@Wendys.com>, ’"Mike Prosio"’
<mprosio@sacto.craoffice.org>, ’"Peter Casanova’" <peterc@papamurphys.com>, ’"Shannon McAleavey"’
<smcaleavey@darden.com>, ’"Tim Pickwell’" <tim.pickwe!l@jackinthebox.com>, ’"Tony Rolland’"
<tbrolland@msn.com>, ’"Wayne Lipschitz’" <WLIPSCHITZ@THECHEESECAKEFACTORY.COM>,
’"jdery@whopper.com’" <jdery@whopper.com>, ’"mkissel@ckr.com’" <mkissel@ckr.com>,
’"rburket@whopper.com’" <rburket@whopper.com>, "’lisawright@jackinthebox.com’"
<lisa.wright@jackinthebox.com>, "’dbldbl@compuserve.com’" <dbldbl@compuserve.com>,
’"FPHILLIPS@WHOPPER.COM’" <FPHILLIPS@whopper.com>, "’MHOFFMANN@WHOPPER.COM’"
<MHOFFMANN@whopper.com>, "’balexander@whopper.com’" <balexander@whopper.com>, Peter
Okurowski <Peter@cea.sfex.com>, "’harriethal @aol.com’" <harriethal@aol.com>,
’"PauI.Deneka@jackinthebox.com’" <Paul.Deneka@jackinthebox.com>, ’"cgale@biasc.org’"
<cgale@biasc.org>, Kirk Marckwald <Kirk@ceasfex.com>
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January 14, 2000

Xavier Swamikannu
Storm Water Program
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4’h Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Re: California Restaurant Association comments on the proposed Standard Urban
Storm Water Mitigation Plan Rule

Dear Mr. Swamikannu,

California Environmental Associates (CEA) represents the California Restaurant Association
(CRA) and Burger King Corporation (BKC). On behalfofCRA members in Los Angeles
County, we submit the following comments on the proposed Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plan for Los Angeles County (SUSMP) to the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality
Control Board (Board).

GENERAL

CRA has reviewed the proposed SUSMP rule (December 7, 1999) and has developed comments
requesting reconsideration of the numeric treatment standards and offering clarification on
specific issues elsewhere in the rule.

CRA is interested in working with the Board, Los Angeles County, the co-permitees
(municipalities), and other stakeholders to establish a fair and effective SUSMP rule. The CRA
and their member organizations believe that, with the Board’s consideration of the changes and
clarifications discussed in this letter, the SUSMP rule will accomplish the goals and requirements
of the Los Angeles County National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit.

CPA’s comments address the proposed "SUSMP Provisions Applicable to All Categories" and
the specific provisions applicable to priority project categories for "Restaurants" and "Parking
Lots".

423 Washington Street, 3rd Floor ¯ San Francisco, CA 94111 Ph: 415/421.
4213 ¯ Fax: 415/982-7989
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NUMERIC TREATMENT STANDARDS

The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works currently requires, as part of their Storm
Water Program~, monitoring and inspection of existing "food establishments" (including
restaurants) for proper implementation and maintenance of various physical and management
storm water BMPs. These BMPs are designed to address the following elements of a storm water
program at restaurants:

¯ Spill prevention, control, and cleanup
¯ Outdoor equipment operations and maintenance
¯ Outdoor materials storage and handling
¯ Waste disposal and handling
¯ Equipment washing and cleaning
¯ Building and grounds maintenance
¯ Employee training

When these BMPs are applied, they provide an effective means of preventing the discharge of
pollutants to the storm drain system from restaurant operations without the need for numeric
treatment standards.

CRA believes that there is a lack of data demonstrating that the required numeric treatment
standards are cost effective" or that they provide a net benefit to the beneficial uses of receiving
waters through their use. Also, while the NPDES Permit calls for mitigation of pollutants from
storm water runoffto the "maximum extent practical" it does not go so far as to mandate the use
of numerical treatment standards - nor are numerical treatment standards necessary to enforce the
implementation of the minimum BMP requirements laid out in the SUSMP rule. CRA requests
that the Board defer including the numeric treatment standard in the final SUSMP rule until such
time as the Board can demonstrate that implementation of such a standard is feasible, cost
effective, and will lead to further reduction of pollutants of concern than already occurs under the
current program.

Furthermore, CRA concurs with the position and recommendations of the Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG) outlined in their SUSMP Policy that was approved by the
SCAG Regional Council on January 6, 2000, including3:

¯ Not adopt SUSMP numeric standards until such time as the Board can validate the feasible,
technical and scientific bases for numeric standards.

¯ Monitor pilot programs similar to those underway in Los Angeles County.

’ A program of the Los Angeles Count3.’ Department of Public Works (LACDPW), Environmental Programs Division.

: The implementation of treatment BMPs will be potentially costly, exceeding the estimated 0.5% of total project costs
as estimated by the Board. particularly when retrofitting existing parking lots is considered as part of a
"redevelopment" project.
; Recommendations cited from the January 6. 2000. SCAG document. SUSMP Polic.v Approved by the Regtonal
Council of the Southern California Association of Governments.
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¯ Ask SCAG to manage a legal authorities initiative in which all of the 85 cities in the Los
Angeles Basin would work to develop model language which would then be available for
municipal implementation throughout the Basin.

CLARIFICATION

CRA offers the following clarifying comments to the Board for consideration and incorporation
into the final SUSMP rule.

Issue 1: Redevelopment
The definition of redevelopment in the proposed SUSMP rule is too vague.

First, CRA requests that the definition of redevelopment clari~, the word "remodeling". CRA
members are concerned that changes to the interior or ddcor could trigger the application of this
rule. At a minimum, the rule should not be triggered if you don’t change the footprint of the
building.

Second, CRA requests that a minimum alteration standard of 50% of the size of an existing
project be considered for inclusion into the rule. A minimum alteration standard will effectively
restrict the requirements of the SUSMP rule redevelopment standard to those projects that are
effectively changing the original use and purpose of a facilio, and substantially increasing the
potential for source pollutants of concern being discharged into the storm drain system.

Also, the SUSMP rule defines as one form of redevelopment "replacement of impervious surface
that is not part of routine maintenance activity". For parking lots particularly, it is unclear how
the distinction between maintenance and "redevelopment" projects will be defined. For instance.
will periodic blacktop application of a parking lot be considered "maintenance" or
"’redevelopment"?

CRA recommends that the Board adopt the interpretation of "maintenance" exclusions defined in
the State Construction Permit~ Fact Sheet. This definition states. "Construction activity does not
include routine maintenance to maintain original line and grade, ](vdraulic capaciO’, or original
purpose of the facility, nor does it include emergency construction activities required to protect
public health and safety" (Page 2, State Construction Permit Fact Sheet).

Issue 2: Project Should be Assessed Independently
Restaurant redevelopment projects and parking lot redevelopment projects must be assessed
independently.

It is CRA ’s understanding that redevelopment o fan existing restaurant will not trigger the
application of the proposed SUSMP rule to an adjacent parking lot, unless the parking lot is
"redeveloped" in accordance with the definition provided in the rule. Consequently, the
redevelopment of an existing parking lot will not trigger the application of the proposed SUSMP
rule to an adjacent restaurant, unless the restaurant is "redeveloped" in accordance with the
definition provided in the rule. Please insert language that will clarify that "redevelopment" of a
discretional’ project will not affect adjacent discretionary projects.

~ State Water Resources Control Board Water Qualib’ Order 99-08-DWQ, National Pollutant Discharge Eltmmatton
System General Permit No CASO00002, Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of Stormwater Runoff
Associated with Construction Activi~. .
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Issue 3: Maintenance
The SUSMP rule is vague on the issue of BMP maintenance requirements. It is also unclear how
these BMP maintenance requirements will be enforced consistently across Los Angeles County.
The rule, as currently written, requires property owners to "provide verification of maintenance
provisions through such means as may be appropriate, including, but not limited to legal
agreements, covenants, CEQA mitigation requirements, and/or Conditional Use Permits"
(Requirements, Section 8). However, most BMPs simply have generally accepted standard (e.g.,
vendor recommended) maintenance requirements, while common sense dictates other
maintenance schedules (e.g., cleaning catch basin grates at least once before wet season).

While it is clear that the SUSMP rule will allow developers and properry owners to evaluate and
determine the proper maintenance requirements in an agreement with municipalities, please
provide additional clarification and guidance (e.g., guidance documents)for how municipalities
will effectivel.v and consistently approve, monitor and enforce these maintenance requirements.

Issue 4: Trash Storage Areas
The proposed SUSMP role requires that all trash storage areas adequately prevent "offsite
transport" of trash and "divert" drainage from adjoining roofs, etc. around trash areas.

The current restaurant industry practice of using self contained, self-enclosed dumpsters meets
these requirements. The SUSMP rule shouM explicitly identify., this as an acceptable BMP option
for trash storage areas.

Issue 5: Parking Lots
In the Definitions section of the proposed SUSMP rule "parking lot" is defined as "land area or
facility for the parking of commercial or business or private motor vehicles". In section 10 of the
proposed SUSMP rule, Provisions Applicable to Individual Priority Project Categories, the
proposed rule states that parking lots must be properly designed to "treat to remove oil and
petroleum hydrocarbons at parking lots that are heavily used (e.g., fast food outlets, lots with 25
or more parking spaces, sports event parking lots, shopping malls, grocery stores, discount
\varehouse stores)". It is unclear which threshold criteria (size, # spaces, type) is to be used to
determine applicability of the SUSMP policy to a particular parking lot. It appears that a parking
lot with only 10 spaces could fall under the definition of parking lot for the purposes of this rule,
irrespective of other factors (e.g., use) limiting applicability.

CRA requests that the definition of a parking lot consider the relative level of "use" and be
limited to lots with 25 or more spaces (i.e., lots with 25 spaces or less should be excluded form
the rule and lots with 25 or more spaces should be evaluated for their inclusion based on relative
level of use).

Issue 6: Additional Permit Requirements
It is unclear whether the SUSMP rule will require developers and property owners to obtain
additional permits as a result of implementing the required treatment BMPs. For instance, will
design and implementation of SUSMP treatment control BMPs for parking lot runoff require a
property owner to obtain a treatment permit under DTSC Permit-by-Rule program? This poses
potential operation and compliance, as well as cost, burdens that need to be considered when
evaluating the cost effectiveness of the numeric treatment standards.
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Please provide an assessment and impact analysis of the potential for additional permitting
requirements due to implementation of the SUSMP rule.

CONCLUSION

CRA trusts that these comments will help the Board to develop a fair, effective, and consistent
SUSMP rule while considering the concerns of the restaurant industry in Los Angeles County.
Please feel free to contact me at any time should you have any questions or comments.

Regards,

John D. Claussen
for the California Restaurant Association

CC: Jot Condie, California Restaurant Association
Rick Burkett, Burger King Corporation
Fred Phillips, Burger King Corporation
Joyce Dery, Burger King Corporation
Marion Hoffman, Burger King Corporation
John Harrietha, Burger King Corporation
Mike Kissel, Carl Karcher Enterprises
Ed Conklin. McDonalds Corporation
Paul Deneka. Jack In The Box
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BOARD OF DIRECTORS

PRESIDENT
DAV,D J. SABEDRAJanuary 25, 2000
Arnencan Commercial Bank

VICE PRESIDENT

Community Representative
Apricot Ranch
Simi Valley

SECOND VICE PRESIDENT Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
AffinityMICHAEL McGUIRE Bank

California Regional Water Quality Control Board ’!~

Von,o,a LOS Angeles Region
TREASURER 320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 ,,~-.~o
KENNETH R. MERIDETH, CPA
Scares, Sandall, Los Angeles, California 90013
SECRETARY

S~STERCARMENRODR’GUEZ RE: Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan
St. John’s
Community Outreach
Oxnard Dear Mr. Dickerson:
EDWARD M. CASTILLO
Planning Commission
City of Oxna~

RENE CO.*DO It is my understanding that the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality
Community RepresentativeControl Board (Board) will be considering the adoption of the proposedC~=a Velasquezc.me.,,o Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans (SUSMP) as part of the
RICHARD FRANCISA.o~y January 26, 2000 meeting agenda. As a provider of housing for very-

MORA’ES lOW, lOW" and middle-income residents in Southern California,.I am very.
unity Representative_.,,,. Bar~e~, concerned that certain requirements in the proposal will have serious

JESSICA MURRAYimpacts on housing affordability.Community Representative
Montgomery Oaks Inc., Ojai

DEAN A. PALIUS First, let me voice my strong support for the efforts of the Board inPeople He~ping People
Santa Ynez Valleyse.,. e.~o.,, attempting to address the problem of water pollution caused by storm

water runoff. After years of progress in cleaning our waterways by
ADVISORY BOARD

RON L. HERTEL
addressing point source pollution, it makes sense to continue that

H...,Co..t~o~ progress by turning our attention to non-point source pollution contained
BARBARAJOURNET in runoff from urban areas. After reviewing your proposal, however, ICommunity Representativeo~.~ have serious doubts that it will do anything to clean the water that flows to
BARBARA MACRI-ORTIZ
Channel Counties our beaches and oceans while adding to construction costs, thereby
Legal Services¯ ss=~ making an already unaffordable market even worse.
RICHARD McNISHs.,hme,..omes

Currently in the Los Angeles metropolitan area, only 43 percent ofAL ZAPANTAA.a.= R,~...,, households earning the median income can afford to own a home. That
is 20 percentage points below the national average and one of the worst

~,,~UT,VEO,RE~OR affordability rates in the nation. In my efforts to provide affordable
RODNEY E. FERNANDEZ housing I must rely on building a product that efficiently uses lapd to

minimize the cost to the consumer. I fear that your proposal, especially
the numeric design standard, will require me to use an inordirtate amount
of land to meet the numeric standard and unnecessarily increase costs to
those who can least afford it.
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I am particularly concerned with the fact that this costly, burdensome
proposal was put forward without any rational scientific basis for pollution
reduction. Nowhere in the December 7th proposal is there a discussion
of the goals or timetables for pollution reduction, or, more importantly,
any mention of the pollutants that this proposal is trying to mitigate. It ¯
seems extremely premature to implement such a wide-ranging and
potentially damaging proposal that will deny housing to very-low, low-
and middle-income families without having any idea of its ability to
reduce water pollution.

I have had the opportunity to review the "Clean Water Initiative",
supported by the Southern California Association of Governments and a
number of groups and government professionals. This initiatK, e takes a
common sense approach to clean water by first, identifying what is
polluting our water and then designing a program that seeks to reduce
the pollutants. I respectfully request that you and the Board adopt the
"Clean Water Initiative" as an altemative to the current proposal.

Sincerely,

-
Bernardo M. Perez, Project Manager

cc: Mr. Hamid Nahai, Chair
California Regional Water Quality Control Board,
Los Angeles Region
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January 14, 2000 ...............

Xavier Swamikannu
Storm Water Program
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4t~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Re: California Restaurant Association comments on the proposed Standard Urban
Storm Water Mitigation Plan Rule

Dear Mr. Swamikannu,

California Environmental Associates (CEA) represents the California Restaurant Association
(CRA) and Burger King Corporation (BKC). On behalf of CRA members in Los Angeles
County, we submit the following comments on the proposed Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plan for Los Angeles County (SUSMP) to the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality
Control Board (Board).

GENERAL

CRA has reviewed the proposed SUSMP rule (December 7, 1999) and has developed comments
requesting reconsideration of the numeric treatment standards and offering clarification on
specific issues elsewhere in the rule.

CRA is interested in working with the Board, Los Angeles County, the co-permitees
(municipalities), and other stakeholders to establish a fair and effective SUSMP rule. The CRA
and their member organizations believe that, with the Board’s consideration of the changes and
clarifications discussed in this letter, the SUSMP rule will accomplish the goals and requirements
of the Los Angeles County National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit.

CRA’s comments address the proposed "SUSMP Provisions Applicable to All Categories" and
the specific provisions applicable to priority project categories for "Restaurants" and "Parking

R0069853
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Xavier Swamikannu
California Restaurant Association comments on the proposed SUSMP Rule
January 14, 2000 Page 2

NUMERIC TREATMENT STANDARDS

The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works currently requires, as part of their Storm
Water Program~, monitoring and inspection of existing "food establishments" (including
restaurants) for proper implementation and maintenance of various physical and management
storm water BMPs. These BMPs are designed to address the following elements of a storm water
program at restaurants:

¯ Spill prevention, control, and cleanup
¯ Outdoor equipment operations and maintenance
¯ Outdoor materials storage and handling
¯ Waste disposal and handling
¯ Equipment washing and cleaning
¯ Building and grounds maintenance
¯ Employee training

When these BMPs are applied, they provide an effective means of preventing the discharge of
pollutants to the storm drain system from restaurant operations without the need for numeric
treatment standards.

CRA believes that there is a lack of data demonstrating that the required numeric treatment
standards are cost effective2 or that they provide a net benefit to the beneficial uses of receiving
waters through their use. Also, while the NPDES Permit calls for mitigation of pollutants from
storm water runoff to the "maximum extent practical" it does not go so far as to mandate the use
of numerical treatment standards - nor are numerical treatment standards necessary to enforce the
implementation of the minimum BMP requirements laid out in the SUSMP rule. CRA requests
that the Board defer including the numeric treatment standard in the final SUSMP rule until such
time as the Board can demonstrate that implementation of such a standard is feasible, cost
effective, and will lead to further reduction of pollutants of concern than already occurs under the
current program.

Furthermore, CRA concurs with the position and recommendations of the Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG) outlined in their SUSMP Policy that was approved by the
SCAG Regional Council on January 6, 2000, including3:

¯ Not adopt SUSMP numeric standards until such time as the Board can validate the feasible,
technical and scientific bases for numeric standards.

¯ Monitor pilot programs similar to those underway in Los Angeles County.
¯ Ask SCAG to manage a legal authorities initiative in which all of the 85 cities in the Los

Angeles Basin would work to develop model language which would then be available for
municipal implementation throughout the Basin.

i A program of the Los Angeles County Department 0f Public Works (LACDPW), Environmental Programs Division.
2 The implementation of treatment BMPs will be potentially costly, exceeding the estimated 0.5% of total project costs

as estimated by the Board, particularly when retrofitting existing parking lots is considered as part of a
"redevelopment" project.
Recommendations cited from the January 6, 2000, SCAG document,PolicySUSMP Approved theRegional

Council of the Southern California Association of Governments.
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CLARIFICATION

CRA offers the following clarifying comments to the Board for consideration and incorporation
into the final SUSMP rule.

Issue 1: Redevelopment
The definition of redevelopment in the proposed SUSMP rule is too vague.

First, CRA requests that the definition of redevelopment clarify the word "remodeling". CRA
members are concerned that changes to the interior or ddcor could trigger the application of this
rule. At a minimum, the rule should not be triggered if you don’t change the footprint of the
building.

Second, CRA requests that a minimum alteration standard of 50% of the size of an existing
project be considered for inclusion into the rule. A minimum alteration standard will effectively
restrict the requirements of the SUSMP rule redevelopment standard to those projects that are
effectively changing the original use and purpose of a facility and substantially increasing the
potential for source pollutants of concern being discharged into the storm drain system.

Also, the SUSMP rule defines as one form of redevelopment "replacement of impervious surface
that is not part of routine maintenance activity". For parking lots particularly, it is unclear how
the distinction between maintenance and "redevelopment" projects will be defined. For instance,
will periodic blacktop application of a parking lot be considered "maintenance" or
"redevelopment"?.

CRA recommends that the Board adopt the interpretation of "maintenance" exclusions defined in
the State Construction Permit~ Fact Sheet. This definition states: "Construction activity does not
include routine maintenance to maintain original line and grade, hydraulic capacity, or original
purpose of the facility, nor does it include emergency construction activities required to protect
public health and safety" (Page 2, State Construction Permit Fact Sheet).

Issue 2: Project Should be Assessed Independently
Restaurant redevelopment projects and parking lot redevelopment projects must be assessed
independently.

It is CRA ’s understanding that redevelopment of an existing restaurant will not trigger the
application of the proposed SUSMP rule to an adjacent parking lot, unless the parking lot is
"redeveloped’" in accordance with the definition provided in the rule. Consequently, the
redevelopment of an existing parking lot will not trigger the application of the proposed SUSMP
rule to an adjacent restaurant, unless the restaurant is "re.developed" in accordance with the
definition provided in the rule. Please insert language that will clarify that "redevelopment" of a
discretionary project will not affect adjacent discretionary projects.

4 State Water Resources Control Board Water Quality Order 99-08-DWQ, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System General Permit No. CASO00002, Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of Stormwater Runoff
Associated with Construction Activity.
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Issue 3: Maintenance
The SUSMP rule is vague on the issue of BMP maintenance requirements. It is also unclear how
these BMP maintenance requirements will be enforced consistently across Los Angeles County.
The rule, as currently written, requires property owners to "provide verification of maintenance
provisions through such means as may be appropriate, including, but not limited to legal
agreements, covenants, CEQA mitigation requirements, and/or Conditional Use Permits"
(Requirements, Section 8). However, most BMPs simply have generally accepted standard (e.g.,
vendor recommended) maintenance requirements, while common sense dictates other
maintenance schedules (e.g., cleaning catch basin grates at least once before wet season).

While it is clear that the SUSMP rule will allow developers and property owners to evaluate and
determine the proper maintenance requirements in an agreement with municipalities, please
provide additional clarification and guidance (e.g., guidance documents)for how municipalities
will effectively and consistently approve, monitor and enforce these maintenance requirements.

Issue 4: Trash Storage Areas
The proposed SUSMP rule requires that all trash storage areas adequately prevent "offsite
transport" of trash and "divert" drainage from adjoining roofs, etc. around trash areas.

The current restaurant industry practice of using self contained, self-enclosed dumpsters meets
these requirements. The SUSMP rule should explicitly identify this as an acceptable BMP option
for trash storage areas.

Issue 5: Parking Lots
In the Definitions section of the proposed SUSMP rule "parking lot" is defined as "land area or
facility for the parking of commercial or business or private motor vehicles". In section 10 of the
proposed SUSMP rule, Provisions Applicable to Individual Priority Project Categories, the
proposed rule states that parking lots must be properly designed to "treat to remove oil and
petroleum hydrocarbons at parking lots that are heavily used (e.g., fast food outlets, lots with 25
or more parking spaces, sports event parking lots, shopping malls, grocery stores, discount
warehouse stores)". It is unclear which threshold criteria (size, # spaces, type) is to be used to
determine applicability of the SUSMP policy to a particular parking lot. It appears that a parking
lot with only 10 spaces could fall under the definition of parking lot for the purposes of this rule,
irrespective of other factors (e.g., use) limiting applicability.

CRA requests that the definition of a parking lot consider the relative level of "use" and be
limited to lots with 25 or more spaces (i.e., lots with 25 spaces or less should be excluded form
the rule and lots with 25 or more spaces should be evaluated for their inclusion based on relative
level of use).

Issue 6: Additional Permit Requirements
It is unclear whether the SUSMP rule will require developers and property owners to obtain
additional permits as a result of implementing the required treatment BMPs. For instance, will
design and implementation of SUSMP treatment control BMPs for parking lot runoff require a
property owner to obtain a treatment permit under DTSC Permit-by-Rule program? This poses
potential operatic n and compliance, as well as cost, burdens that need to be considered when
evaluating the cost effectiveness of the numeric treatment standards.
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Please provide an assessment and impact analysis of the potential for additional permitting
requirements due to implementation of the SUSMP rule.

CONCLUSION

CFLA trusts that these comments will help the Board to develop a fair, effective, and consistent
SUSMP rule while considering the concerns of the restaurant industry in Los Angeles County.
Please feel free to contact me at any time should you have any questions or comments.

Regards~

ffohn D. Claussen
!]for the California Restaurant Association

CC: Jot Condie, California Restaurant Association
Rick Burkett, Burger King Corporation
Fred Phillips, Burger King Corporation
Joyce Dery, Burger King Corporation
Marion Hoffman, Burger King Corporation
John Harrietha, Burger King Corporation
Mike Kissel, Carl Karcher Enterprises
Ed Conklin, McDonalds Corporation
Paul Deneka, Jack In The Box
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December 16, 1999

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
California Regional Water Quality Control Board

Los Angeles Region
320 West 4 Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

Dear Dennis,

As a representative of Burger King Corporation, California Environmental Associates (CEA) has
been monitoring and participating in the storm water policy efforts of the Regional Water Quality
Control Board (Board). We have received the revised Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation
Plan (SUSMP) rule packet and have concerns about the deadline for submitting comments.

We are familiar with the revised SUSMP rule and are currently working with our contractors,
architects, and franchisees to assess the impacts of the requirements and develop comments for
submittal to your office by December 20, 1999 in preparation for the January 6, 2000 Special
Board Meeting. We have also discussed the revised SUSMP rule with the California Restaurant
Association and are working with them to notify their members of the proposed rule. Given the
short turn-around time and the impending holidays, Burger King, and the industry as a whole,
does not have adequate time to fully review, analyze and develop comments to meet these
deadlines. Therefore, we request that you extend the review and comment period and move the
Special Board Meeting to a date no earlier than January 26, 2000.

While Burger King is interested in working with Los Angeles County and the Board on the
development and adoption of a successful SUSMP program, we are concerned about the
significant impacts to restaurant development and operations in Los Angeles County and
providing an opportunity for all stakeholders in the industry, to respond. Our ability to provide
your office with accurate and valuable comments requires that we be afforded additional time to
see that this takes place.

R.egards,,

~D. Claussen

(~n behalf of Burger King Corporation

cc: Jot Condie, Director of Government Affairs, California Restaurant Association
Marion Hoffman, Government & Community Affairs, Burger King Corporation
Buzz Alexander, Corporate Architect, Burger King Corporation
Rick Burket, Director of Development - West, Burger King Corporation

423 Washington Street, 3rd Floor. San Francisco, CA 94111 ¯ Ph: 415/421-4213 ¯ Fax: 415/982-7989
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December 15, 1999 (~ O

Dennis Dickerson, Fxecutive Director "~ ~
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board .~. ~
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200 ~
Los Angeles, California 90013 , ~

RE: Support for Staff Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New andtRedevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

I am writing on behalf of the California Public Interest Research Group (CALPIRG) to
urge you to take action in January, 2000 to significantly reduce urban runoff, the number
one source of pollution to our coastal and roland waters. Specifically, we urge you to
adopt the reasonable proposal set forth by your own staffto ensure that specified new and
redevelopments capture, treat or infiltrate 100% of the runoff generated by up to and
including a three quarter-inch storm. By adopting this proposal, you and the Regional
Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoffthat builds in toxicity as
it crosses parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas
stations before it is channeled and runs untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous
urban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable requirements in the municipal
storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for swimming,
creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that
pose health risks to aquatic life.

Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6th editorial as
a "promising new approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening
and help prevent beach closings," and a "good start in dealing with a tough problem."

The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution
in the planning phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff
problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles County
coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually, but
these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract
their customers. As the health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any
businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with billions of dollars at stake, the health
of our entire regional economy is impacted.
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In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staff’s proposal will
soon have a transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our
streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of
the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually, for the health of
our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please support your staff’s
proposal to mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,

Heather L. Hoecherl
Staff Attorney
California Public Interest Research Group

R0069860



TECHNOLOGIES J ’,N i 200 ,
January 5, 2000                                                               B Y: ....................

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

RE: Support for Three Quarter-Inch Standard to Reduce Runoff from New and
Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

You have the opportunity to significantly reduce urban runoff, the number one source of pollution to our
coastal and inland waters. On January 26, 2000, we urge you to adopt reasonable design standards for
sizing treatment control Best Management Practices at specified new and redevelopments: Ensure that
these developments mitigate, through treatment or infiltration, 100% of the runoff generated by up to and
including a three quarter-inch storm, with no exceptions. By adopting this standard, you and the Regional
Board have the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoff that builds in toxicity as it crosses parking
lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and
runs untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation, and little
measurable requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches that are
frequently unsafe for swimming; creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink; and inland and
coastal waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

The three quarter-inch standard was supported by the Los Angeles Times =n its October 6th editorial as a
"promising new approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent
beach closings," and a "good start in dealing with a tough problem."

The three quarter-inch standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in the
planning phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban
runoff is bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses
generate over two billion dollars annually, but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of
the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the health of the coastline declines, so does business
(just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with biliions of dollars at stake, the heaith of
our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of the three quarter-inch standard will soon
have a transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoff that invades our streams, rivers and
coastal waters. For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los
Angeles County beaches annually, for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los
Angeles, please adopt the three quarter-inch standard, with no exceptions, to mitigate the effects of urban
runoff from new and redevelopment.

~~~{’~ R0069861
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Division Prevalent
LA/Ventura Division

Mr. llamid Nahai, Chair
Celifomia Regional Water Quality control Board, Los Angeles

R0069863

~P-15-1~�39 11:~,~    TEL)~ L:~ ~ ID)CR~ LR REGION PI:IGE:S88 R--’96~.



~_r-i.~-==~ .=;.: ,$2:56 Ptl OENTEX HOKES-V~LENCIR F~ NO, 805 288 5785 P, Ol

27200 Tourney Rd., Suite
Valencia CA 91355
Phone: (661) 288-5777
Fax: (661) 288-5748

Fax
¯ ro= Mr. Dennis Dickerson rm~= Frank Faye

i==x=. 2131576-6660 I==ts= September 15, 1999

Phone: l~ge~: 3 (including cover sheet)

~=: Urban Storm Water Mitigation

r-i U~lent I’1 For Reviow [] Please Comment I-1 Please Reply I~ Ploase P.ocyclo

.Comments:

R0069864



CENTEX HOMES

R0069865

SEP-15-1999 8~.:51PM    TEL)805 L:~B8 5785 ID)CRNQ(]B LA REGION PI::K~:I~. R--’96~.



It ~ould be noted that the Executive Ad~ Comminee of t]~¢ Los Angeles Cmmty Ston’nwater
program has expressed it~ opposition to the inc]usion of a nurrm’ical ~andard in the Standard
Urban Storm Water Mid~at~on Plans. Thcir cxprcs,wd reasoning is ~ve, ~d I agrcc with
|be~ observation that the Lmposition of th~s numeric smnd~-d v/ithou~ mq>porling evidence is poor
public policy.

You already have bet’ore you a rev~"d set of new ming~t SUSMPs for approval. There is no
legislative or regulatoo’ requir#mcnt to revised them to include numeri�al mitigation measures
based upon the capture of a percentage of each rainfall event at this time. In tact, the currcnl
SUSMPs are among the strictest in Calif~’nia and w¢ nccd to see the full envirenmc~tal
derived from their imp|ementation before modifying them.

As a Los Angeles m-ca busincssl)crson involved in development (construction), I am r~questLng that
you postpone taking any action that wo~Id broadly implement numerical mitigation measures for
BMP design ¢ril.c’rin. Considering the que~onable technical basis for lhc proposed num~’dcal
mitigation .measure requirement as well as the r.ot.~ntial economic impact such a requirement might
have upon business, it would seem prudent to move slowly and cautiously when considering new
and far-reaching requirements.

Furthermore, I request that you and your smfr mect v,~th municipal and industry ~1-~rescntativ~s to
further discuss the numerical m~tigation measure .~nd its potential consequences before you make
your decision. There is no compelling requirement to add numerical miligation measures at this
time. In fact, you still ha~c sufh¢icm time in your 120-day approv~ window to dday approval of
the SUSMPs while reacting with the regulated community.

Once again, ! would ask that you not add numerical mitigation measures to the proposed SUSMPs
at this time.

(Dictated but not read)

Cc: Mr. Hamid Nahai, Chair
California Regionall Water Quality Control Board, Los Angele~               ~’
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Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4~" Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013 -:~ "’ ~:~:-- ~ ~~T~9~’~

RE: Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

It is my understanding that the California Regional Water Quality Control Board - Los Angeles
Region (Board) will be holding a public hearing on Janua~ 26, 2000 on the adoption of the
proposed Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans (SUSMP) as required under the Los
Angeles County Municipal Stormwater Permit (Order No. 96-054). As a Southern California
businessperson I suppo~ the goals of clean water, however, a~er reviewing the December 7,
1999 revision of the SUSMP, I am opposed to ce~ain provisions within the plan.

Included in the revised SUSMP are several new and modified definitions that restrict development
activity. Specifically, I am concerned with the a~empt to define "Hillside" and "Environmental
Sensitive Area," and the addition of "Parking lots" to the list of projects subject to the SUSMP
r~uirements. These requirements make the implementation of the SUSMP Completely
impractical in many municipalities in Los Angeles County.

Additionally, the continued inclusion of a numerical mitigation standard in the SUSMP, whose
benefits have not been proven and whose cost effectiveness has not been studied, makes it
impossible for me to support the proposed SUSMP.

Once again, let me reiterate that I fully support the goal of cleaning our stormwater run off. That
is why I support the attached "Clean Water Initiative," which is also supported by a number of
regulated industries and business leaders. The Initiative makes a commitment to clean water
and, perhaps more importantly, it supports a process by which clean water can become a reality.
The process outline in the Initiative is additionally supported by Southern California Association of
Governments and would involve all affected parties (the regulated community, municipalities and
the environmental community) in a thoughtful process based on sound science and proven
techniques.

Therefore, I respectfully request that you and the Board delete the language outlined above
expanding the scope of the SUSMP and reject the implementation of a numerical mitigation
standard. In addition, I ask that you support the comprehensive "Clean Water Initiative" as a way
of truly achieving stormwater pollution reduction.

Sincere~,                 ~. ~

President
R0069867

cc: Mr. Hamid Nahai, Chair
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region.
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Dei Webb ,
Palm Desert"

January 2~, 2000 Vice President and General Manager

Mr. De~is Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water QualiU Con~ol Board
Los ~geles Region
320 West 4~ S~eet, Suite 200
Los ~geles, CA 90013                             ’.-:~

~: Standard Urban Sto~ Water Mitigation Plan

Dear ~. Dickerson:

It is my understanding that the California Regional Water Quali~ Con~ol Bo~d-Los ~geles Region
(Bo~d) will be holding a public he~ng on Janu~ 26, 2000 on the adoption of the proposed S~d~d
Urban Sto~water Mitigation Plans (SUS~) as required under &e Los ~geles Co~ Municipal
Sto~water Pe~it (~d~ No. 96-054). As a Southern California businessperson I suppo~ the goals of
cle~ water, however, after re~e~ng the December 7, 1999 re%sion of~e SUS~, I am opposed to
certain provisions within ~e plan.

Included in the revised SUS~ are several new and modified definitions that res~ct development
activi~. Specifically, I am concerned with ~e aaempt to define "Hillside" md "En~ro~en~l
Sensitive ~ea," and the addition of"P~ng lots" to the list of projects subject to the SUS~
requirements. ~ese requirements make &e implementation of the SUS~ completely impractical in
many m~cipalities in Los ~geles Count.

Additionally, the continued inclusion of a numerical mitigation stmd~d in the SUS~, whose benefis
have not been proven and whose cost effectiveness has not been studied, makes it impossible for me to
suppo~ the proposed SUSMP.

Once again, let me reiterate ~hat I ~lly suppo~ the goal of clewing o~ sto~water ~ off. ~at is
why I suppom &e a~ched "Clean Water Initiative," which is also supposed by a n~b~ of regulated
ind~es ~d bus~ess lead,s. ~s hitiafive makes a co~i~ent to clean water and, perhaps more
impo~tly, it suppo~ a process by which clem water can become a reali~.
the Initiative is additionally supposed by the Southern California Association of Gov~ents and
would ~volve all affected p~ies (&e regulated co~i~, m~icipalifies ~d ~e ~viro~en~l
co~uniW) ~ a thought~l process based on sold sei~ee and proven tec~iques.

~erefore, I re~ec~lly request that you and the Bo~d delete ~e lan~age outlined above exp~ding
the scope of the SUS~ and reject ~e implementation of a n~edcal mitigation s~d. ~ addition,
I ask that you suppo~ ~e comprehensive "Clean Water ~itiadve" as a way of ~ly ac~e~ng
sto~wat~ pollution ~uefion.

Helen McEnemey

co: Mr. Hamid Nahai, Chair
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region

R0069871
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cc: Mr. Hamid Nahai, Chair                                       R0069872
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January 24, 2000
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Dennis Dickerson, Exe¢. Offi~r
California Regional Wa~r QuailS!~

Corm’el Board - Los Angeles Region
320 W. Fourth St., #200
Los Ange|es, CA 90013

RE: Standard Urban Storm Watcr Mitigation Plan

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

I have received and reviewed the December 7, 1999 Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation
Plan CSUSMP") That will be discussed by the California Water Quality Control Board - Los
Angeles Region ("Board") on January 26, 2000. It is my understanding that the SUSMP
program is called for in the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (-"NPDES") for
Los Angeles County Municil~l Storm Water Permit (Order #96-054).

As a Southern California resident and home building professional, I support the Board’s efforts
in developing and implementing policies and programs tha~ will redu~ pollution resulting from
storm water run-off and achieve clean water in the Los Angeles r©g~on. However, I am
concerned with the current proposed staff recommendations to the SUSMP. As mentioned
before, I support the Board’s efforts for achieving clean water, but as the individual who must
implement the SUSMP program as l construct new homes, I must say that this program falls
short in achieving our shared goal of delivering clean water to our local rivers, streams wetlsnds,
bays and the ocean.

ADOFF THE SUSMP WITH AMgNDMENTS

Since the release oft.he original SUSMP in late August, 1999 and the September 16, 1999 Board
hearing, there have been many changes by staff that have made the SUSMP mor~ complex and
confusing to interpret and implement.

First, the December 7, 1999 SUSMP proposal ha~ added several new and stricter definitions.
The definitions for "Hillsides," "Parking Lots" and "Environmental Sensitive Areas" have been
dramatically changed since the September ]6, 1999 Board hearing. These new definitions have
not been discussed yet in a public hearing or with the regulated communities.

Dej~mition of Hillsides R0069873

Thc December 7. 1999 SUSMP has changed the definition of "Hillside" witho~ review by the
municipslitics, the regulated communities or intcrested parties. T~erefore, I suggest that the

15760 Ventura Boulevard, Suite 172Z Endno, California 91436 (818) 905-0406 FAX (818) 905-9849
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Dennis Dickerson, Exec. O~cer
California Regional Wsha- Quality
Control Board - Los Angeles Region

January 24, 2000
Page 2 of 3

Board modify t~e definition as "property located in an area with known erosive soil conditions,
where the development would Lnvolve regulated grading on any rmmml slope that is 25 percem
or greater," or delegate the authority of this definition to the local municipalities (i.e., the cities
or county).

Parking Lotx

A new category subject to SUSMP, "Parking Lots" was added without a public bearing or input
from the municipalities, the regulated communities or intend parties. It is unclear w~y and
how the "Parking Lots" will be defined and impleme, nte~I under the SUSMP. Furthermore, it is
my understanding that the Long Beach municipal storm water permit includes a special study
provision to characterim pollution and evaluate controls for parking lots. I suggest that the
Board wait for the results of the Long Beach study on parking lots before adding this category to
the SUSMP, or that "Parking Lots" be defined to apply only to commerzial "stand alone"
parking lots, and not parking lots that are not associated with small commereial development,;.

Environmentally Sen#i@~e Areas

Once again, staff has added another new category of "Environmentally Semitive Areas" to the
SUSMP without a public hearing or input from the municipalities, the r~gulated communities or
interested parties. This new category has many different and conflicting provisions under
federal, state and local law. Furthermore, these many different provisions of law, regulation and
guidance define a variety of environmentally sensitive areas that, taken together, will result in the
application of SUSMP criteria to an inherently vague definition leading to application of those
criteria in situations whom it was not intended. I suggest the Board work with the municipalities,
the regulated communities and interested parties on developing one single definition.

DO NOT ADOPT A NUMERICAL DESIGN STANDARD

At the September 16, 1999 Board hearing on the SUSMP, the only significant difference
between the staff’s proposal and that of the municipalities, the regulated communities and
interest~ parties was the inclusion of a numerical design standard for the sizing of Best
Management Practices. The staff proposal includes a specific design standard in the SUSMP
without a public hearing or input from the municipalities, the r~gulated communities or
interested parties. Additionally, the continued inclusion of a numerical d~sign standard in the
SUSMP, whose benefits have not been proven and whose cost effectiveness has not been
studied, makes it impossible for me to support the proposed SUSMP.

R0069874
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Dennis Dickenor~ Exec. Officer
California Regional Water Quality
Control Board - Los Anseles Region

JanuaD, 24, 2000
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"CLEAN WATER INITIATIVE"

On~ again, le: me reiterate that I fully support the goal of reducing pollution ~ by storm
Water run-off. That is why I support the attached "Clean Water Initiative," which is also
supported by a number of regulated industries and busines~ leaden. This Initiative makes a
commi~’nent to clean water and supports a proces~ by which clean water can become a realty,
The procc~ outlined in the Initiative is additionally supported by the Southern California
Association of Government:~ and would involve all affected parties (the regulated community,
municipalities and the environmental community) in a thoughtful proce~ based on sound science
and proven techniques,

Therefore, I respectfully request that you and the Board correct the above-cited problems to the
SUSMP. In addition, I ask that you support the comprehensive "Clean Water Initiative" as a
way of truly achieving storm Water pollution reduction.

Sincerely,

DeVere Anderson Enterprises

DeVere H. A~
President

DHA:ko

co: Ha.mid Nahai, Chair
California Resional Water Quality Control Board - Los Angeles Region

Chades Gale
BIA/SC (via fax: 909.396.1571)
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January 19,2000

Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
320 W. Fourth Street Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013-1105

Dear Dennis:

STANDARD URBAN STORMWATER MITIGATION PLAN (SUSMP)

Attached is the SUSMP policy statement adopted by our Regional Council on
January 6, 2000. This statement reflects a policy process by which our Water
Policy Task Force and our Energy and Environment Committee considered
extensive testimony on this issue last year. You are already aware of the
resolutions adopted by three of the subregional councils of governments in Los
Angeles County.

During the Regional Council’s deliberation comments were made that gave
emphasis to varying environmental, economic and developmental concerns. All
of these comments underscored the need for improved water quality in our
region. Your Board should know that the Council voted unanimously to support
this policy for environmental protection.

This action recommends that the Board pursue an alternative to the proposal
developed by your staff. We believe that a much greater pollutant reduction can
be achieved with a TMDL-driven numeric process than with a volume-driven
numeric process. It should be significant to the Board that the approach we are
recommending will accelerate a TMDL process that now is suffering from limited
resources and staffing, not to mention needed participation. Where a volume-
driven numeric approach is described as requiring between 50-100 years to bring
desired water quality, a TMDL-driven numeric approach is likely to bring success
much more quickly. This owes to its focus on, among other things, pollutants of
concern, watershed-scale mitigation strategies and a larger public/private
community through which raising financial and organizational resources can
succeed.

With scarce resources at our disposal we must work for water quality in ways that
best utilize these resources. For this reason, SCAG stands ready to work with
you and the Board to develop the implementation schedules and program
budgets needed for storm water pollution reduction in each of the County’s six
watersheds. Efforts underway such as those in the Malibu Creek Watershed
offer an example of what needs to be started in other places of the Basin. We
await word of the Board’s interest in this accelerated approach to pollution
reduction.

In the interests of sharing this vision with your Board, please assist us by
earmarking 10 minutes for us to give our comments at the January 26th meeting.

Sincerely yours,

Mark Pisano,
Executive Director

R0069876



STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

FOR LOS ANGELES cOLrNTY AND CITIES IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY

R0069877
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I
LOS ANGELES COUNTY URBAN RUNOFF AND STORM WATER NPDES PERMIT

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

BACKGROUND
The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, requires the development and
implementation of a program addressing storm water pollution issues in development planning
for private projects. The same requirements are applicable to the City of Long Beach under its
separate municipal storm water permit, which was issued on June 30, 1999.

The requirement to implement a program for development planning is based on, federal and state
statutes including: Section 402 (p) of the Clean Water Act, Section 6217 of the Coastal Zone
Act Reauthofization Amendments of 1990 ("CZARA’), and the California Water Code. The
Clean Water Act amendments of 1987 established a framework for regulating storm water
discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under the NPDES program.
The primary objectives of the municipal storm water program requirements are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and
¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from storm water conveyance systems to the Maximum Extent Practicable.

The Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
municipal storm water program to address storm water pollution from new Development and
Redevelopment by the private sector. This SUSMP contains a list of the minimum required Best
Management Practices (BMPs) that must be used for a designated project. Additional BMPs
may be required by ordinance or code adopted by the Permittee and applied generally or on a
case by case basis. This SUSMP applies to projects that are Priority Projects (Discretionary
Projects) as defined by the NPDES Permit. The Perminees are required to use this SUSMP to
develop their own citywide SUSMP. Developers must incorporate appropriate SUSMP
requirements into their project plans, t~n~,

R0069878
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Discretionary projects, that fall into one of seven categories are identified in the NPDES Permit
as requiring SUSMPs. These categories are:

Single-Family Hillside Residences
100,000 Squar~ Foot Commercial Developments
Automotive Repair Shops
Retail Gasoline Outlets
Restaurants
Home Subdivisions with >10 housing units*

* (Note: this category is two separate categories in the NPDES Permit)

The Regional Board Executive Officer has designated two additional categories subject to
SUSMP requirements. These categories are:

Location adj~aeest-t.~, bisectin~ or ~discharging to an environmentally sensitive area, and
Commercial stand-alone plaarking lot 5,~0 ~qu:re feet c.r me, re ~r with ~--5-20__Q0 or more parking spaces and
potentially exposed to storm water runoff

DEFINITIONS
"Greater than (>) 9 unit home subdivision" means any subdivision being developed for 10 or
more 10 single-family or multi-family dwelling units.

"100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development" means Developments based on total
impermeable area, including parking areas, as opposed to lot size or building footprint.

"Retail Gasoline Outlet" means a facility primarily engaged in selling gasoline and lubricating
oils. These establishments frequently sell other merchandise, such as tires, batteries, and
automobile parts. Frequently, these establishments also perform minor automotive repair work.
Gasoline stations combined with other activities, such as grocery stores, convenience stores, or
car wash facilities, are classified according to the primary activity.

"Hillside" means property located in an area with known erosive soil conditions, where the
development contemplates permitted grading on any natural slope ~-~ ,.-~- ...... "~:-~

that is 25 percent or greater.

"Automotive Repair Shop" means a facility that is categorized in any one of the following
Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codes: 5013, 5014, 5541, 7532-7534, or 7536-7539.
Exceptions do apply for SIC codes 5013, 5014, and 5541. For SIC code 5013, if the business
has no outside storage of any recycled oil or other hazardous substances, it is not included. For
SIC code 5014, if the business does not engage in any repair work, it is not included. For SIC
code 5541, if the business does not engage in any onsite repair work, it is not included.

"Restaurant" means a facility that sells prepared foods and drinks for consumption, including
stationary lunch counters and refreshment stands selling prepared foods and drinks for immediate
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consumption. (SIC code 5812)

"Parking Lot" means land area or facility for the parking of commercial or business or private
motor vehicles.

"Environmentally Sensitive Area" means ma-s~-t~-the Significant Ecologocial Areas identified by
Los Angeles County and any other areas of environmental significance as defined by the,
municipalities. ~e~!gnatc~

"Best Management Practice (BMP)" means any program, technology, process, siting criteria,
operational methods or measures, or engineered systems, which when implemented prevent,
control, remove, or reduce pollution.

"Source Control BMP" means any schedules of activities, prohibitions of practices, maintenance
procedures,, managerial practices or operational practices that aim to prevent storm water
pollution by reducing the potential for contamination at the source of pollution.

"Treatment Control BMP" means any engineered system designed to remove pollutants by
simple gravity settling of particulate pollutants, filtration, biological uptake, media adsorption or
any other physical, biological, or chemical process.

"Structural BMP" means any structural facility designed and constructed to mitigate the adverse
impacts of storm water and urban nmoff pollution (e.g. canopy, structural enclosure). The
category may include both treatment control BMPs and source control BMPs.

"Treatment" means the application of engineered systems that use physical, chemical, or
biological processes to remove pollutants. Such processes include, but are not limited to,
filtration, gravity settling, media adsorption, biodegradation, biological uptake, chemical
oxidation and UV radiation.

"Infiltration" means the downward entry of water into the surface of the soil.

"Directly Connected Impervious Area (DCIA)" means the area covered by pavement, building
and other impervious surfaces which drain directly into the storm drain without first flowing
across pervious areas (e.g. lawns).

~’4ew Development" means land disturbing activities; structural development, including
construction or installation of a building or structure, creation of impervious surfaces; and land
subdivision.

Redevelopment" means the addition, to an already developed site, of 50 percent or more
impervious area or improvements to 50 percent or more of the existing improvements on the site.
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Hillside single family residences are exempt from this definition.

"Discretionary Project" means a project which requires the exercise of judgement or deliberation
when the public agency or public body decides to approve or disapprove a particular activity, as
distinguished from situations where the public agency or body merely has to determine whether
there has been conformity with applicable statutes, ordinances, or regulations.

CONFLICTS WITH LOCAL PRACTICES
Where provisions of the SUSMP requirements conflict with established local codes , (e.g.,
specific language of signage used on storm drain stenciling), the Permittee may continue the
local practice and modify the SUSMPs contained herein to be consistent with the code, except
where those practices would defeat or circumvent the intent of the SUSMP requirements.

SUSMP PROVISIONS APPLICABLE TO ALL CATEGORIES

REQUIREMENTS

I. PEAK STORM WATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES        ’

Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed estimated pre-
development levels for developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate may
result in a foreseeable increased potential for downstream erosion.

2. CONSERVE NATURAL AREAS     " -

If applicable, the following items are required and must be implemented in the site layout during
the subdivision design and approval process, consistent with applicable General Plan and Local
Area Plan policies:

¯ Every effort shall be made to concentrate or cluster development on portions of a site while leaving the
remaining land in a natural undisturbed condition.

¯ Limit clearing and grading of native vegetation at a site to the minimum amount needed to build lots, allow
access, and provide fire protection.

¯ Maximize trees and other vegetation at each site by planting additional vegetation, clustering tree areas, and
promoting the use of native and/or drought tolerant plants. Wherever practical, promote natural vegetation by
using parking lot islands and other landscaped areas.

¯ Preserve riparian areas and wetlands.

I
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3. ~ STORM WATER POLLUTANTS OF CONCERN

Sto~ wmer ~off ~om a site h~ ~e potentiM to con~bme oil ~d ~e~e, s~pended solids,
me~s, g~ol~e, pesticides, ~d pa~oge~ to ~e sto~wmer convey~ce system. ~e
development m~t be designed so
~oduction of pollum~ of concern ~m may reset ~ si~fic~t impact, gene~ted ~om site
~off of d~ectly co~ected impe~io~
approved by ~e build~g o~ciM. Pollum~ of conce~, ~ de~med by ~e Petal consist of ~y
pollu~ ~at e~bit one or more of
deposi~ of ~e pollu~t ~e impacting the beneficial ~es of a receiving water, elevmed levels of
¯ e pollumt ~e fo~d in sedimems of a receiv~g water ~or have ~e potemiM to
bioacc~me ~ orgasms ~erein, or ~e detectable ~pu~ of ~e pollumt ~e m a level ~gh
enou~ to be co~idered potentiMly toxic to h~=s ~or flora ~d fa~a.

In meeting this specific requirement, "minimization of the pollutants of concern" will require the
incorporation of a BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of
pollutant loadings in that runoff to the Maximum Extent Practicable. Those BMPs best suited
for that purpose are those listed in the California Storm Water Best Management Practices
Handbooks; Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbook: Planning and Design Staff Guide;
Manual for Storm Water Management in Washington State; The Maryland Stormwater Design
Manual; Florida Development Manual: A Guide to Sound Land and Water Management; and
Guidance Specifying Management Measures for Sources of Nonpoint Pollution in Coastal
Waters , USEPA Report No. EPA-840-B-92-002, as "likely to have significant impact"
beneficial to water quality for targeted pollutants that are of concern at the site in question.,
However~ it is possible that a combination of BMPs not so designated may, in a particular
circumstance, be best suited to maximize the reduction of the pollut_a_nts.

Examples of BMPs that can be used for minimizing the introduction of pollutants of concern
generated from site runoff are identified in Table 2. Any BMP not specifically approved by the
Regional Board in Resolution No. 99-03, "Approving Best Management Practices for Municipal
Storm Water and Urban Runoff Programs in Los Angeles County", for development planning
may be used if they have been recommended in one of the above references.

~-t-- " " 7’~’-~’~"~"ltg~’r--’r~rt’~.,’~. ~~~ ......"~ "" ~ "~. ~ ~ ....*L~, "~ ~*’~’.~ ~*r:*~,~’-~,-- ~-, , ,7~ .............-~ .... ’’~ "~.~.’y" or"~, ,"’y-~- ~

4. PROTECT SLOPES AND CHANNELS- ¯ ., ,~

If applicable, project plans must include BMPs consistent withlocal codes and ordinances to
decrease the potential of slopes and/or channels from eroding andimpacting storm water runoff:

¯ Convey runoff safely from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.
¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.
¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.
¯ Install energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of new storm drains, culverts, conduits, or channels that
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~a~ r=~at~ Page 6 of 19-14-W- IDecember 7, 1999 ~



enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable specifications to minimize erosion, with the approval of
all agencies with jurisdiction, e.g., the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the California Department ofFish
and Game

5. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.
¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the project area must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such

as: "NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal dumping.
¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be posted at public

access points along channels and creeks within the project area.
¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

6. PROPERLY DESIGN OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

Outdoor material storage areas refer to storage areas or storage facilities solely for the storage of
materials.
Improper storage of materials outdoors may provide an opportunity for toxic compounds, oil and
grease, heavy metals, nutrients, suspended solids, and other pollutants to enter the stormwater
conveyance system. Where proposed project plans include outdoor areas for storage of materials
that may contribute pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the following structural
BMPs are required: (Individual single-family residences are exempt from these requirements)

¯ Areas where materials are to be stored must be: (l) placed in an enclosure such as, but not limited to, a cabinet,
shed, or similar structure that prevents contact with runoffor spillage to the storm water conveyance system; or
(2) protected by secondary containment structures such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.
¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of stormwater within the

secondary containment area.

7. PROPERLY DESIGN TRASH STORAGE AREAS .... ~ ....

A trash storage area refers to an area where a trash receptacle or receptacles are located for use as
a repository for solid wastes.
Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All trash container areas must meet the following structural
BMP requirements: (Individual single-family residences are exempt from these requirements)

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around the area(s).
¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

R0069883
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8. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MA[NTENANCE                       ¯

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons why water quality controls will not
function as designed or which may cause the system to fail entirely. It is important to consider
who will be responsible for maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to
perform the maintenance properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included,
or is required to include, treatment control BMPs in project plans, the Permittee shall require
that the applicant provide verification of maintenance provisions through such means as may be
appropriate, including, but not limited to legal agreements, covenants, CEQA mitigation
requirements and/or Conditional Use Permits.

For all properties, this verification will include the developer’s signed statement, as part of its
project application, accepting responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the
property is transferred and, where applicable, a signed agreement from the public entity assuming
responsibility for structural BMP maintenance. This transfer of property must have conditions
requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for maintenance of any treatment control BMPs
to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that property, and will be the owner’s
responsibility. For residential properties where the treatment control BMPs are located within a
common area which will be maintained by a homeowner’s association, language regarding the
responsibility for maintenance must be included in the projects conditions, covenants and
restrictions (CC&R’s). Printed educational materials will be required to accompany the f’Lrst
deed transfer to highlight the existence of the requirement and to provide information on what
stormwater management facilities are present, signs that maintenance is needed, how the
necessary maintenance can be performed, and assistance that the Permittee can provide. It will
also encourage the transfer of this information with subsequent sale of the property.

If treatment control BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. Treatment control BMPs proposed for transfer must meet design
standards adopted by the public entity for the BMP installed and should be approved by the
County or other appropriate public agency prior to its installation.

Final Tentative Page 8 of 194-1.4..7December 7, 1999 ~ R0069884



~8869001d

................+ + a ........................................... ....~ --+--.+ a ~, .~ .................a io;Iuo~_~



9_~. PROVISIONS_ APPLICABLr~ TO INDIVIDUAL PRIORITY PROJECTI

A. 100~000 SQUARE FOOT COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENTS

1, PROPERLY DESIGN LOADING/UNLOADING DOCK AREAS ¯ : : :""" ~

Loading/tmloading dock areas have the potential for material spills to be quickly transported to
the storm water conveyance system. To minimize this potential, the following design criteria are
required:

¯ Cover loading dock areas or design drainage to minimize run-on and runoffof storm water¯
* Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks (truck wells) are prohibited.

2. PROPERLY DESIGN REPAH~MAI3NTENANCE BAYS . ~ ~/~ -:

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and gasoline from the repair/maintenance bays
can negatively impact storm water if allowed to come into contact with storm water runoff.
Therefore, design plans for repair bays must include the following:

¯ Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow storm water runon or
contact with storm water runoff.

¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all washwater, leaks and spills. Connect drains to a
sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the repair/maintenance bays to the storm drain system is
prohibited. If required by local jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit.

3. PROPERLY DESIGN VEHICLE/EQUIPMENT WASH AREAS~        ~ :~" ":..~ ~: ...... ~:~ "i

Vehicle/equipment washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease,
solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the storm water conveyance system. To alleviate
this problem, consider including in the project plans an area for washing/steam cleaning of
vehicles and equipment. If such an area is included in the site design, it must meet the following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other prea’eatment facility, and properly
connected to a sanitary sewer.

Final Tentative Page 10 of 1944-1-.7
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4. DESIGN STANDARDS FOR TREATMENT CONTROL BMPS - "

Treatment control BMPs selected for use at one of these proiects shall meet the design standards
of this Section unless specifically exempted.

a. Post-construction Treatment Control BMPs shall be designed to:

A. mitigate (infiltrate or treat) storm water runoff.from either:

1. an 85~ percentile 24-hour runoff event determined as the maximized capture storm water volume for the
area, from the formula recommended in Urban Runoff Oualitv Management, WEF Manual of Practice
No. 23/ASCE Manual of Practice No. 87, (1998), or

2. the volume of annual runoff based on unit basin storage water quality volume, to achieve 85 percent or
more volume treatment by the method recommended in California Stormwater Best Management
Practices Handbook - Industrial/Commercial, ( 1993)~ or

3. the volume ofrunoffproduced from a 0.50 inch storm event, prior to its discharge to a storm water
conveyance system, or

4. the volume ofrunoffproduced from a historical-record based reference 24-hour rainfall criterion for
"treatment" (0.75 inch average for the Los Angeles County area) that achieves approximately the same
reduction in pollutant loads achieved by the 85~ percentile 24-hour runoffevenL

AN._._~O

El. control peak flow discharge to provide stream channel and over bank flood protection, based
on flow design criteria selected by the local a~;encv.

The area of roofing surfaces may be excluded from the total area for calculation of rainfall or
runoff.volume to be treated provided:

a. the roofing materials will not be a source of pollutants of concern in storm water, and

b. storm water from the roofing surfaces is diverted directly to a storm water conveyance
system, and

c. roof based exhaust systems, vents, filters, and air pollution control devices will not
present a significant source of pollutants of concern in storm water, and

d. the storm water conveyance system does not directly discharge to a natural stream or
channel segment scheduled for restoration.
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B. RESTAURANTS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN EQUIPMENT/ACCESSORY WASH AREAS ....~ ~,,,

Outdoor equipment/accessory washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil
and grease, solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the storm water conveyance system.
To alleviate this problem, include in the project plans an area for the washing/steam cleaning of
equipment and accessories. This area must meet the following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, equipped with a grease trap, and properly connected to a sanitary sewer.
¯ If this wash area is to be located outdoors, it must be covered, paved, have secondary containment, and be

connected to the sanitary sewer.

C.RETAIL GASOLINE OUTLETS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN FUELING AREA ..~ .....-

Fuel~g ~e~ have ~e potenti~ to con~bute oil md grebe, solvents, c~ ba~e~ acid, coolmt
md g~ol~e to the sto~ water conveymce system. ~e project plms m~t include
follo~ng BMPs:

* Fuel dispensing areas should be covered with an overhanging roof structure or canopy. The canopy’s minimum
dimensions must be equal to or greater than the area within the grade break. The canopy must not drain onto
the fuel dispensing area, and the canopy downspouts must be routed to prevent drainage across the fueling area.

¯ Fuel dispensing areas must be paved with portland cement concrete (or equivalent smooth impervious surface),
and the use of asphalt concrete shall be prohibited,

¯ The fuel dispensing area must have a 2% to 4% slope to prevent ponding, and must be separated from the rest
of the site by a grade break that prevents run-on of storm water to the extent practicable.

¯ At a minimum, the concrete fuel dispensing area must extend 6.5 feet (2.0 meters) from the comer of each fuel
dispenser, or the length at which the hose and nozzle assembly may be operated plus 1 foot (0.3 meter),
whichever is less.

D. AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR SHOPS

L PROPERLY DESIGN FUELING AREA ’ ’ ~. " . :~

Fueling areas have the potential to contribute oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant
and gasoline to the storm water conveyance system. Therefore, design plans, which include
fueling areas, must contain the following:

¯ Fuel dispensing areas should be covered with an overhanging roof structure or canopy. The cover’s minimum
dimensions must be equal to or greater than the area within the grade break. The cover must not drain onto the
fuel dispensing area and the downspouts must be routed to prevent drainage across the fueling area.

R0069888
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¯ Fuel dispensing areas must be paved with portland cement concrete (or equivalent smooth impervious surface),
and the use of asphalt concrete shall be prohibited.

¯ The fuel dispensing area must have a 2% to 4% slope to prevent ponding, and must be separated from the rest
of the site by a grade break that prevents rim-on of storm Water.

¯ At a minimum, the concrete fuel dispensing area must extend 6.5 feet (2.0 meters) from the comer of each fuel
dispenser, or the length at which the hose and nozzle assembly may be operated plus I foot (0.3 meter),
whichever is less.

"                  DESIGN REPAIR/MAI~N’TE - ANCEN ¯ .i:~=
2: PROPERLY BAYS ~ ’ ~ ~ ~

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and gasoline from the repair/maintenance bays
can negatively impact storm water if allowed to come into contact with storm water runoff.
Therefore, design plans for repair bays must include the following:

¯ Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow storm water run-on or
contact with storm water runoff.

¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all washwater, leaks and spills. Connect drains to a
sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the repair/maintenance bays to the storm drain system is
prohibited. If required by local jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit.

3~ PROPERLY DESIGN VEHICLE/EQUIPMENT WASH AREAS

Vehicle/equipment washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease,
solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the storm water conveyance system. To alleviate
this problem, consider including in the project plans an area for washing/steam cleaning of
vehicles and equipment. If such an area is included in the site design, it must meet the following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment facility, and properly
connected to a sanitary sewer or to a permitted disposal facility.

4. PROPERLY DESIGN LOADING/UNLOADING DOCK AREAS

Loading/unloading dock areas have the potential for material spills to be quickly transported to
the storm water conveyance system. To minimize this potential, the following design criteria are
required:

¯ Cover loading dock areas or design drainage to minimize run-on and runoffof storm water.
¯ Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks (truck wells) are prohibited.

g-~ PARKING LOTS

1. DESIGN STANDARDS FOR TREATMENT CONTROL BMPS [
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Treatment control BMPs selected for use shall meet the design standards of this Section unless
specifically exempted.

b. Post-construction Treatment Control BMPs shall be designed to:

A. mitigate (infiltrate or treat) storm water runoff from either:

5. an 85’~ percentile 24-hour runoff event deterhained as the maximized capture storm water volume for the
area, from the formula recommended in Urban Runoff Qualitv Management, WEF Manual of Practice
No. 23/ ASCE Manual of Practice No. 87, (1998), or

6. the volume of annual runoff based on unit basin storage water quality volume, to achieve 85 percent or
more volume treatment by the method recommended in California Stormwater Best Management
Practices Handbook - Industrial/Commercial, (1993), or

7. the volume of runoff produced from a 0.50 inch storm event, prior to its discharge to a storm water
conveyance system, or

8. the volume ofrunoffproduced from a historical-record based reference 24-hour rainfall criterion for
"treatment" (0.75 inch average for the Los Angeles County area) that achieves approximately the same
reduction in pollutant loads achieved by the 85~ percentile 24-hour runoffevent~

B. control peak flow discharge to provide stream channel and over bank flood protection, based
on flow desiKn criteria selected by the local aqency.

The area of roofing surfaces may be excluded from the total area for calculation of rainfall or
runoff volume to be treated provided:

a. the roofing materials will not be a source of pollutants of concern in storm water, and

b. storm water from the roofing surfaces is diverted directly to a storm water conveyance,
system, and

c. roof based exhaust systems, vents, filters, and air pollution control devices will not
present a significant source of pollutants of concern in storm water, and

d. the storm water conveyance system does not directly discharge to a natural stream or
channel segment scheduled for restoration.
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11. WAIVER

A Permittee may, through adoption of an ordinance or code inc incorporating the treatment
requirements of the SUSMP, provide for a waiver from the requirement if impracticability for a
specific property can be established. Recognized situations of impracticability include (i)
extreme limitations of space for treatment on a redevelopment project, (ii) unfavorable or
unstable soil conditions at a site to attempt infiltration, and (iii) risk of ground water
contamination because an existing or potential underground source of drinking water is less than I
10 feet from the soil surface. Any other justification for impracticability must be separately
approved by the Regional Board Executive Officer before it becomes recognized and effective. A
waiver granted to any development or redevelopment project may be revoked by the Regional
Board Executive Off~cer for cause and with proper notice upon petition.

If a waiver is granted for impracticability, the Permittee may mast-require the project proponent I
to transfer the savings in cost, as determined by the Permittee, to a storm water mitigation fund to
be used to promote regional or alternative solutions for storm water pollution, as determined by
the Permit-tee. in

12. LIMITATION ON USE OF INFILTRATION BMPS

Three factors significantly influence the potential for storm water to contaminate ground water.

R0069891
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ōt.g~ relno.rqoA q$.rtI ao
l-e.ulsnpm, ql.t~ pale.toossm !ou ~ole~ tmols ~oj ~ls.u alq.t$.tlSaU sosod LlOA!ldumsaad emaoj!lmD
m. qldap laoj ual jo uo!lexedas aotrels.tp olqel aOlt~A~ V "uo!lem.mmuoo jo ~ls.u oql
aol:)ej e aq os~/~etu d]AIi] uo!lezlIt.Ju,t atO moa:j a[qel ~ale~puno~$ atO jo a3uels!p oql ’uo!lt.ppe uI

"(I’66 D Vd~t~D ’I KOIt6-~tlOO9/l,’d~t "ON ~aodag
’uo!ma41g’uI aalo,tttuaols lOUO!lUalUI-UON puv lVUO!lUalUI ruo.#" uo.twu!mmuoD aam,,tpunoaD
lO!lua~Od ’u! pau.mmoa s.t s~3!latud uop, tmlt.~! ~oj aatmp.m$ ptm suop, m.rt~.I jo uo!ssnas.tp V
u.uols jo luatmea.na~d £q paonp~ aq ,~t~tu ~al~A~ptmo.t$ jo uo.neu.rttmmoa jo ~is.u aq.L "lumnIlod jo
uot.lo~.g alqnlos ptre (!t.!) ’~algA~ U,UOlS U! oatmptmqg ~umnllod (!.0 ’Al!I!qom lUmnllod (!) a.m ,~ou,,L



I
SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1999) by Bay Area Stormwater Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) byCenter for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Clay~or and Thomas g. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different 410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (I 993) Watershed protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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TABLE 1 (Continued)

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Second Nature: Adapting LA’s Landscape for Tree People
Sustainable Living (1999) by Tree People 12601 Mullholland Drive

Beverly Hills, CA 90210
Detailed discussion of BMP designs presented to 818-753-4600 (?)
conserve water, improve water quality, and achieve
flood protection.
Florida Development Manual: A Guide to Sound Florida Department of the Environment 2600 Blairstone
Land and Water Management (1988 Road, Mail Station 3570

Tallahassee, FL 32399 850-921-9472
Presents detailed guidance for designing BMPs

Stormwater Management in Washington State Department of Printing
(1999) Vols. 1-5 State of Washington Department of Ecology

P.O. Box 798
Presents detailed guidance on BMP design for new Olympia, WA 98507-0798
development and construction. 360-407-7529

Maryland Stormwater Design Manual (1999) Maryland Department of the Environment
2500 Broening Highway

Presents guidance for designing storm water BMPs. Baltimore, MD 21224
410-631-3000

Guidance Specifying Management Measures for National Technical Information Service U.S.
Sources of Nonpoint Pollution in Coastal Waters Department of Commerce
(1993) Report No. EPA-840-B-92-002. Springfield, VA 22161

800-553-6847
Provides an overview of, planning and design
considerations, programmatic and regulatory aspects,
maintenance considerations, and costs.

Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbook: PlanningCalifornia Department of Transportation
and Design Staff Guide (Best Management PracticesP.O. Box 942874
Ha nd books (1998) Sacramento, CA 94274-000

916-653-2975
Presents guidance for design of storm water BMPs

R0069894
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TABLE 2: Example Best Management Practices (BMPs)
The following are examples of BMPs that can be used for minimizing the introduction of
pollutants of concern that may result in significant impacts, generated from site runoff to the
storm water conveyance system. (See Table 1: Suggested Resources for additional sources of
information):

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewalks and streets.
However, sidewalk widths must still comply with regulations for the Americans with Disabilities Act and other
life safety requirements.

¯ Design residential streets for the minimum required pavement widths needed to comply with all zoning and
applicable ordinances to support travel lanes; on-street parking; emergency, maintenance, and service vehicle
access; sidewalks; and vegetated open channels.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to minimize the number of residential street cul-de-sacs and
incorporate landscaped areas to reduce their impervious cover. The radius of cul-de-sacs should be the
minimum required to accommodate emergency and maintenance vehicles. Alternative tumarounds should be
considered.

¯ Use permeable materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or interior roadway surfaces (examples:
hybrid lots, parking groves, permeable overflow parking, etc.).

¯ Use open space development that incorporates smaller lot sizes.
¯ Reduce building density.
* Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce overall lot imperviousness by promoting

alternative driveway surfaces and shared driveways that connect two or more homes together.
¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce the overall imperviousness associated with parking

lots by providing compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions, incorporating efficient parking lanes, and
using pervious materials in spillover parking areas.

¯ Direct rooftop nmoffto pervious areas such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas, and avoid routing
rooftop runoffto the roadway or the storm water conveyance system.

¯ Vegetated swales and strips
¯ Extended/dry detention basins
¯ Infiltration basin
¯ Infiltration wenches
¯ ¯ Wet ponds
¯ Constructed wetlands
¯ * Oil/Water separators
¯ ¯ Catch basin inserts
¯ ¯ Continuous flow deflection/separation systems
¯ * Storm drain inserts
¯ Media filtration
¯ ¯ Bioretention facility
¯ Dry-wells
¯ Cisterns "
¯ ¯ Foundation planting
¯ Catch basin screens
¯ Normal flow storage/separation systems
¯ Clarifiers
¯ Filtration systems
¯ Primary waste water treatment systems’
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Executive Advisory Commk ee
Stormwa er Program- LOs Angeles Counw

December 22, 1999

Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson
California Regional Water Quality
Control Board - Los Angeles Region

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

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

STANDARD URBAN STORMWATER MITIGATION PLANS

On behalf of the Los Angeles County Permittees, the Executive Advisory Committee (EAC)
has reviewed the proposed Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) prepared
by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) to be
incorporated in the Los Angeles County Municipal Stormwater and Urban Runoff National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit (The Permit). In accordance with
the conditions of the Permit, the Permittees submitted model SUSMPs for your review and
approval. In the event our submittal does not meet with your approval, the Permit requires
that you ask for a resubmittai. Your unilateral rewriting of the SUSMPs is very surprising.
We disagree that you have the legal authority under the Permit to unilaterally require the
implementation of an alternative SUSMP.

Given that there are substantial differences between the Model SUSMP submitted by the
Permittees and what the Regional Board desires, we appreciate your efforts to draft an
alternative SUSMP. In reviewing your proposal, we believe that many of your suggestions
are acceptable and could be incorporated in a SUSMP that the Permittees would be willing
to resubmit for Board approval. To assist in developing a SUSMP that is acceptable to all
parties, we are offering comments to your proposed SUSMP. Our suggested changes are
consistent with the Regional Board’s desires and serve to cladfy and facilitate
implementation of the SUSMP consistent with the Permit requirements. The ;ollowing is
a discussion of our suggested changes:
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Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson
December 22, 1999
Page 2

SUSMP Categories

We agree with your approach to combine the two (10-99 and 100+ home) subdivision
categories, but we do not agree with adding the two additional categories of
environmentally sensitive areas and parking lots to the SUSMPs. These two categories
are project characteristics and not project types. The seven priodty project types are
specifically mentioned in the NPDES Permit as requiring SUSMPs and were, therefore,
included in the Development Planning Model Program (Model Program) in Part A of the
Model Planning Priority/Exempt Checklist (Checklist).

Part B of the Checklist identifies characteristics that also determine a pdority i~roject.
Part B includes, but is not limited to, project locations adjoining, bisected by, or directly
discharging to a designated environmentally sensitive area, dparian corridor or wetland
and parking lots with greater than 200 parking spaces for any office, commercial or
industrial use. Since these two categories are already required in the Model Program to
incorporate appropriate BMPs, we recommend the removal of the two additional categories
from the SUSMP. Also, adding these categories would encompass a lot more project
types for which the originally prepared SUSMPs were not intended to address and may not
be appropriate.

Definitions

Hillside: We agree that the previous definition of hillside did not provide a consistent
understanding throughout the County, but the current definition of hillside would render

¯ almost all development as being on a hillside which was not the intent of the program. We
recommend changing the definition to read "property located in an area with known erosive
soil conditions, where the development contemplates grading on any natural slope that is
25 percent or greater."

R0069897



Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson
December 22, 1999
Page 3

Environmentally Sensitive Area: The definition of "Environmentally Sensitive Area" is
ovedy broad, to the point that stormwater discharges from virtually any development in
Los Angeles County could be construed as discharging to an environmentally sensitive
area. This is inconsistent with the intent to provide special protection for areas of special
biological significance. Alternatively, we propose that for the purpose of identifying pdodty
projects, "Environmentally Sensitive Areas" be defined as those that "adjoin, bisect, or
directly discharge to the Significant Ecological Areas identified by Los Angeles County and
any other areas of environmental significance as defined by the municipalities."

Redevelopment: Your proposed definition of redevelopment would require extremely
minor projects, such as a hillside residence adding a room, to have the entire site come
into compliance with stormwater regulations. This would not only place a financial burden
on private citizens, but would require additional resources from the Permittees to
implement this requirement. All other Federal and local regulations, such as the American
Disabilities Act, contain thresholds before requiring full compliance. We recommend
defining redevelopment as "the addition, to an already developed site, of 50 percent or
more impervious area or improvements to 50 percent or more of the existing improvements
on the site." We also recommend excluding hillside single family residences from this
definition.

Sections 6 and 7 of the General Requirements

Section 6 covers the proper design of outdoor material storage areas and Section 7 covers
the proper design of trash storage areas. Both of these sections are written as
~’equirements that apply to all SUSMP categories. We recommend that individual
single-family residences be exempt from this requirement.

Section 9 of the General Requirements

Section 9 covere design standards for Treatment Control BMPs. We contend that there
are too many questions that need to be answered before a legally, economically, and
technically feasible standard can be imposed on every Permittee’s development planning
programs: These questions involve the following: 1) how to implement the standard
without having hydrologic data corresponding to the types of storms that are being
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Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson
December 22, 1999
Page 4

targeted, 2) what are the pollutants of concern for different types of development, and
which BMPs are effective for these pollutants of concern, 3) if regional BMPs would be
more effective than site specific BMPs, and 4) can we effectively influence routine
maintenance of these BMPs. In order to develop answers to these questions, we support
a voluntary standard in the SUSMPs. Los Angeles County and the Cities of Santa Monica
and Calabasas are already implementing similar standards. We should assess these
programs over the next two years and use the information to develop requirements for the
next Municipal NPDES Permit. These requirements will then include technically
defensible, economically feasible alternatives to provide water quality improvements that
address pollutants of concern from new development and redevelopment in Los Angeles
County.

Roofinq Surface Exclusion

Part D disallows excluding the area of the roofing surface from the total area for calculation
of rainfall or runoff volume to be treated if the storm water conveyance system directly or
indirectly discharges to a natural stream or unlined channel or channel segment scheduled
for restoration. We agree with your approach to include an exclusion for roofing surfaces.
However, the terms "indirectly discharge" and "unlined channel" in Part D of this section
could be interpreted to prevent almost all projects from meeting the exclusion cdteda. We
suggest changing the wording of Part D to read, "the storm water conveyance system does
not directly discharge to a natural stream or channel segment scheduled for restoration."

Alternative Certification for Storm Water Treatment Mitiqation

We agree with your approach to include this section in the SUSMP, but we feel that the
certification should be required to be signed by a Civil Engineer or Architect registered in
the State of California. This would provide assurance that the selection and design of the
BMPs was conducted with technical expertise (State law precludes an Architect or
Engineer from working outside their area of expertise). This would also provide recourse
for negligent designs. Your wording would seem to allow an individual whose only
"expertise" was taking a recognized class or seminar to design BMPs. This would, in many
cases, violate State registration requirements and conversely, usurp the State Registration
Board’s authority over the practice of Architecture and Engineering.
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We trust that you will find these suggestions satisfactory. If you believe that additional
discussions are warranted, please let us know. We are prepared to meet and discuss
these further. We look forward to working with you in developing a SUSMP the Permittees
can resubmit to the Regional Board which will meet with the Board’s approval.

Very truly yours,

-----’-~esi Alvarez
Chairman ’ - ¯

Executive Advisory Committee

GH:kk
P:~...\U NITI~IASKY~) EVPLAN~_ACLE’r’FER2A.W PD

cc: All Permittees
City of Long Beach
CRWQCB (David Nahai)
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Executive Advisorv Committee
Stormwatcr Program- LOs Angeles Counw

December 22, 1999

Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson
California Regional Water Quality

Control Board - Los Angeles Region
320 West 4t" Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013-1105

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

STANDARD URBAN STORMWATER MITIGATION PLANS

On behalf of the Los Angeles County Permittees, the Executive Advisory Committee (EAC)
has reviewed the proposed Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) prepared
by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) to be
incorporated in the Los Angeles County Municipal Stormwater and Urban Runoff National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit (The Permit). In accordance with
the conditions of the Permit, the Permittees submitted model SUSMPs for your review and
approval. In the event our submittal does not meet with your approval, the Permit requires
that you ask for a resubmittal. Your unilateral rewriting of the SUSMPs is very surprising.
We disagree that you have the legal authority under the Permit to unilaterally require the
implementation of an alternative SUSMP.

Given that there are substantial differences between the Model SUSMP submitted by the
Permittees and what the Regional Board desires, we appreciate your efforts to draft an
alternative SUSMP. In reviewing your proposal, we believe that many of your suggestions
are acceptable and could be incorporated in a SUSMP that the Permittees would be willing
to resubmit for Board approval. To assist in developing a SUSMP that is acceptable to all
parties, we are offering comments to your proposed SUSMP. Our suggested changes are
consistent with the Regional Board’s desires and serve to clarify and facilitate
implementation of the SUSMP consistent with the Permit requirements. The following is
a discussion of our suggested changes:

R0069901



Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson
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SUSMP Cateqories

We agree with your approach to combine the two (10-99 and 100+ home) subdivision
categories, but we do not agree with adding the two additional categories of
environmentally sensitive areas and parking lots to the SUSMPs. These two categories
are project characteristics and not project types. The seven priority project types are
specifically mentioned in the NPDES Permit as requiring SUSMPs and were, therefore,
included in the Development Planning Model Program (Model Program) in Part A of the
Model Planning Priority/Exempt Checklist (Checklist).

Part B of the Checklist identifies characteristics that also determine a pdority project.
Part B includes, but is not limited to, project locations adjoining, bisected by, or directly
discharging to a designated environmentally sensitive area, dparian corddor or wetland
and parking lots with greater than 200 parking spaces for any office, commercial or
industrial use. Since these two categories are already required in the Model Program to
incorporate appropriate BMPs, we recommend the removal of the two additional categories
from the SUSMP. Also, adding these categories would encompass a lot more project
types for which the originally prepared SUSMPs were not intended to address and may not
be appropriate.

Definitions

Hillside: We agree that the previous definition of hillside did not provide a consistent
understanding throughout the County, but the current definition of hillside would render

¯ almost all development as being on a hillside which was not the intent of the program. We
recommend changing the definition to read "property located in an area with known erosive
soil conditions, where the development contemplates grading on any natural slope that is
25 percent or greater."
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Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson
December 22, 1999
Page 3

Environmentally Sensitive Area: The definition of "Environmentally Sensitive Area" is
overly broad, to the point that stormwater discharges from virtually any development in
Los Angeles County could be construed as discharging to an environmentally sensitive
area. This is inconsistent with the intent to provide special protection for areas of special
biological significance. Alternatively, we propose that for the purpose of identifying pdodty
projects, "Environmentally Sensitive Areas" be defined as those that "adjoin, bisect, or
directly discharge to the Significant Ecological Areas identified by Los Angeles County and
any other areas of envirunmental significance as defined by the municipalities."

Redevelopment: Your proposed definition of redevelopment would require extremely
minor projects, such as a hillside residence adding a room, to have the entire site come
into compliance with stormwater regulations. This would not only place a financial burden
on private citizens, but would require additional resources from the Permittees to
implement this requirement. All other Federal and local regulations, such as the Amedcan
Disabilities Act, contain thresholds before requiring full compliance. We recommend
defining redevelopment as "the addition, to an already developed site, of 50 percent or
more impervious area or improvements to 50 percent or more of the existing improvements
on the site." We also recommend excluding hillside single family residences from this
definition.

Sections 6 and 7 of the General Requirements

Section 6 covers the proper design of outdoor material storage areas and Section 7 covers
the proper design of trash storage areas. Both of these sections are wdtten as
,-equirements that apply to all SUSMP categories. We recommend that individual
single-family residences be exempt from this requirement.

Section 9 of the General Requirements

Section 9 covers design standards for Treatment Control BMPs. We contend that there
are too many questions that need to be answered before a legally, economically, and
technically feasible standard can be imposed on every Permittee’s development planning
programs: These questions involve the following: 1 ) how to implement the standard
without having hydrologic data corresponding to the types of storms that are being
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Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson
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targeted, 2) what are the pollutants of concern for different types of development, and
which BMPs are effective for these pollutants of concern, 3) if regional BMPs would be
more effective than site specific BMPs, and 4) can we effectively influence routine
maintenance of these BMPs. In order to develop answers to these questions, we support
a voluntary standard in the SUSMPs. Los Angeles County and the Cities of Santa Monica
and Calabasas are already implementing similar standards. We should assess these
programs over the next two years and use the information to develop requirements for the
next Municipal NPDES Permit. These requirements will then include technically
defensible, economically feasible alternatives to provide water quality improvements that
address pollutants of concern from new development and redevelopment in Los Angeles
County.

Roofinq Surface Exclusion

Part D disallows excluding the area of the roofing surface from the total area for calculation
of rainfall or runoff volume to be treated if the storm water conveyance system directly or
indirectly discharges to a natural stream or unlined channel or channel segment scheduled
for restoration. We agree with your approach to include an exclusion for roofing surfaces.
However, the terms "indirectly discharge" and "unlined channel" in Part D of this section
could be interpreted to prevent almost all projects from meeting the exclusion cdteda. We
suggest changing the wording of Part D to read, "the storm water conveyance system does
not directly discharge to a natural stream or channel segment scheduled for restoration."

Alternative Certification for Storm Water Treatment Miticjation

We agree with your approach to include this section in the SUSMP, but we feel that the
certification should be required to be signed by a Civil Engineer or ~.rohitect registered in
the State of California. This would provide assurance that the selection and design of the
BMPs was conducted with technical expertise (State law precludes an Architect or
Engineer from working outside their area of expertise). This would also provide recourse
for negligent designs. Your wording would seem to allow an individual whose only
"expertise" was taking a recognized class or seminar to design BMPs. This would, in many
cases, violate State registration requirements and conversely, usurp the State Registration
Board’s authority over the practice of Architecture and Engineering.
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We trust that you will find these suggestions satisfactory. If you believe that additional
discussions are warranted, please let us know. We are prepared to meet and discuss
these further. We look forward to working with you in developing a SUSMP the Permittees
can resubmit to the Regional Board which will meet with the Board’s approval.

Very truly yours,

---’"~esi Alvarez
Chairman ’
Executive Advisory Committee

GH:kk
P :~ ..\UNIT I~PIASKY~D EVP~CLE’r’FER2.A.WPD

cc: All Permittees
City of Long Beach
CRWQCB (David Nahai)
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Executive Advisory Committee
Stormwater Program- Los Angeles County

December 16, 1999 ~.i ¯ ~

Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson , ._., !~
Executive Officer . ,~
California Regional Water Quality Control Board °
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013-1105

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

PROPOSED STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

The Los Angeles County Municipal NPDES Permit Executive Advisory Committee (EAC)
is in the process of preparing comments on the subject plan for the upcoming January 6,
2000 Regional Board Meeting. As suggested in your letter dated December 7, 1999, the
EAC is consolidating its comments and is requesting specified presentation times for each
of our three speakers. The speakers and time requested is as follows:

Desi Alvarez - 15 minutes
Richard Montevideo - 15 minutes
Robert Collacott - 20 minutes

As you are aware, the EAC has spent significant time and effort developing a Standard
Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan which complies with our NPDES Permit, all applicable
State and Federal requirements, and can be implemented in all the various cities we
represent. We feel we need the time requested to adequately present to the Board our
thoughts on this very important issue.

Sincerely,

Desi Alvarez
EAC Chairman

ES:cr\UN IT2\CRIOS~EAC~DES I- I --JANUARY.WPD
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Dear Mr. Dickerson:

PROPOSED STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

The Los Angeles County Municipal NPDES Permit Executive Advisory Committee (EAC)
is in the process of preparing comments on the subject plan for the upcoming January 6, 2000
Regional Board Meeting. As suggested in your letter dated December 7, 1999, the EAC is
consolidating its comments and is requesting specified presentation times for each of our
three speakers. The speakers and time requested is as follows:

Desi Alvarez - 15 minutes
Richard Montevideo - 15 minutes
Robert Collacott - 20 minutes

As you are aware, the EAC has spent significant time and effort developing a Standard Urban
Storm Water Mitigation Plan which complies with our NPDES Permit, all applicable State
and Federal requirements, and can be implemented in all the various cities we represent. We
feel we need the time requested to adequately present to the Board our thoughts on this very
important issue.

Sincerely,

Desi Alvarez
EAC Chairman

ES :�~UNIT2\CRIO$ ’~_.AC~)ES1-1 --JANUARY.WPD
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Executive Advisory Committee
Stormwater Program- Los Angeles County

August 31, 1999

Dr. Xavier Swamikannu
California Regional Water Quality
Control Board- Los Angeles Region

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

Dear Mr. Swamikannu:

STANDARD URBAN STORMWATER MITIGATION PLANS

The Executive Advisory Committee (EAC) for the Los Angeles County National Pollutant
Discharges Elimination System (NPDES) Permit wishes to express its opposition to the
inclusion of a numerical standard in the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans
(SUSMPs). We offer the following as reasoning for this opposition:

1. There is insufficient information about the levels of relevant pollutants in the
receiving waters to justify and require the additional expense of the
Treatment Control Best Management Practices (BMPs) necessary to
address numerical standards.

2. There is insufficient stormwater monitoring data available to demonstrate that
the types of activities regulated by these SUSMPs are actually causing a
negative impact to the receiving water.

3. Applying numerical standards to the approved Treatment Control BMPs
constitute another requirement without an in-depth analysis of its cost
implications to the public and agencies. There is insufficient numerical data
regarding the effectiveness of the approved BMPs in order to determine
which aM-how many BMPs will be required to achieve numencaJ standards.
We believe an economic analysis would be imperative prior to requiring
these numerical standards.

4. A set numerical standard which may be applicable for certain developments
in one area may not be applicable for a similar development in another area.

The imposition of numeric limits and costs to the public that will result from these limits
without supporting information is poor public policy. The Regional Water Quality Control
Board, the County of Los Angeles and the 84 cities that are party to the NPDES Permit
exist to serve and to protect the health, safety and well being of the same public. We need
to work together to gather and analyze the information that is needed to implement efficient
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Dr. Xavier Swamikannu
August31,1999
Page 2

and cost effective programs to improve water quality on their behalf. The structure of the
current NPDES Permit is a testimony to the recognition of this issue by the Regional Board
and the County and cities. The NPDES Permit requires the implementation of BMPs that
can be implemented and defended because they are based on making a "best effort" and
they do not cost the public an exorbitant amount of money. The inclusion of limits in the
SUSMPs changes the intent of the NPDES Permit and erodes the ability of cities to defend
and implement permit requirements.

If you have any questions, please call me at (562) 904-7102.

Chairman
Executive Advisory Committee

GH:ma
P:\...\UNITI~PIASKY~D EVPLAN~EACLETTERWPD

cc: All Permittees
City of Long Beach
CRWQCB (David Nahai)
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY URBAN RUNOFF AND STORM WATER NPDES PERMIT

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

BACKGROUND
The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, requires the development and
implementation of a program addressing storm water pollution issues in development planning
for private projects. The same requirements are applicable to the City of Long Beach under its
separate municipal storm water permit, which was issued on June 30, 1999.

The requirement to implement a program for development planning is based on, federal~and state
statutes including: Section 402 (p) of the Clean Water Act, Section 6217 of the Coastal Zone
Act Reauthorization Amendments of 1990 ("CZARA"), and the California Water Code. The
Clean Water Act amendments of 1987 established a framework for regulating storm water
discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under the NPDES program.
The primary objectives of the municipal storm water program requirements are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and
¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from storm water conveyance systems to the Maximum Extent Practicable.

The Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
municipal storm water program to address storm water pollution from new Development and tC:t
Redevelopment by the private sector. This SUSMP contains a list of the minimum required Best
Management Practices (BMPs) that must be used for a designated project. Additional BMPs
may be required by ordinance or code adopted by the Permit-tee and applied generally or on a ~
case by case basis. This SUSMP applies to projects that are Priority Projects (Discretionary
Projects) as defined by the NPDES Permit. The Permittees are required to use this SUSMP to
develop their own citywide SUSMP. v~ .... 1 ......... ¯ ; ....... ¯ ....... ~.,= err�rinD ~"

a by "~= ~rr~xn~ requirements. Urb~ Sto~ Water Mitigation
Plus (USMPs) will be required for specific Pfiofi~ Projects when SUSMPs ~e not appropriate
~or adequate for the specific project in review. ~e respective SUSMP or the site-specific
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USMP will need to be incorporated into the proiect design prior to the issuance of any grading or
building permits.

Discretionary projects, that tall into one of seven categories are identified in the NPDES Permit
as requiring SUSMPs. These categories are:

Single-Family Hillside Residences
100,000 Square Foot Commercial Developments
Automotive Repair Shops
Retail Gasoline Outlets
Restaurants
Home Subdivisions with >10 housing units*

* (Note: this category is two separate categories in the NPDES Permit)

The Regional Board Executive Officer has designated two additional categories subject to
SUSMP requirements. These categories are:

Location adjacent to or discharging to an environmentally sensitive area, and
Commercial stand-alone pP-arking lot 5,999 _~qu~e feet er mere or with ~.200 (number still in debate with
RWQCB) or more parking spaces and potentially exposed to storm water runoff

DEFINITIONS                                                    .~,
"Greater than (>) 9 unit home subdivision" means"any subdivision being developed for 10 or
more 10 single-family or multi-family dwelling units.

"100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development" means Developments based on total
impermeable area, including parking areas, as opposed to lot size or building footprint.

"Retail Gasoline Outlet" means a facility primarily engaged in selling gasoline and lubricating
oils. These establishments frequently sell other merchandise, such as tires, batteries, and
automobile parts. Frequently, these establishments also perform minor automotive repair work.
Gasoline stations combined with other activities, such as grocery stores, convenience stores, or
car wash facilities, are classified according to the primary activity.

"Hillside" means property located in an area with known erosive soil conditions, where the
development contemplates’ grading’bn any natural slope o",q ,,r~, ...... n; ..... ,o~,,,~, .... ,t ,~

~___. that is 25 percent or greater.

"Automotive Repair Shop" means a facility that is categorized in any one of the following
Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codes: 5013, 5014, 5541, 7532-7534, or 7536-7539.
Exceptions do apply for SIC codes 5013, 5014, and 5541. For SIC code 5013, if the business
has no outside storage of any recycled oil or other hazardous substances, it is not included. For
SIC code 5014, if the business does not engage in any repair work, it is not included. For SIC
code 5541, if the business does not engage in any onsite repair work, it is not included.
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’Restaurant’" means a facility that sells prepared foods and drinks for consumption, including
stationary, lunch counters and refreshment stands selling prepared foods and drinks for immediate
consumption. {SIC code 5812)

"’Parking Lot" means land area or thcility for the parking of commercial or business or private
motor vehicles.

"’Environmentally Sensitive Area" means an area adjoining, bisecting ~o    ~.-
the Significant Ecologocial Areas identified by Los Angeles County an’n ~V other areas ~of
environmental significance as defined by the municipalities. "~=o;-,-"*~,~

"Best Management Practice (BMP)" means any program, technology, process, siting criteria,
operational methods or measures, or engineered systems, which when implemented prevent,
control, remove, or reduce pollution.

"Source Control BMP" means any schedules of activities, prohibitions of practices, maintenance
procedures,, managerial practices or operational practices that aim to prevent storm water
pollution by reducing the potential for contamination at the source of pollution.

"Treatment Control BMP" means any engineered system designed to remove pollutants by
simple gravity settling of particulate pollutants, filtration, biological uptake, media adsorption or
any other physical, biological, or chemical process.

"Structural BMP" means any structural facility designed and constructed to mitigate the adverse
impacts of storm water and urban runoff pollution (e.g. canopy, structural enclosure). The
category may include both treatment control BMPs and source control BMPs.

"Treatment" means the application of engineered systems that use physical, chemical, or
biological processes to remove pollutants. Such processes include, but are not limited to,
filtration, gravity settling, media adsorption, biodegradation, biological uptake, chemical
oxidation and UV radiation.

Infiltration means the downward entry of water into the surface of the soil.

"Directly Connected Impervious Area (DCIA)" means the area covered by pavement, building
and other impervious surfaces which drain directly into the storm drain without first flowing
across pervious areas (e.g. lawns).

"New Dev.elopment" means land disturbing activities; structural development, including
construction or installation of a building or structure, creation of impervious surfaces; and land
subdivision.
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Redevelopment" means the addition, to an already developed site. of 50 percent or more)
impervious area or improvements to 50 percent or more of the existing improvements on the site.
Hillside single family residences are exempt from this definition., ~_,-. a_’-_ a!r~_ady de:,_~!~_~_ site,

’~Discretionary Project" means a project which requires the exercise of judgement or deliberation
when the public agency or public body decides to approve or disapprove a particular activity, as
distinguished from situations where the public agency or body merely has to determine whether
there has been conformity with applicable statutes, ordinances, or regulations.

CONFLICTS WITH LOCAL PRACTICES
Where provisions of the SUSMP requirements conflict with established local codes , (e.g.,
specific language of signage used on storm drain stenciling), the Permittee may continue the
local practice and modify the SUSMPs contained herein to be consistent with the code, except
where those practices would defeator circumvent the intent of the SUSMP requirements.

SUSMP PROVISIONS APPLICABLE TO ALL CATEGORIES

REQUIREMENTS

1. PEAK STORM WATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed estimated pre-
development levels for developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate may
result in a foreseeable increased potential for downstream erosion.

2. CONSERVE NATURAL AREAS

If applicable, the following items are required and must be implemented in the site layout during
the subdivision design and approval process, consistent with applicable General Plan and Local
Area Plan policies:

¯ Every effort shall be made to concentrate or cluster development on portions of a site while leaving the
remaining land in a natural undisturbed condition.

¯ Limit clearing and grading of native vegetation at a site to the minimum amount needed to build lots, allow
access, and provide fire protection.

¯ Maximize trees and other vegetation at each site by planting additional vegetation, clustering tree areas, and
promoting the use of native and/or drought tolerant plants. Wherever practical, promote natural vegetation by
using parking lot islands and other landscaped areas.

¯ Preserve riparian areas and wetlands.
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3. MINIMIZE STORM WATER POLLUTANTS OF CONCERN

Storm water runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids,
metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the stormwater conveyance system. The
development must be designed so as to minimize, to the maximum extent practicable , the
introduction of pollutants of concern that may result in significant impacts, generated from site
runoff of directly connected impervious areas (DCIA), to the storm water conveyance system as
approved by the building official. Pollutants of concern, as defined by the Permit, consist of any
pollutants that exhibit one or more of the following characteristics: current loadings or historic
deposits of the pollutant are impacting the beneficial uses of a receiving water, elevated levels of
the pollutant are found in sediments of a receiving water and/or have the potential to
bioaccumulate in organisms therein, or the detectable inputs of the pollutant are at a level high
enough to be considered potentially toxic to humans and/or flora and fauna.

In meeting this specific requirement, "minimization of the pollutants of concern" will require the
incorporation of a BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of
pollutant loadings in that runoff to the Maximum Extent Practicable. Those BMPs best suited
for that purpose are those listed in the California Storm Water Best Management Practices
Handbooks; Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbook. Planning and Design Staff Guide;
Manual for Storm Water Management ,in Washington State; The Maryland Stormwater Design..
Manual; Florida Development Manual: A Guide to Sound Land and Water Management; and
Guidance Specifying Management Measures for Sources of Nonpoint Pollution in Coastal
Waters , USEPA Report No. EPA-840-B-92-002, as "likely to have significant impact"
beneficial to water quality for targeted pollutants that are of concern at the site in question.,
However, it is possible that a combination of BMPs not so designated may, in a particular
circumstance, be best suited to maximize the reduction of the pollutants.

Examples of BMPs that can be used for minimizing the introduction of pollutants of concern
generated from site runoff are identified in Table 2. Any BMP not specifically approved by the
Regional Board in Resolution No. 99-03, "Approving Best Management Practices for Municipal
Storm Water and Urban Runoff Programs in Los Angeles County", for development planning
may be used if they have been recommended in one of the above references.

4. PROTECT SLOPES AND CHANNELS

If applicable, project plans must include BMPs consistent with local codes and ordinances to
decrease the potential of slopes, and/or channels from eroding and impacting storm water runoff:

¯ Convey .runoff safely from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.
¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.
¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.
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Install energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of ne~v storm drains, culverts, conduits, or channels that
enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable specifications to minimize erosion, with the approval of
all agencies with jurisdiction, e.g., the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the California Department of Fish
and Game

5. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.
¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the project area must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such

as: "NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal dumping.
¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be posted at public

access points along channels and creeks within the project area.
¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

6. PROPERLY DESIGN OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

Outdoor material storage areas refer to storage areas or storage facilities solely for the storage of
materials.
Improper storage of materials outdoors may provide an opportunity for toxic compounds, oil and
grease, heavy metals, nutrients, suspended solids, and other pollutants to enter the stormwater
conveyance system. Where proposed project plans include outdoor areas for storage of materials
that may contribute pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the following structural
BMPs are required: (Individual single-family residences are exempt from these requirements)

¯ Areas where materials are to be stored must be: (1) placed in an enclosure such as, but not limited to, a cabinet,
shed, or similar structure that prevents contact with runoffor spillage to the storm water conveyance system; or
(2) protected by secondary containment structures such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.
¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of stormwater within the

secondary containment area.

7. PROPERLY DESIGN TRASH STORAGE AREAS

A trash storage area refers to an area where a trash receptacle or receptacles are located for use as
a repository for solid wastes.
Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All trash container areas must meet the following structural
BMP requirements: (Individual single-family residences are exempt from these requirements)
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¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around the area(s).
¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

8. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons why water quality controls will not
function as designed or which may cause the system to fail entirely. It is important to consider
who will be responsible for maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to
perform the maintenance properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included,
or is required to include, treatment control BMPs in project plans, the Permittee shall require
that the applicant provide verification of maintenance provisions through such means as may be
appropriate, including, but not limited to legal agreements, covenants, CEQA mitigation
requirements andJor Conditional Use Permits.

For all properties, this verification will include the developer’s signed statement, as part of its
project application, accepting responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the
property is transferred and, where applicable, a signed agreement from the public entity assuming
responsibility for structural BMP maintenance. This transfer of property must hav, e conditions
requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for maintenance of any treatment control BMPs
to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that property, and will be the’. owner’s
responsibility. For residential properties where the treatment control BMPs are located within a
common area which will be maintained by a homeowner’s association, language regarding the
responsibility for maintenance must be included in the projects conditions, covenants and
restrictions (CC&R’s). Printed educational materials will be required to accompany the first
deed transfer to highlight the existence of the requirement and to provide information on what
stormwater management facilities ~e present, signs that maintenance is needed, how the
necessary maintenance can be performed, and assistance that the Permittee can provide. It will
also encourage the transfer of this information with subsequent sale of the property.

If treatment control BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. Treatment control BMPs proposed for transfer must meet design
standards adopted by the public entity for the BMP installed and should be approved by the
County or other appropriate public agency prior to its installation.

9. DESIGN STANDARDS FOR TREATMENT CONTROL BMPS

(One of these options needs to be selected prior to resubmittal of this SUSMP to the RWQCB)

OPTION 1 : This section is deleted from being applicable to all categories and is added so that it is applicable to
only Parking Lots and 100,000 Square Foot Commercial. Industrial and Manufacturing Development;

OPTION 2: The section is left as-is (applicable to all categories), but has an implementation date of July 1,2001.
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Treatment control BMPs selected for use at any project covered by this SUSMP shall meet the
design standards of this Section unless specifically exempted.

a. Post-construction Treatment Control BMPs shall be designed to:

A. mitigate (infiltrate or treat) storm water runoff from either:

1.__an ezcE      . .... ............. �� ......... ,- +- .......... +-,~ !.-.c!,_,~_!.,,.g +h= 85,h percentile 24-hour runoff event determined as the
maximized capture storm water volume for the area, from the formula recommended in Urban Runoff
Quali.ty Management, WEF Manual of Practice No. 23/ASCE Manual of Practice No. 87, (1998), or

2. the volume of annual runoff based on unit basin storage water quality volume, to achieve 85 percent or
more volume treatment by the method recommended in California Stormwater Best Management
Practices Handbook - Industrial/Commercial, (1993), or

3. the volume of runoff produced from a 0.75 inch ezc~ ~_.".d e’.’e~,’ storm event up to z.-.d !rc!’_’d!ng 0.75
!eck of r~_!efz!!, prior to its discharge to a storm water conveyance system, or

4. the volume of runoff produced from e~c.". ~_.-.d e;’e.~’ _~tc..-rr.. e:,em, u~ to z.".5 !.-.c!ud!ng a historical-record
based reference 24-hour rainfall criterion for "treatment" (0.75 inch average for the Los Angeles County
area) that achieves approximately the same reduction in pollutant loads achieved by the 854 percentile
24-hour runoff event,

control peak flow disdharge to provide stream channel and over bank flood protection, based
on flow design criteria selected by the local agency.

The area of roofing surfaces may be excluded from the total area for calculation of rainfall or
runoff volume to be treated provided:

a. the roofing materials will not be a source of pollutants of concern in storm water, and

b. storm water from the roofing surfaces is diverted directly to a storm water conveyance
system, and

c. roof based exhaust systems, vents, filters, and air pollution control devices will not
present a significant source of pollutants of concern in storm water, and

d. the storm water conveyance system does not directly ~ischarge to a natural
stream cr ,_’n!’.’nea_ chz_-_-_e! or channel segment scheduled for restoration.

Exclusions

Restaurants, where the land area for development or redevelopment is less than 5,000 square
feet, are excluded from the requirements of this Section.
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10. PROVISIONS APPLICABLE TO INDIVIDUAL PRIORITY PROJECT
CATEGORIES

A. 100,000 SQUARE FOOT COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENTS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN LOADING/UNLOADING DOCK AREAS

Loading/unloading dock areas have the potential for material spills to be quickly transported to
the storm water conveyance system. To minimize this potential, the following design criteria are
required:

¯ Cover loading dock areas or design drainage to minimize run-on and runoff of storm water.
¯ Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks (truck wells) are prohibited.

2. PROPERLY DESIGN REPAIR/MAINTENANCE BAYS :’~ ~ i~;

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and gasoline from the repair/maintenance bays
can negatively impact storm water if allowed to come into contact with storm water runoff.
Therefore, design plans for repair bays must include the following:                  ,     .:

¯ Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow storm water runon or
contact with storm water runoff.

¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all washwater, leaks and spills. Connect drains to a
sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the repair/maintenance bays to the storm drain system is
prohibited. If required by local jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit.

3. PROPERLY DESIGN VEHICLE/EQUIPMENT WASH AREAS

Vehicle/equipment washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease,
solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the storm water conveyance system. To alleviate
this problem, consider including in the project plans an area for washing/steam cleaning of
vehicles and equipment. If such an area is included in the site design, it must meet the following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment facility, and properly
connected to a sanitary sewer.

B. RESTAURANTS

R00699’I 8
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1. PROPERLY DESIGN EQUIPMENT/ACCESSORY WASH AREAS

Outdoor equipment/accessory washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil
and grease, solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the storm water conveyance system.
To alleviate this problem, include in the project plans an area for the washing/steam cleaning of
equipment and accessories. This area must meet the following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, equipped with a grease trap, and properly connected to a sanitary sewer.
¯ If this wash area is to be located outdoors, it must be covered, paved, have secondary containment, and be

connected to the sanitary sewer.

C. RETAIL GASOLINE OUTLETS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN FUELING AREA

Fueling areas have the potential to contribute oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant
and gasoline to the storm water conveyance system. The project plans must include the
following BMPs:

¯ Fuel dispensing areas should be covered with an overhanging roof structure or canopy. The canopy~s minimum
dimensions, must be equal to or greater than the area within the grade break. The canopy must not drain onto
the fuel dispensing area, and the canopy downspouts must be routed to prevent drainage across the fueling area.

¯ Fuel dispensing areas must be paved with portland cement concrete (or equivalent smooth impervious surface),
and the use of asphalt concrete shall be prohibited.

¯ The fuel dispensing area must have a 2% to 4% slope to prevent ponding, and must be separated from the rest
of the site by a grade break that prevents run-on of storm water to the extent practicable.

¯ At a minimum, the concrete fuel dispensing area must extend 6.5 feet (2.0 meters) from the comer of each fuel
dispenser, or the length at which the hose and nozzle assembly may be operated plus i foot (0.3 meter),
whichever is less.

D. AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR SHOPS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN FUELING AREA

Fueling areas have the potential to contribute oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant
and gasoline to the storm water conveyance system. Therefore, design plans, which include
fueling areas, must contain the following:

¯ Fuel dispensing areas should be covered with an overhanging roof structure or canopy. The cover’s minimum
dimensions must be equal to or greater than the area within the grade break. The cover must not drain onto the
fuel dispensing area and the downspouts must be routed to prevent drainage across the fueling area.

¯ Fuel dispensing areas must be paved with portland cement concrete (or equivalent smooth impervious surface),
and the use of asphalt concrete shall be prohibited.
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The fuel dispensing area must have a 2% to 4% slope to prevent ponding, and must be separated from the rest
of the site by a grade break that prevents run-on of storm water.
At a minimum, the concrete fuel dispensing area must extend 6.5 feet (2.0 meters) from the comer of each fuel
dispenser, or the length at which the hose and nozzle assembly may be operated plus 1 foot (0.3 meter),
whichever is less.

2. PROPERLY DESIGN REPAIR/MAINTENANCE BAYS

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and gasoline from the repair/maintenance bays
can negatively impact storm water if allowed to come into contact with storm water runoff.
Therefore, design plans for repair bays must include the following:

¯ Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow storm water run-on or
contact with storm water runoff.

¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all washwater, leaks and spills. Connect drains to a
sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the repair/maintenance bays to the storm drain system is
prohibited. If required by local jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit.

3. PROPERLY DESIGN VEHICLE/EQUIPMENT WASH AREAS

Vehi+cle/equipment washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease,
solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the storm water conveyance system~ To alleviate
this problem, consider including in the project plans an area for washing/steam cleaning of
vehicles and equipment. If such an area is included in the site design, it must meet the following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment facility, and properly
connected to a sanitary sewer or to a permitted disposal facility.

4. PROPERLY DESIGN LOADING/UNLOADING DOCK AREAS

Loading/unloading dock areas have the potential for material spills to be quickly transported to
the storm water conveyance system. To minimize this potential, the following design criteria are
required:

¯ Cover loading dock areas or design drainage to minimize run-on and runoff of storm water.
¯ Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks (truck wells) are prohibited.

E.p.A_P_K_~N~ LOTS
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11. WAIVER

A Permit, tee may, through adoption of 7w~ie;a~r;~n~L2rOedq~nI~?i?~cgt ~ha; ~yat~o~natrequirements of the SUSMP, provide for i i
specific property can be established. Recognized situations of impracticability include (i)
extreme limitations of space for treatment on a redevelopment project, (ii) unfavorable or
unstable soil conditicns at a site to attempt infiltration, and (iii) risk of ground water
contamination because an existing or potential underground source of drinking water is less than
10 feet from the soil surface. Any other justification for impracticability must be separately
approved by the Regional Board Executive Officer before it becomes recognized and effective. A
waiver granted to any development or redevelopment project may be revoked by the Regional
Board Executive Officer for cause and with proper notice upon petition.

~or impracticability, the Permittee must require the project proponent to
transfer the savings ln(,cost,~)as determined by the Permittee, to a storm water mitigation fund to
be used to promote regional or alternanve solutions for storm water pollution in the storm
watershed and operated by a public agenc     non-profit ent" "

Three factors significantly influence the potential for storm water to contaminate ground water.
They are (i) pollutant mobility, (ii) pollutant abundance in storm water, (iii) and soluble fraction
of pollutant. The risk of contamination of groundwater may be reduced by pretreatment of storm
water. A discussion of limitations and guidance for infiltration practices is contained in, Potential
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Groundwater Contamination from Intentional and Non-Intentional Stormwater Infiltration,
Report No. EPA/600/R-94/051. USEPA (1994).

In addition, the distance of the groundwater table from the infiltration BMP may also be a factor
determining the risk of contamination. A water table distance separation of ten feet depth in
California presumptively poses negligible risk for storm water not associated with industrial
activity or high vehicular traffic¯

Infiltration BMPs are not recommended for areas of industrial activity or areas subject to high
vehicular traffic (25,000 or greater average daily traffic (ADT) on main roadway or 15,000 or
more ADT on any intersecting roadway) unless appropriate pretreatment is provided to ensure
groundwater is protected and the infiltration BMP is not rendered ineffective by overload.

13. ALTERNATIVE CERTIFICATION FOR STORM WATER TREATMENT
MITIGATION

In lieu of conducting a detailed BMP review to verify treatment control BMP adequacy,
Permittee may elect to accept a signed certification,-from a Civil Engineer or Architect registered
in the State of California, that the plan meets the criteria established herein. ~’-’~ ’~’~" "=
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SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1999) by Bay Area StormwaterBay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicot~ City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different    410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development " 410-461-8323
alternatives. , ....

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Princ~ George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400~eppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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TABLE 1 (Continued)

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Second Nature: Adapting LA’s Landscape for Tree People
Sustainable Living (1999) by Tree People 12601 Mullholland Drive

Beverly Hills, CA 90210
Detailed discussion of BMP designs presented to 818-753-4600 (.9)
conserve water, improve water quality, and achieve
flood protection.
Florida Development Manual: A Guide to Sound Florida Department of the Environment 2600 Blairstone
Land and Water Management (1988 Road, Mail Station 3570

Tailahassee, FL 32399 850-921-9472
Presents detailed guidance for designing BMPs

Stormwater Management in Washington State Department of Printing
(1999) Vols. 1-5 State of Washington Department of EcoLogy

P.O. Box 798
Presents detailed guidance on BMP design for new Olympia, WA 98507-0798
development and construction. 360-407-7529

Maryland Stormwater Design Manual (1999) Maryland Department of the Environment
2500 Broening Highway

Presents guidance for designing storm water BMPs. Baltimore, MD 21224
410-631-3000

Guidance Specifying Management Measures for National Technical Information Service U.S.
Sources of Nonpoint Pollution in Coastal Waters Department of Commerce
(1993) Report No. EPA-840-B-92-002. Springfield, VA 22161

800-553-6847
Provides an overview of, planning and design
considerations, programmatic and regulatory aspects,
maintenance considerations, and costs.

Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbook: Planning California Department of Transportation
and Design Staff Guide (Best Management Practices P.O. Box 942874
Handbooks (1998) Sacramento, CA 94274-0001

916-653-2975
Presents guidance for design of storm water BMPs
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TABLE 2: Example Best Management Practices (BMPs)
The following are examples of BMPs that can be used for minimizing the introduction of
pollutants of concern that may result in significant impacts, generated from site runoff to the
storm water conveyance system. (See Table 1: Suggested Resources for additional sources of
information):

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewalks and streets.
However, sidewalk widths must still comply with regulations for the Americans with Disabilities Act and other
life safety requirements.

¯ Design residential streets for the minimum required pavement widths needed to comply with all zoning and
applicable ordinances to support travel lanes; on-street parking; emergency, maintenance, and service vehicle
access; sidewalks; and vegetated open channels.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to minimize the number of residential street cul-de-sacs and
incorporate landscaped areas to reduce their impervious cover. The radius of cul-de-sacs should be the
minimum required to accommodate emergency and maintenance vehicles. Alternative turnarounds should be
considered.

¯ Use permeable materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or interior roadway surfaces (examples:
hybrid lots, parking groves, permeable overflow parking, etc.).

¯ Use open space development that incorporates smaller lot sizes.
¯ Reduce building density.
¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce overall lot imperviousness by promoting

alternative driveway surfaces and shared driveways that connect two or more homes together.
¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce the overall imperviousness associated with parking

lots by providing compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions, incorporating efficient parking lanes, and
using pervious materials in spillover parking areas.

¯ Direct rooftop runoffto pervious areas such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas, and avoid routing
rooftop runoffto the roadway or the storm water conveyance system.

¯ Vegetated swales and strips
¯ Extended/dry detention basins
¯ Infiltration basin
¯ infiltration trenches
¯ ¯ Wet ponds
¯ Constructed wetlands

¯ ¯ Oil/Water separators
¯ ¯ Catch basin inserts
¯ ¯ Continuous flow deflection/separation systems

¯ ¯ Storm drain inserts
¯ Media filtration
¯ ¯ Bioretention facility
¯ Dry-wells
¯ Cisterns

¯ ¯ Foundation planting
¯ Catch basin screens
¯ Normal flow storage/separation systems
¯ Clarifiers
¯ Filtratiori systems
¯ Primary waste water treatment systems
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Mr. Dermis A. Dickerson, Executive Officer
Page 2
September 14, 1999

It should be noted that the Executive Advisory Committee of the Los Angeles County Stormwater
Program has expressed its opposition to the inclusion of a numerical standard in the Standard
Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans. Their expressed reasoning is persuasive, and I agree with
their observation that the imposition of this numeric standard without supporting evidence is
poor public policy.

You already have before you a revised sel of new stringent SUSMPs for approval. There is no
legislative or regulator)’ requirement to revise them to include numerical mitigation measures
based upon the cap,’u.’z of a percentage of each rainfall event at this time. In fact,, the current
SUSMPs are among the strictest in California and we need to see the fifll environmental benefit
derived from their implementation before modifying them.

As a Los Angeles area businessperson involved in development (construction), I am requesting
that you postpone taking any a~tion that would broadly implement numerical mitigation
measures for BMP design criteria. Considering the questionable technical basis for the proposed
numerical mitigation measure requirement as well as the potential economic impact such a
requirement might have upon business, it would seem prudent to move slowly and cautiously
when considering new and far reaching requirements.

Furthermore, I request that you and your staff meet with mumcipal and industry representatives
to further discuss the numerical mitigation measure and its potential consequences before you
make your decision. There is no compelling requirement to add numerical mitigation measures at
this time. In fact, you still have sufficient time in your 120-day approval window to delay
approval of the SUSMPs while meeting with the regulated ¢ommumty.

Once again, I would ask that you not add numerical mitigation measures to the proposed
SUSMPs at this time.

Sincerely,

Ga~ Futral, Executive Director
Engineering Contractors’ Association

tMr. Hamid Nahai, Chair                                ~’
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region
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Firs t American 7Tile Company,

]aaua~ 24, 2000

Mr. De~is Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quali~ Con~ol Board
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

It is my understanding that the California Regional Water QualiU Con~ol Board- Los Angeles Region
(Board) will be holding a public hearing 3n Janua~ 26, 2000 on the adoption of the proposed Standard
Urban Sto~water Mitigation Plans (SUSMP) as required under the Los Angeles CounU Municipal
Sto~water Pe~it (Order No. 96-054). As a Sou~em California businessperson I suppo~ the goals of
clean water, however, after reviewing ~e December 7, 1999 revision of the SUSMP, I am opposed to
ce~ain provisions within the plan.

Included in ~e revised SUSMP are several new and modified definitions that res~ict development
activiU. Specifically, I am concerned with the a~empt to define "Hillside" and "Enviro~ental Sensitive
Area", and the addition of "Parking lots" to the list of projects subject to the SUSMP requirements.
~ese requirements make the implementation of the SUSMP completely impractical in many
municipalities in Los Angeles CounU.

Additionally, the continued inclusion of a numerical mitigation standard in the SUSMP, whose benefits
have not been proven and whose cost effectiveness has not been studied, makes it impossible for me to
suppo~ the proposed SUSMP.

Once again, let me reiterate that I ~lly suppo~ the goal of cleaning our sto~water mn off. ~at is why I
suppo~ the a~ached "Clean Water Initiative," which is also supposed by a number of regulated indus~ies
and business leaders. ~is ~itiative makes a co~ent to clean water and, perhaps more impo~antty, it
suppo~s a process by which clean water can become a realiU. ~e process outlined in ~e Initiative is
additionally supposed by the Southern Califomia Association of Govenunen~ and would involve all
affected pa~ies (~e regulated co~uni~, municipalities and the enviro~ental co~uni~) in a
though~l process based on sound science and proven tec~iques.

~erefore, I respec~lly request ~at you and ~e Board delete the language outlined above expanding the
scope of~e SUSMP and reject ~e implementation of~e numerical mitigation standard. In addition, I ask
that you suppo~ ~e comprehensive "Clean Water Initiative" as a way of ~ly achieving sto~water
pollution reduction.

Sincerely,

Eric Shield
First American Title Company
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ID:9496609140                      PAGE

RE: Stan~ Urb~m Storm W~ter Mitigadon

D~r Mr. Dickerson:

It is my unde~t~ding that during your September 16~ me~dng the Regional Board will hold a
public hearing to discuss the proposed new Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans
(SUSMP). Tiffs discussion will include sta.ffproposed changes to the SUSMP$. Among
proposed chan~es is a new and ~r-reachin~ ~luk~n~at for numerical miti~Rion meas’ut~.

The Los Angeles Region alre~y has n~-~v ~iageat SUSMPs and there is no legislative or

¯ regulatory req~ent to revise them to include numerical mitigation messm~ based on captur~
era percentage of rainfall evens at this time. In fact, the curr~t SUSMPs arc among the strictest
in the nation md we are only now seeing the full environmental benefit d~ivcd from their
implementation.

Considering this, as well a the potential economic impact numerical mitigation measure
requirements may have upon business, it wouad only seem wise that you and the Bom’d move
slowly and cautiously when considering new and far rea~hi.ng requirements.

One. agidn, conside~-ing that there is no ~mp,I1ing roq~mt to move forward with these new
regulations at this time, I would ask that you not add nummical mitigation measures when you
approve the SUSlV~s.

Sincerely, .
FORMA /

Carol S. lj~_acFarlan¢, Assoc-iat©
Director of Lan~ Arohitoottlre

cc: Mr. Hmnid Nahai, Chair
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region
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GREYSTONE HOMES, INC,

Ventura Division
2S129 The Old Road
Suite 100
Stevenson Ranch, CA 91381
Office 661-260-28SO
Fax 661.222-9732

Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control ~oard
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4" Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan

Dear Mr, Dickerson:

h is my understanding that the California Regional Water Quality Control Board - Los Angeles Region
(Board) will be holding a public hearing on ~unuary 26, 2000 on the adoption of the proposed Standard
Urban Storrnwat~ Mitigation Plans (SUSMP) ~ requireA under the Los Angeles County Municipal
Stormwater Permit (Order No. 96-054). As a Southern California businessp~son I support the goals of
clean water, however, afl~r reviewing the December 7, 1999 revision of the SUSMP, I am opposed to
certain provisions within the plan.

Included in the revised SUSMP are several new and modified definitions that resarict development
activity. Specifically, I arn concerned with the attempt to define "Hillside" mad "EnvironmcntaI
Sensitive Area," and the addition of"Par~ing lots" to the list ofproje~s subject to the SUSMP
requirements. These requirements make the implementation of the SUSMP completely impra~caI in
many municipalities in Los Angeles County.

Additionally, the continued inzlusion of a numerical mitigation standard m the SUSMP, whose benefits
have not been proven and whose cost effectiveness has not been studied, makes it impossible for me to
support the proposed SUSMP.

Onae again, let me reiterate lhat I fully support the goal of cleaning our stormw~ter run off. That is why
I support the att~hcd "Clean Water Initiative," which is also supported by a number of regulated
industries and business leaders. This Initiative makes a commitment to 01can water and, perhaps more
importantly, it supports a process by which clean water can become a reality. The process outlined in the
Initiative is additionally supportzd by the Southern California Association of Governments and would
involve all affected parties (the r~,ulated community, municipaliti~ and the environm~tal community)
m a thoughtful procec8 based on sound smer~e ~md proven techniques.

Therefore, I respectfully request that you and the Board delete the language outlined above e~panding
the soop¢ of the 8USMP and r~ject the implementation of a numm-i~I mitigation standard. In ~ldition, I
ask that you support the comprehensive "Clean Water Initiative" as a way of truly achieving stonnwater
pollution reduction.
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GREYSTONE HOMES. INC.

Ventura Division
25129 The Old Road
Suite 100
Stevenson Ranch, CA 91
Office 66"1-260.2850
Fa~, 661-222-9732

Mr. Dem~ A. Dickerson, Executive O~cez
California Regional Wat~ Q~lity Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4d~ S~eet, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

I~.~: Standazd Urbazl Stor~ W&t~r Mitigation

Dear Mr. Dickrr~on:

It is my tmd~zstandin~ that during yore Sept. 16~ meeting the R~gional Bom’d will hold a l~blic hezring
discuss ~� propor~d new Smnctml Urban Storm Water Mitigation Ptms (SUSMP). ~ disct~on will
include stuff’proposed clmnges to tee SUSMP’s. Among these l~Oposed clmngrs is a new ~nd
requirement for nom~�~l mitigaUon m~asures. AS a Los Angeles ~r~ btmLeessperson I Inn wziting to
request tlmt you pOStl~one raking ~ny ~ion ttmt wo,,M implement nume.#i~ m.iti~tion zn~sttms for BM~
desi~ ~term.

The Los Angeles Region ~rady tm new m’~out SUSMP’s ~nd there is no legislative or regulatory
~equirement to revise them to include ~umed~l mifigaUon measmrs based on capture of t perce.nmge of
rainfall evens at ~is time. In f~cl, the current SUSMP’s m’e ~nong tee s~-ict~t in ~e nation
only now seeing the full environmental benefit derived fzom theb implen~ntariorL

Consicleving ttds, as well ~s tee pomm~l economic imp~t num~cal mirigarim meamare requiremems m~y
Imve upon business, it would o~ly ~ wi~ teat you ~ t~ Boazd move elowly ~ �~utiomly wEen
comidenn~ nrw md f~r-zv.acl~ requirements, l~m~E~, as ~ tmsinesspezr, on tla~t would be Im~cmd by
these new SUSMP r~qttizemrnm, ! believe it is ~ upon tlm Regiomd Board to seek vital izTmt from
tee broade~ regul~md �ommtmiry. It i~ my tmdemanding that, ~xc~t for one public work~laop to
justEication foz the nu~efic.~[ measures, tlm Im m~t yet m~en pl~©.

Oncc again, considering dmt tl~re i~ no compelling requirement Io move forw~d with these new
regu~tiom m th~ time, ! would ask that you rake not ~kl numer~l mlti~tion me~,’ures when you ~PI~ove
the SUSMP’$.

SLacemly,
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CR[YSTONE HOh4ES, INC,

Ventura Diwsion
25129 Th~ Old Road
Suite 1~
Stevenson Ranch. CA
Office ~1
F=x ~1-222~732

S~m~ 13, I~9

~o~ ~io~
~s ~el~ ~on
320 W~ 4" S~ S~ 2~
~s ~el~ C~o~ 9~13

~: S~ ~r~ SW~

~ ~. Di~n:

I am writing to ~omment on the revised Standard Urban Storm Water MitigaEon Plans
(SUSMPs), dated August 11, 1999, submitted to you by the County of Los Angeles. It is

m~understandin8 tha~ a.~er a discussion with the Regional Board durino ~** ~-,,,-.-~--.
eeting you are proposing to approve the SUSMPs for implem~tation wi~h two

modifications, I am concerned that among the staffproposed modifications is a new and
far-reaching requirement for numerical mitigation measures.

Neither the August 16, 1999 Notice of’Public Hearing nor your letter of Sep~e.mber 8,
1999, tells us exactly what the ruff’is proposing. The public notice states that the
"raitigadon measure may be derived from" the two alternatives cited. The September 8
letter says you will re~mmend that "a numerical storm water m.itigafion measure be
required for treaunent r, onU’ols."

16, 1999 Nonce ofP b c
o rat beyona the numenca~ criteria the County of Los Angeles azreed to as part of a

iz~h,=,=~ =,~,ur =~-~mg rtmozz genu-a~eg t~ry the &rst 0.75 inches ofralnfa]l as requ~g by the Co,tory’s numericaJ mitigation measure. Furthermore, it is not
dear what large percentage ofpollutant loa~ will be �allured. How do the polluttnts
that wotdd be ¢aptm-ed relate to beneficial uses in the receiving waters? What perc~tage
of loads to the receiving water~ that have been iden~fied a~ impaired rome from
development and wE= percentage comes from new development?.

you         e proposed

To-ether ........... , ¯ . pprop~, uxts urn©.

uld

,__ .,_ ........ -. ,,we    ,,=,t ,~ uumoer has oeen art~itrar~y

SEP-15-1999 82.:54PM    TEL)8~5 ~_2 9"/~’~8              ID)CRWQCB LA REGION         PAGE:803 R--9~.



c,�: Mr. FIamid Nahai, Chaiz
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, los Angeles Region
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THE CLEAN WATER INITIATIVE

The following is an aitezv_ative approach to SUSMP implementation which is supported by a
variety of public a~I private organizations, companies and individuals. Those supporting this
initiative favor e~uced water quality and improved storm water management.

Th= centerpiece of this initiative is a strong commitment to clean water through actual and
measurable pollutant reduction. This is achieved through an inclusive la’ocess driven approach
based on somxl science (water quality and waste load analysis) and proven techniques (applied
and tested BMPs). This is far better than simply relying on a volumetric approach (numeric
standards) which is based solely on the "quantity" of water captured rather than the "quality" of
the water released.

Commitment~
The public and private orgax~ations, companies and individuals supporting this initiative make
the following commitments towards ¢lean water and stormwater mitigation in Southera
California:

¯ We commit to clean water
We commit to implementing quality Best Management Practices (BMPs)
We commit to doing demonstration projects and pilot programs on specific BMPs
We oommit to developing watershed management plans for each watershed in the Basin
We commit to work cooperatively with all of the other stakeholders in this issue (the

regulated community, the environmental community and the municipalities) to enhance
water quality and improve stormwater management

While we as public and private organizations, companies and individuals are willing to make
important commitments towards clean water and storrnwater mitigation, we also expect the Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (’LARWQCB) to live t~p to its legal
r~’ponsibilities regarding this issue. It is our belief that the LARWQCB can be, st do this by
committing to support only those policies based on sound science, quality research and proven
techniques. To do this it is our expectation that the LARWQCB will do the following analysis to
verify the value of their policy initiatives:

¯    Water Quality Amlysis
Waste Load Analysis
Cost Effectiveness Analysis
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process
we believe that a thoughtful "process driven" approach should bc employed for th~ development
of appropriate public policy reg~u-’ding swrmwat~r mitigation in Southern California. Further, we
believe th~ the SUSMP Policy approv¢~i on :/anu~ry 6, 2000 by the Regional Council of the
Southern California Association ofG-overaments (SCAG) offers a quality proc~$ driven
approach to SUSMPs. We support this policy, as outlined below, and would seek its inclusion in
the final SUSMP resolution adopted by the LARWQCB.

The Southern California Association of Governments recommends that.-

*     the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board not adopt SUSMP numeric
standards until such rime as the Board can validate the feasible, technical and scientific bases
j/or numeric standards.
the Board monitor pilot programs similar to those underway in Los .4ngeles County.
the Board work closely with cities such as Calabasas, Santa Clar#a and Santa Monica to assess
the effectiveness of local ini#arives aimed at managing runoff’water flows and quality.
the Board develop a Memorandum of Understanding with $CAG in which SCAG would
incorporate a Best Management Practices for Preventing Storm Water Runoff Poltution in the
Los Angele~ Basin project in its Environmental Programs and Livable Communities work
elements.
the Board ask SCAG to manage a legal authorities initiative in which all of the 85 cities in the
Los Angeles Basin would work to develop model language which would then be available for
municipal implementation throughout the Basra.
the Board invite SCAG to contribute its Section 208 authorities to a collaboration with other key
organizations/stakeholders in scoping out plans for a watershed management initiative program
in each watershed of the Basin.
the Board evaluate the operating results of watershed (regional) mitigation programs prior to its
consideration of any general retrojfft mandates on existin8 land uses.
the Board and SCAG cooperate with other xtakcholders in putting best effort~ into raising the
new financial resources needed for planning and implemenring these water quality commitments.
*     the Board’s staffbe encouraged to meet with those SCAG sub-regional councils aff.ected
by the SU,~MP program prior to any Board action on these matters.
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Oc~l~r 2~, 1999

RE: Support for Stuff Propo~.l to Reduce Runoff from New and R~evelopment
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HARVEY STEINBERG, AICP
PRESIDENT

January 24, 2000

Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4th St., Ste. 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

RE: Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan

It is my understanding that the California Regional Water Quality
Control Board - Los Angeles Region (Board) will be holding a public
hearing on January 26, 2000 on the adoption of the proposed Standard
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans (SUSMP) as req~/Ired under the Los
Angeles County Municipal Stormwater Permit (Order No. 96-054). As
a Southern California businessperson I support the goals of clean
water; however, after reviewing the December 7, 1999 revision of the
SUSMP, I am opposed to certain provisions within the plan.

Included in the revised SUSMP are several new and modified definitions
that restrict development activity. Specifically, I am concerned with
the attempt to define "Hillside" and "Environmental Sensitive Area",
and the addition of "Parking Lots" to the list of projects subject
to the SUSMP requirements. These requirements make the implementation
of the SUSMP completely impractical in many municipalities in Los
Angeles-County.

Additionally, the continued inclusion of a numerical mitigation
standard in the SUSMP, whose benefits have not been proven and whose
cost effectiveness has not been studied, makes it impossible for me
to support the pr6posed SUSMP.

Once again, let me reiterate that ~ fully support the goal of cleaning
our stormwater runof£. That is why I support the attached "Clean
Water Initiative", whiuh is also supported by a number of regulated
industries and business leaders. This Initiative makes a commitment
to clean water and, perhaps more importantly, it supports a process
by which clean water can become a reality. The process outlined in
the Initiative is additionally supported by the Southern California
Association of Governments and would involve all affected parties (the
regulated community, municipalities and the environmental community)
in a thoughtful process based on sound science and proven techniques.

INNER CITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT. INC.[2’I3] 665-8133
2023 KENILWORTH AVENUE, LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90039
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Mr. Dennis Dickerson                                                        Page 2
January 24, 2000

Therefore, I respectfully request that you and the Board delete the
language outlined above expanding the scope of the SUSMP and reject
the implementation of a numerical mitigation standard. In addition,
I ask that you support the comprehensive "Clean Water Initiative" as
a way of truly achieving stormwater pollution reduction.

Respectfully,

INNER CITY PLANNING and DEVELOPMENT, Inc.

cc: Mr. Hamid Nahai, Chair
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
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L Hunter
ASSOCIATES, NO.

15, 2000

o ,
d D~nnis Dickerson, gx~utive Dir~tor

~a ~ C~ifomia Region~ Water Qu~ity Con~l Bo~d
~ ~ D 320 West 4th S~t, Suim 2~
~_~ _~ _~ _~ ~s Angeles, C~ifo~a 9~13-110~

~ c Subj~t: S~n~ Urbsn Sto~water ~stionPlam (SUS~)

De~ ~. Dickemon;

~ - The devdo~ent ~d implemenm~oa of the SUS~ p~ h~ evolved
~ ~ ~ - into one of the most contentious issues of ~e ent~ ~D~S Sto~water

Progr~. Only now, when ~e dea~ine h~ ~rived. ~ ~y agencies
~izing ~e to~ breath md Sco~ of the pro~ md the con~ent to
reducing sto~water pollution ~t is ~uir~. ~y f~si~ted cities have
t~rn up the ch~bnge of developinga wor~ble SUS~ p~, some ~
e~ly ~ 1998. ~¢s¢ cities include:

~adia He~osa B~h Si¢ffa M~
B~dwin P~k P~adena Sou~ ~1 Mon~
Cud~y R~¢ho P~os VeXes South Gate

~ O Culver Ci~ Redondo Beach Temple City
~t~[~N~ ~L~. ~ E1 Mont~ Sm Femmdo West Holl)~’ood

~0 As with ~y pro~ of ~s m~g~tude, ~ s~us V~es betw~n in~vidu~
~ ~’~ cities. Some cities M~y m~t essenti~ly M1 Of ~e major ~ks r~m~d ofF~X ~ ~:~

the SUS~s. O~ers ~ w~ting for the fo~ appmv~ before fin~izing
¯ eir progr~s. Adjustments to ~, cities’ proM.s to m~t ~e finfl

~ENE~ ~delines. ~ not ~ficipated to r~ui~ a major effo~. ~¢se Cifi~ have
~N~N~NG ~ways supposed ~e Region~ Bo~’s r~sonabI~ effo~s to ~duce

~ sto~water ~ution..

TMs pro~ is ve~ complex md ~ghly t~c~. ~ Bo~’s st~ shoed
~ cockaded for the~ effo~ ~usf~ to s~pli~ md s~,~n, ~e

~us requiremenm ~ much ~ ~ssiblc. Having Men in the fore~nt, ~ese citiessu8~c~ have overcome ~y of th, tech~c~ ~fficulti,s ~s~iat~ with a progr~
uC. ~ still in its inf~c),.

COMPREHENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL MAN&GEMENT
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To improve the program further we offer the following recommendations to the
December’hh clrdt EUEMP program:

Item 2 - Conserve Natural Areas: This requirement contains phrases such as:

"Every effort shall be made",
"M~imize,
"Wherever practical", and
"Preserve"

These are very vague and offer little guidance on what constitutes adoquate compliance
with the SUSMP program. Reference materials are equally vague, ha lieu of specific
standards, Cities are left only with their best judgment, which often may not be
defensible. At this time, cities should have broad discretion of what constitutes
compliance with this item.

3 - Minimize Stormwater Pollutant~..of C_ort _c~m: This section refers to many guidance
documents for selection of many types of Best Management Practices for many differing
situations. There are often several different BIVI~s any one of which would adequately
reduce stormwater pollution. It is not clear if the cities have the discretion to (1) approve
a single BMP, (2) a combination of several or (3) are all applicable BMPs required in
every situation?

Clearly, requiring every BMP in every situation is ~aot feasible. It must be clear in the
SUSMP guidelines that cities have the authority to deterraine which BMPs are
appropriate (s~ comment item 11).

6 & 7 Outdoor storage and trash areas: Our interpretation thusfar is that these items do
not apply to single family dwellings. To eliminate future difficulties, items single family
dwellings should be specifically exempted from these requirements.

9.- Desi~;n standards: Establishing the design standard as a volume (~,4 inches) is
pertinent for the capture of rainfall, but not for treatment since treatment equipment is
generally rated in gallons per hour. Typical rainfall intcnsity varies from one location to
another (~,4 inch per 48 minutes in some are, as, ~ inch per 55 minutes in others, etc.). The
criteria for treatment should be a simple easy to remember number throughout the
County. We suggest using ~ inches of rainfall per hour.

Also, the Executive Office, after consultation with the permittees, should have the
authority to revise the standards based upon the results of any fut’ur~ credible studies.

_G~_.netal .Comment for section I0 A - IE: These sections contain many specific
requirements. Experience has shown that not all will be feasible in every case. In fact, in
most cases an appeal will be made by the builder or developer to waive or modify one or
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more requirement for cost, locat~on, space, a~sthetic or planning reasons. There is no
provision for the waiver or substitution of other BMPs of equal or greater value except to
appeal to the Regional Board’s staff on a case by case basis. (see next con~nent)

11-Waiver: This section as worded will result in the Board’s staff quickly being
inundated by appeals that will far outpace staffs ability to review cases. This could
ultimately result in a near halt of many priority projects, clearly not the intent of the
SUSMP program. As an alternative, Cities with effective programs should be allowed to
approve substitutions (or waivers if appropriate) that are equal to or better than those
specified in the SUSMP guidelines.

We recommend that two paragraphs be inserted into section 11:

Upon review and approval of the Board’s Executive Officer, a Permit-tee’s
SUSMP review program may be authorized to either: Provide a for (1) a
substitution of a BMP of equal or greater effectiveness in reducing pollutants
in storm water runoff or (2) a waiver from any specified BMP requirement if
the impracticability of the BMP for the individual property can be established.
Recognized situations of impracticably in addition to those listed above, are:
(iv) Cost of installing B,~Ps in redevelopment projects as compared with the
overall cost of the redevelopment project, (v) if the requisite BMPs would
necessitate extensive construction of areas outside of the proposed project’s
area, (vi) conflict with existing plannbtg and city code requirements, or (vii)
conflict with health and safety requirements. This authorization is subject to
the same revocation procedure as above.

To be eligible this authorization, a permittee’s principle plan reviewer must
either meet the requirements of Section 13 or be (i) a California Registered
Professional Engineer, and (ii) a Registered Environmental Assessor and (iii)
have a minimum of lO years of experience in reviewing stormwater runoff
systems. The Executive Officer can modify this criteria as necessary to
accomplish the goals of the SUSMP program.

D_eflnltlons

Hillside.: The proposed definition of a hillside could resuk in many srn~l projects being
subject to the entire SUSMP program requirements. Projects of less than 1,000 square
feet should be exempted from the Hillside SUSMP requirement.

In addition, the steepness of the site should be taken into consideration as well. The 25%
slope suggested by Los Angles County should be incorporated into the definition.
Permittees should also be given the option of modifying the slope to conform with city
characteristics if justified.
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Environment..al, ,Iy Sensitive z~re_ as: It is realized that any list of these areas wiLl change
over time. But in order to move forward as rapidly as possible with effective
implementation of the program, the Board should provide the lists as they exist within 30
days of SUSMP approval. The criteria of what constitutes discharging into an ESA
should be:

Discharging directly into a listed environmentally sensitive area without having crossed
through another jurisdictional boundary.

~: This definition while technically accurate does not focus on stormwater
concems. A second sentence should be added:

The SUSMP need only aztdress those areas being redeveloper unless tl~e project exceeds
the lesser of either 50% of the value of the site’s existing improvements or other related
threshold as established by the Permittee.

Finally, forward thinking cities have continually made an effort to implement as many
facets of the Planning Model Program as soon as reasonably possible as it has evolved
over the last three years. As a result, city forms, outreach materials and policies have had
to change with every new iteration. As an example, in the last few months, each cities’
program was revised when the "0.75 capture" criteria was first espoused. Now, just a
few months later, two new categories of SUSMPs arc proposed, requiting a re-revision.
Program modifications and fine-tuning ar~ a normal course of any new program, but the
constant major changes that this program has undergone have added to the challenge of

¯ implementing this program. Cities that have demonstrated the willingness to work
towards the goal of achieving cleaner stormwater runoff should be granted the authority
to work under the best guidelines available when the program was initiated and to
augment the program when reasonably feasible.

We look forward to working with the Boaa’d in the continued implementation of the
SUSMP portion of the overall NPDES Stormwater program. Please call this office if you
have any questions.

Vice President

R0069943
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Joy,no L.. Hunter
A$$OCIATEE IN~.

Dennis Dickerson, gx~utive Dir~tor
C~ifomia Region~ Water Qu~ity Con~l Bo~d
320 West 4th S~t, Suim 2~
~s Angeles, C~ifo~a 9~13-1105

Subj~t: S~n~ Urban Sto~water Ml~ation Plato (SUS~s)

De~ Mr. Dicke~on;

The develo~ent ~d implemen~oa of the SUS~ pm~ h~ evolv~
into one of the most contentious issues of ~e enti~ ~DES Sto~water

~izing ~e to~ breath md Sco~ of the pro~ md the co~ent to
~ducing sto~water pollution ~t is ~uir~. ~y f~st~ted cities have
t~en up the ch~enge of developinga wor~ble SUS~ p~, some as
e~ly ~ 1998. These ci~es include:

~adia He~osa Beth Siena M~
B~dwin P~k P~adena Sou~ El Monte
Cud~y Rmcho P~os VeXes South Gate
Culver Ci~ Redondo Beach Temple City
El Monte Sm Femmdo West Holl3~’ood

As with my pro~ of ~s mag~tude, ~e s~us Vines betw~n in~vidu~
cities. Som~ eitbs ~y m~t essenti~y ~1 0f ~e major ~ks r~md of
¯ e SUS~s. O~ers ~ w~t~g for the fo~ app~v~ befo~ fin~izing
¯ ~ir progr~s. Adjustments to ~e cities’ pro~s to m~t ~e fin~
~delin~s ~ not mficipated to r~ui~ a major effo~. ~ese Cities have
~ways suppled ~e R¢gion~ Bo~’s r~sonable ¢ffoas to =duce
sto~water poRution..

T~s pro~ is ve~ complex ~d ~ghly t~e~. ~ Bo~’s st~ shodd
~ co--ended for the~ cffo~ ~usf~ to simpli~ ~d s~e~ine ~e
requiremen~ ~ much ~ ~ssible. Having ~en in the fore~nt, ~ese cities
have overcome ~y of the tech~c~ ~fficulties ~s~iat~ with a progr~
still in its inf~cy.

C0M PPlI~INENSIV~ E NVIR0 N MI~ N T~,I. M.a,N AGEM EN T
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To improve the program further we offer the following recommendations to the
December 7th draft gUgMP program:

Item 2 - Conserve Natural Areas: This requirement contains phrases such as:

"Every effort shall be made",
"Maximize,
"Wherever practical", and
"Preserve"

These are very vague and offer little guidance on what constitutes adequate compliance
with the SUSMP program. Reference materials are equally vague. In lieu of specific
standards, Cities are left only with their best judgment, which often may not be
defensible. At this time, cities should have broad discretion of what constitutes
compliance with this item.

3 - Minimize Stormwater Pollutants o_f C_ort_eem: This section refers to many guidance
documents for selection of many types of Best Management Practices for many differing
situations. There are often several different BMPs any one of which would adequately
reduce stormwater pollution. It is not clear if the cities have the discretion to (1) approve
a single BMP, (2) a combination of several or (3) are a!l applicable BMPs required in
every situation?

Clearly, requiring every BMP in every situation is not feasible. It must be clear in the
SUSMP guidelines that cities have the authority to determine which BMPs are
appropriate (see comment item I 1).

6 & 7 Outdoor storage and trash are.as: Our interpretation thusfar is that these items do
not apply to single family dwellings. To eliminate ~uture difficulties, items single family
dwellings should be specifically exempted from these requirements.

9.- Design standards: Establishing the design standard as a volume (~ inches) is
pertinent for the capture of rainfall, but not for treatment since treatment equipment is
generally rated in gallons per hour. Typical rainfall intensity varies from one location to
another (~A inch per 48 minutes in some areas, ~A inch per 55 minutes in others, etc.). The
criteria for treatment should be a simple easy to remember number throughout the
County. We suggest using ~A inches of rainfall per hour.

Also, the Executive Office, after consultation with the perrmttees, should have the
authority to revise the standards based upon the results of any futur~ credible studies.

_G~__ne~:al Comment for section 10 A - E: These sections contain many specific
requirements. Experience has shown that not all will be feasible in every case. In fact, in
most cases an appeal will be made by the builder or developer to waive or modify one or
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more requirement for cost, location, space, a~sthetic or planning reasons. There is no
provision for the waiver or substitution of other BMPs of equal or ~’eater value except to
appeal to the Regional Board’s staff on a case by case basis. (see next comment)

I l-W~ver: This section ~ worded will result in the Board’s staff quickly being
inundated by appeals that will far outpace staffs ability to review cases. This could
ultimately result in a near halt of many priority projects, ¢leaHy not the inteat of the
SUSMP program. As an alternative, Cities with effective programs should be allowed to
approve substitutions (or waivers if appropriate) that are equal to or better than those
specified in the SUSMP ~.~idelines.

We recommend that two paragraphs be inserted into section 1 i:

Upon review and approval of the Board’s Executive Officer, a Permit’tee’s
SUSMP review program may be authorized to either: Provide a for (1) a
substitution of a BMP of equal or greater effectiveness in reducing pollutants
in storm water runoff or (2) a waiver from any specified BMP requirement if
the i~npracticability of the BMP for the individual property can be established.
Recognized situations of impracticably in addition to those listed above, are:
(iv) Cost of installing BMPs in redevelopment projects as compared with the
overall cost of the redevelopment project, (v) if the requisite BMPs wouM
necessitate extensive construction of areas outside of the proposed project’s
area, (vi) conflict with existing planning and city code requirements, or (vii)
conflict with health and safety requirements. This authorization is subject to
the same revocation procedure as above.

To be eligible this authorization, a permittee’s principle plan reviewer must
either meet the requirements of Section 13 or be (i) a California Registered
Professional Engineer, and (ii) a Registered Environmental Assessor and (iii)
have a minimum of lO years of experience in reviewing storvnwater runoff
systems. The Executive Officer can modify this criteria as necessary to
accomplish the goals of the SUSMP program.

Definitions

Hillside.: The proposed definition of a hillside could result in many small projects being
subject to the entir~ SUSMP program requirements. Projects of less than 1,000 square
feet should be exempted from the Hillside SUSMP requirement.

In addition, the steepness of the site should be taken into consideration as well. The 25%
slope suggested by Los Angles County should be incorporated into the definition.
Permittees should also be given the option of modifying the slope to conform with city
characteristics if justified.

R0069946



Environment..a.l.l¥ Sensitive Areas: It is realized that any list of these areas will change
over time. But in order to move forward as mpicUy as possible with effective
implementation of the program, the Board should provide the lists as they exist within 30
days of SUSMP approval. The criteria of what constitutes discharging into an ESA
should be:

Discharging directly into a listed environmentally sensitive area without having crossed
through another jurisdictional boundary.

Redevelo_~m.e_nt: This definition while technically accurate does not focus on stormwater
concerns. A second sentence should be added:

The SUSMP need only address those areas being redeveloped unless the project exceeds
the lesser of either 50% of the value of the site’s existing improvements or other related
threshold as established by the Permittee.

Finally, forward thinking cities have continually made an effort to implement as many
facets of the Planning Model Program as soon as reasonably possible as it has evolved
over the last three years. As a result, city forms, outreach materials and policies have had
to change with every new iteration. As an example, in the last few months, each cities’
program was revised when the "0.75 capture" criteria was first espoused. Now, just a
few months later, two new categories of SUSMPs are proposed, requiring a re-revision.
Program modifications and fine-tuning are a normal course of any new program, but the
constant major changes that this program has undergone have added to the challenge of

¯ implementing this program. Cities that have demonstrated the willingness to work
towards the goal of achieving cleaner stormwater runoff should be granted the authority
to work under the best guidelines available when the program was initiated and to
augment the program when reasonably feasible.

We look forward to working with the Board in the continued implementation of the
SUSMP portion of the overall NPDES Stormwater program. Please call this office if you
have any questions.

/6ohn L. Hunter, P.E. edy
" President Vic~ President
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J~ nu ary 1 O, 2000

D ~nnis Dickerson, Executive Director
I~ ~s Angeles Regional Water Quali~y C.ontrol Board
3~ i0 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
1~ ~s Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Three Quarter - inch Standard to Reduce
Runoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

You have the opportunity to significar~tly reduce urban runoff, the number
orte source of pollution to our coastal .and inland waters. On January 26,
2(11100, we urge you to adopt a Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan
fc~r the Cities in Los Angeles County that requires mitigation, by specified
new and redevelopments, through treatment or infiltration, of 100% of the
runoff generated by the first three quarters of an inch of rain, with no
ex.ceptions. By adopting this standard., you and the Regional Board have
the opportunity to alter our current course towards worsening water
pollution.

Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoff that builds
in toxicity as it crosses parking lots, building sites, industrial sites,
automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs
untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in
the nation, and few measurable requirements in the municipal storm water
permits, we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for
swimming; creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to drink; and inland
and coastal waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

The three quarter-inch standard was supported by the Los Angeles Times in
its October 6th editorial as a "promising new approach... [that] could
well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help prevent beach
closings," and a "good start in dealing; with a tough problem."

The three quarter-inch standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing
storm water pollution in the planning phase of construction is the most
cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem. Second, urban runoff is
bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles Cotinty coastal tourism and
recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually, but these
businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources to
attract their customers. As the health of the coastline declines, so does
business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is
impacted.
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In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of the
three quarter-inch standard will soon have a transformative impact on the
amount of polluted runoff that invades our streams, rivers and coastal
waters. For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60
million people who visit Los Angeles County beaches annually, for the
health of our regional economy, and for a mord livable Los Angeles, please
adopt the three quarter-inch standard, with no exceptions, to mitigate the
effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincerely,

Carl J. Kravetz
President/CEO
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Equipment

Brent Cromar
5266 Forest Hill Drive
Pleasanton, CA 94588

January 5, 2000

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Support for Three Quarter-Inch Standard to Reduce Runoff.from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

You have the opportunity to significantly reduce urban runoff., the number one source of pollution to
our coastal and inland waters. On January 26, 2000, we urge you to adopt reasonable design
standards for sizing treatment control Best Management Practices at specified new and
redevelopments: Ensure that these developments mitigate, through treatment or infiltration, 100% of
the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm, with no exceptions. By
adopting this standard, you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course
towards worsening water pollution.

Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoff that builds in toxicity as it crosses
parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is
channeled and runs untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the
nation, and little measurable requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless
beaches that are frequently unsafe for swimming; creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to
drink; and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

The three quarter-inch standard was supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6th editorial
as a "promising new approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution from worsening and help
prevent beach closings," and a "good start in dealing with a tough problem."

The three quarter-inch standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution in
the planning phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem.
Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and
recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually, but these businesses are largely
dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the health of the
coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and with
billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and reauilt, adoption of the three quarter-inch standard will
soon have a transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers
and coastal waters. For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who

http://www.healthebay.org/actionletter/yourletter.asp                                 01/05/2000
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visit Los Angeles County beaches annually, for the health of our regional economy, and for a more
livable Los Angeles, please adopt the three quarter-inch standard, with no exceptions, to mitigate the
effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

http://www.healthebay.org/actionletter/yourletter.asp R0069951 01/05/2000
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3480 Torrance Boulevard. Suite 300, Torrance, California 90503
Phone (310) 540-3990 ¯ Fax (310) 316-7133

January 25, 2000

Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, Ca. 90013

RE: Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

I have received and reviewed the December 7, 1999 Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) that will be discussed by the California Water Quality
Control Board - Los Angeles Region (Board) on January 26, 2000. It is my
understanding that the SUSMP program is called for in the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination Systems (NPDES) for Los Angeles County Municipal Storm
Water Permit (Order #96-054).

As a Southern California resident and home building professional, I support the
Board’s efforts in developing and implementing policies and programs that will
reduce pollution resulting form storm water run-off and achieve clean water in the
Los Angeles region. However, I am concerned with the current proposed staff
recommendations to the SUSMP. As mentioned before, I support the Boards efforts
for achieving clean water, but as the individual who must implement the SUSMP
program as I construct new homes, I must say that this program falls short in
achieving our shared goal of delivering clean water to our local rivers, streams,
wetlands, bays and the ocean.

ADOPT THE SUSMP WITH AMENDMENTS

Since the release of the original SUSMP in late August, 1999 and the September 16,
1999 Board hearing, there have been many changes by staff that have made the
SUSMP more complex and confusing to interpret and implement.

First, the December 7, 1999 SUSMP proposal has added several new and stricter
definitions. The definition for "Hillsides, " "Parking Lots," and "Environmental
Sensitive Areas" have been dramatically change since the September 16, 1999 Board
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hearing. These new definitions have not yet been discussed in a public hearing or
with the regulated communities.

Definition of Hillsides

The December 7, 1999 SUSMP has changed the definition of "Hillside" without
review by the municipalities, the regulated communities or interested parties.
Therefore, we suggest that the Board modify the definition as property located in an
area with known erosive soil conditions, where the development would involve
regulated grading on any natural slope that is 25 percent or greater, or delegate the
authority of this definition to the local municipalities (i.e., the cities or county).

Parking Lots

A new category subject to SUSMP, "Parking Lots" was added without a public
hearing or input from the municipalities, the regulated communities or interested
parties. It is unclear why or how the "Parking Lots" will be defined and
implemented under the SUSMP. Furthermore, it is my understanding that the
Long Beach municipal storm water permit includes a special study provision to
characterize pollution and evaluate controls for parking lots. I suggest that the
Board wait for the results of the Long Beach study on parking lots before adding this
category to the SUSMP, or that "Parking Lots" be defined to apply only to
commercial "stand alone" parking lots, and not Parking lots that are not associated
with small, commercial developments.

Environmentally Sensitive Areas

Once again, staff has added another new category of "Environmentally Sensitive
Areas" to the SUSMP without a public hearing or input from the municipalities, the
regulated communities or interested parties. This new category has many different
and conflicting provisions under federal, state and local law. Furthermore, these
many different provisions of law, regulation, and guidance define a variety of
environmentally sensitive areas that, taken together, will result in the application
of SUSMP criteria to an inherently vague definition, leading to application of those
criteria in situations where it was not intended. We suggest the Board work with
the municipalities, the regulated communities and interested parties on developing
one single definition.

DO NOT ADOPT A NUMERICAL DESIGN STANDARD

At the September 16, 1999 Board hearing on the SUSMP, the only significant
difference between the staff’s proposal and that of the municipalities, the regulated
communities and interested parties was the inclusion of a numerical design
standard for the sizing of Best Management Practices. The staff proposal includes a
specific design standard in the SUSMP without a public hearing or input from the
municipalities, the regulated communities or interested parties. Additionally, the
continued inclusion of a numerical design standard in the SUSMP, whose benefits
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have not been proven and whose cost effectiveness has not been studied, makes it
impossible for me to support the proposed SUSMP.

"CLEAN WATER INITIATIVE"

Once again, let me reiterate that I fully support the goal of reducing pollution caused
by storm water run-off. That is why I support the attached "Clean Water Initiative,"
which is also supported by a number of regulated industries and business leaders.
This Initiative makes a commitment to clean water and supports a process by which
clean water can become a reality. The process outlined in the Initiative is
additionally supported by the Southern California Association for Governments
and would involve all affected parties (the regulated community, municipalities
and the environmental community) in a thoughtful process based on sound science
and proven techniques.

Therefore, I respectfully request that you and the Board correct the above-mentioned
problems to the SUSMP. In addition, I ask that you support the comprehensive
"Clean Water Initiative" of truly achieving storm water pollution
reduction.

Sincerel’

J.C.C. Homes

cc: Mr. Hami Nahani, Chair
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region
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THE CLEAN WATER INITIATIVE

The following is an alternative approach to SUSMP implementation which is supported
by a variety of public and private organizations, companies and individuals. Those
supporting this initiative favor enhanced water quality and improved storm water
management.

The centerpiece of this initiative is a strong commitment to clean water through actual
and measurable pollutant reduction. This is achieved through an inclusive process driven
approach based on sound science (water quality and waste load analysis) and proven
techniques (applied and tested BMPs). This is far better than simply relying on a
volumetric approach (numeric standards) which is based solely on the "quantity" of water
captured rather than the "quality" of the water released.

Commitments
The public and private organizations, companies and individuals supporting this initiative
make the following commitments towards clean water and stormwater mitigation in
Southern Califorrda:

¯ We commit to clean water
¯ We commit to implementing quality Best Management Practices (BMPs)
¯ We commit to doing demonstration projects and pilot programs on specific BMPs
¯ We commit to developing watershed management plans for each watershed in the

Basin
¯ We commit to work cooperatively with all of the other stakeholders in this issue

(the regulated community, the environmental community and the municipalities)
to enhance water quality and improve stormwater management

While we as public and private organizations, companies and individuals arc willing to
make important commitments towards clean water and stormwater mitigation, we also
expect the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) to live up
to its legal responsibilities regarding this issue. It is our belief that the LARWQCB can
best do this by committing to suppor~ only those policies based on sound science, quality
research and proven techniques. To do this it is our expectation that the LARWQCB will
do the following analysis to verify the value of their policy initiatives:

¯ Water Quality Analysis
¯ Waste Load Analysis
¯ Cost Effectiveness Analysis
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Proce$~
We believe that a thoughffu~ "procvss driven" approach should bv employvd for the
development of" appropriate public policy regarding stormwater mitigation in Southern
California. Further, we believe that the SUSMP Policy approved on January 6, 2000 by
the Regional Council of the Southern Calif’omia Association of Governments (SCAG)
offers a quality process driven approach to SUSMPs. We support "d~is policy, as outlined
b¢low, and would s¢�1~ its inclusion in the final SUSMP resolution adopted by the
LAgWQC8.

The Southern California Association of Governments recommends that:

¯ the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board not adopt SUSMP numeric
standards until such time as the Board can validate the feasible, technical and
scientific bases for numeric standards.

¯ the Board monitorptlotprograms similar to those underway in Los Angeles County,
¯ the Board work closely with cities such as Calabasas, Santa Clartta and Santa

Montca to assess the effectiveness of local initiatives aimed at managing runoff water
flows and quality.

¯ the :Board develop a Memorandum of Understanding with $CAG in which SCAG
would incorporate a Best Management ?ractices for Preventing Storm Water Runoff
2~ollutlon in the Los tlngele~ Basin project in its Environmental Programs and
Livable Communities work elements.

¯ the Board ask SCA G to manage a legal authorities initiative in which all ofthe 85
cities in the Los Angeles Basin wouM work to develop model language which would
then be available for municipal implementation throughout the Basin.
the Board invite SCAG to contribute Its Section 208 authorities to a collaboration
with other key organizations/stakeholders in scoplng out plans for a watershed
management initiative program in each watershed of the Basin,

¯ the Board evaluate the operating results of watershed (regional) mitigation programs
prior to its consideration of any general retrofit mandates on existing land uses.

¯ the Board and SCAG cooperate with other stakeholders tn putting best efforts into
raising the new flnanctal resources needed for planntng and implementing these
water quality commitments.

¯ the Board’s staffbe encouraged to meet with those SCAG sub.regional councils
affected by the BUSMP program prior to any Board action on these matters.
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_                       DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
2955 E. HILLCRE,qT ] )R. #12(I, WR,qTLAKE VILLAGE, CA 91.’t62 ¯ PIt (805) 381-1894 ¯ FAX (805) 496-1292

September 15, 1999

Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson, Executive Officer
Cali~’ornia Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angel~ Region
320 West 4" St.. suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

RE: Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

It is my understanding that during your September 16a’ meeting the Regional Board will
hold a public hearing to discuss the proposed new Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plans (SUSMP). This discussion will include gaff proposed changes to the
SUSMPs. Amot~g these proposed changes is a new and tar-reaching requirement for
numerical mitigation measures. As a Los Angeles area businessporson I am writing to
request that you postpone taking any action that would implement numerical mitigation
measures for BMP design criteria.

The Los Angeles Region already has new stringent SUSMPs and there is no legislative or
regulatory requirement to revise them to include numerical mitigation measures based on
capture era percentage of’rainfall evens at this time. In fact, the current SUSMPs are
among the strictest in the nation and we are only now seeing the lbll environmental
benefit derived from their implementation.

Considering this, as well as the potential economic impact numerical mitigation measure
requirements may have upon business, it would only seem wise that you and the hoard
move slowly and cautiously when considering new and far reaching requirements.
Further, as a businessper~on that would be impacted by these new SUSMP requirements,
I believe it ts tn~umbent upon the Regional Board to seek vttal input from the broader
regulated community. It is my understanding that, except for one public workshop to
present justification for the numerical measures, this has not yet taken place.
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Mr. Dennis Dickerson. September
Page 2

Once again, considering that thece is no compelling requirement Io move Forward with
these new regulations at this time, I would ask that you take not add numerical mitigation
moasures when you approve the SUSMPa.

Sincerely,

4
President

Mr. Hamid Nahai, Chair
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region
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801 Pacific Coast Hwy., Suite 200 www.justice-assoc.~ora 910 S. Valley View Blvd.
Seal Beach, CA 90740-6210 L~s Vegas, NV 89107.4416

Phone: (562) 799-6111 Fax: (562) 799-6119 Phone: (702) 822-2111 Fax: (’/02) 822-2113

January25,2000

Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 West o’th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

I have received and reviewed the December 7, 1999 Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan
(SUSMP) that will be discussed by the California Water Quality Control Board - Los Angeles
Region (Board) on January 26, 2000. It is my understanding that the SUSMP program is called
for in the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (N-PDES) for Los Angeles County
Municipal Stormwater Permit (Order #96-05o,).

As a Southern California resident and an environmental engineering professional, I support the
Board’s efforts in developing and implementing policies and programs that will reduce pollution
resulting from stormwater run-off and achieve clean water in the Los Angeles region. However,
I am concerned with the current proposed staff recommendations to the SUSMP. As mentioned
before, I support the Boards efforts t-or achieving clean water, but as the individual who must
implement the SUSMP program as I construct new homes, I must say that this program falls
short in achieving our shared goal of delivering clean water to our local rivers, streams, wetlands.
bays and the ocean.

ADOPT THE SUSMP WITH AMENDMENTS

Since the release of the original SUSMP in late August, 1999 and the September 16, 1999 Board
hearing, there have been many changes by staff that has made the SUSMP more complex and
confusing to interpret and implem,nt.

First, the December 7, 1999 SUSMP proposal has added several new and stricter definitions.
The definition for "Hillsides," "Parking Lots," and "Environmental Sensitive Areas" have been
dramatically changed since the September 16, 1999 Board hearing. These new definitions have
not been discussed yet in a public hearing or with the regulated communities.
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Definition of Hillsides

The December 7, 1999 SUSMP has changed the definition of "Hillside" without review by the
municipalities, the regulaled communities or interested parties. Therefore, we suggest that the
Board to modify the definition as propert3, located in an area with known erosive soil conditions,
where the development would involve re~lated grading on any natural slope that is 25 percent
or greater, or delegate the authority of this definition to the local municipalities (i.e., the cities or
county).

Parking Lots

A new category subject to SUSMP, "Parking Lots" was added without a public hearing or input
for the municipalities, the regulated communities or interested parties. It is unclear why and how
the "Parking Lots" will be defined and implemented under the SUSMP. Furthermore, it is my
understanding that the Long Beach municipal storm water permit includes a special study
provision to characterize pollution and evaluate controls for parking lots. I suggest that the
Board wait for the results of the Long Beach study on parking lots before adding this category to
the SUSMP, or that "Parking Lots" be defined to apply only to commercial "stand alone"
parking lots, and not Parking lots that are not associated with small commercial developments.

Environmentally Sensitive Areas

Once again, staff has added another new category of "Environmentally Sensitive Areas" to the
SUSMP without a public heating or input for the municipalities, the regulated communities or
interested parties. This new category has many different and conflicting provisions under
federal, state and local law. Furthermore, these many different provisions of law, regulation, and
guidance define a variety of environmentally sensitive areas that, taken together, will result in the
application of SUSMP criteria to an inherently vague definition leading to application of those
criteria in situations where it ~vas not intended. We suggest the Board work with the
municipalities, the regulated communities and interested parties on developing one single
definition.

DO NOT ADOPT A NUMERICAL DESIGN STANDARD

At the September 16, 1999 Board hearing on the SUSMP, the only significant difference
between the staff’s proposal and that of thc municipalities, the regulated communities and
interested parties was the inclusion of a numerical design standard for the sizing o[’ Best
Management Practices. The staff proposal includes a specific design standard in the SUSMP
without a public hearing or input for the municipalities, the regulated communities or interested
parties. Additionally, the continued inclusion of a numerical design standard in the SUSMP,
whose benefits have not been proven and whose cost effectiveness has riot been studied, makes it
impossible for me to support the proposed SUSMP.
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"CLEAN WATER INITIATIVE"

Once again, let me reiterate that I tully support the goal of reducing pollution caused by
stormwater run-off. That is why I support the attached "’Clean Water Initiative," which is also
supported by a number of regulated industries and business leaders. This Initiative makes a
commitment to clean water and supports a process by which clean water can become a reality.
The process outlined in the Initiative is additionally supported by the Southern California
Association of Governments and would involve all affected parties (the regulated community,
municipalities and the environmental community) in a thoughtful process based on sound science
and proven techniques.

Therefore, ] respectfully request that you and the Board correct the above-mentioned problems to
the SUSMP. In addition, I ask that you support the comprehensive "Clean Water Initiative" as a
way of truly achieving stormwater pollution reduction.

Sincerely,

Tom Taylor, R.E.A., R.E.M.
Justice & Associates

cc: Mr. Hami Nahani, Chair
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region
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THE CLEAN WATER INITIATIVE

The following is an alternative approach to SUSMP implementation, which is supported
by a variety of public and private organizations, companies and individuals. Those
supporting this initiative favor enhanced water quality and improved storm water
management.

The centerpiece of this initiative is a strong commitment to clean water through actual
and measurable pollutant reduction. This is achieved through an inclusive process driven
approach based on sound science (water quality and waste load analysis) and proven
techniques (applied and tested BMPs). This is far better than simply relying on a
volumetric approach (numeric standards), which is based solely on the "quantity" of
water captured rather th~ the "quality" of the water released.

Commitments
The public and private organizations, companies and individuals supporting this initiative
make the following commitments towards clean water and stormwater mitigation in
Southern California:

* We commit to clean water
* We commit to implementing quality Best Management Practices (BMPs)
- We commit to doing demonstration projects and pilot programs on specific BMPs
¯ We commit to developing watershed management plans for each xvatershed in the

Basin
¯ We commit to work cooperatively with al_.] of the other stakeholders in this issue

(the regulated community, the environmental community and the municipalities)
to enhance water quality and improve stormwatcr management

Exr~ectations
While we as public and private organizations, companies and individuals are willing to
make important commitments towards clean water and stormwater mitigation, we also
expect the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) to live up
to its legal responsibilities regarding this issue. It is our belief that the LARWQCB can
best do this by committing to support only those policies based on sound science, quality
research and proven techniques. To do this it is our expectation that the LARWQCB will
do the following analysis to verify the value of their policy initiatives:

¯ Water Quality Analysis
¯ Waste Load Analysis
¯ Cost Effectiveness Analysis
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We believe that a thoughtful "process driven" approach should be employed for the
development of appropriate public policy regarding stormwater mitigation in Southern
California. Further, we believe that the SUSMP Policy approved on January 6. 2000 by
the Regional Councll of the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)
offers a quality process driven approach to SUSMPs. We support this policy, as outlined
below, and would seek its inclusion in the final SUSMP resolution adopted by the
LARWQCB.

The Southern California Association of Governments recommends that:

¯ The Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board not adopt SUSMP r:umeric
standards until such time as the Board can validate the feasible, technical and
scientific bases for numeric standards.

¯ The Board monitor pilot progr~._,nz" similar to tho~e underway in Los Angeles County..
¯ the Board work closely with cities such as Calabasas, Santa Clarita and Santa

Monica to assess the effectiveness of local initiatives aimed at managing runoff water
flows and quality.

¯ The Board develop a Memorandum of Understanding with SCAG in which SCAG
would incorporate a Best Management Practices for Preventing Storm W, ter Runoff
Pollution in the Los Angeles Basin project in its Environmental Programs and
Livable Communities work elements.
The Board u~’k SCAG to manage a legal authorities initiative in which all of the 85
cities in the Los Angeles Basin would work to develop model language, which would
then be available for municipal implementation throughout the Basin.

¯ The Board invite SCAG to contribute its Section 208 authorities t~, a collaboration
with other key organizations/stakeholders in scoping out plans for a watershed
management initiative program in each watershed �)f the Basin.

¯ The Board evaluate the operating results of watershed (regional) mitigation
programs prior to its consideration of any general retrofit mandates on existing land
uses.

¯ The Board and SCAG cooperate with other stakeholders in putting best efforts into
raising the new financial resources needed for planning and implementing these
water quality commitments.

¯ The Board’s staffbe encouraged to meet with those SCAG sub-regional councils
affected by the SUSMP program prior to an), Board action on these matters.
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KAU F MAN __.B ROAD

RECEIVED RE E/VED
January 24, 2000

p
California Regional Water Quali~ Con~ol Board                        P
Los ~geles Region
320 West 4~ S~eet, Suite 200
Los ~geles, California 90013

~: Standard Urban Sto~ Water Mitigation Plan

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

It is my understanding that the California Regional Water Quality Control Board - Los Angeles Region
(Board) will be holding a public hearing on January 26, 2000 on the adoption of the proposed Standard
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans (SUSMP) as required under the Los Angeles County Municipal
Stormwater Permit (Order No. 96-054). As a Southern California businessperson I support the goals of
clean water, however, after reviewing the December 7, 1999 revision of the SUSMP, I am opposed to
certain provisions within the plan.

Included in the revised SUSMP are several new and modified definitions that restrict development
activity. Specifically, I am concerned with the attempt to define "Hillside" and "Environmental Sensitive
Area," and the addition of"Parking lots" to the list of projects subject to the SUSMP requirements.
These requirements make the implementation of the SUSMP completely impractical in many
municipalities in Los Angeles County.

Additionally, the continued inclusion of a numerical mitigation standard in the SUSMP, whose benefits
have not been proven and whose cost effectiveness has not been studied, makes it impossible for me to
support the proposed SUSMP.

Once again, let me reiterate that I fully support the goal of cleaning our stormwater run off. That is why I
support the attached "Clean Water Initiative," which is also supported by a number of regulated industries
and business leaders. This Initiative makes a commitment to clean water and, perhaps more importantly,
it supports a process by which clean water can become a reality. The process outlined in the Initiative is
additionally supported by the Southern California Association of Governments and would involve all
affected parties (the regulated community, municipalities and the environmental community) in a
thoughtfu! process based on sound science and proven techniques.

Therefore, I respectfully request that you and the Board delete the language outlined above expanding the
scope of the SUSMP and reject the implementation of a numerical mitigation standard. In addition, I ask
that you support the comprehensive "Clean Water Initiative" as a way of truly achieving stormwater
pollution reduction.

Sincerely,

Kaufma~Broad of Southern California Inc.

patrick~R.t~/Loy"~’u~ P ~

Vice President Land Development/
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cc: Mr. Hamid Nahai, Chair
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region
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THE CLEAN WATER INITIATIVE

The following is an alternative approach to SOSMP implementation which is supported
by a variety of public and private organizations, companies and individuals. Those
supporting this initiative favor enhanced water quality and improved storm water
management.

The centerpiece of this initiative is a strong commitment to clean water through actual
and measurable pollutant reduction. This is achieved through an inclusive process driven
approach based on sound science (water quality and waste load analysis) and proven
techniques (applied and tested BMPs). This is far better than simply relying on a
volumetric approach (numeric standards) which is based solely on the "quantity" of water
captured rather than the "quality" of the water released.

Commitments
The public and private organizations, companies and individuals supporting this initiative
make the following commitments towards clean water and stormwater mitigation in
Southern Californ,.’a:

¯ We commit to clean water
¯ We commit to implementing quality Best Management Practices (BMPs)
¯ We commit to doing demonstration projects and pilot programs on specific BMPs
¯ We commit to developing watershed management plans for each watershed in the

Basin
¯ We commit to work cooperatively with al.._[ of the other stakeholders in this issue

(the regulated community, the environmental community and the municipalities)
to enhance water quality and improve stormwater management

Expectations
While we as public and private organizations, companies and individuals are willing to
make important commitments towards clean water and stormwater mitigation, we also
expect the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) to live up
to its legal responsibilities regarding this issue. It is our belief that the LARWQCB can
best do this by committing to support only those policies based on sound science, quality
research and proven techniques. To do this it is our expectation that the LARWQCB will
do the following analysis to verify the value of their policy initiatives:

¯ Water Quality Analysis
¯ Waste Load Analysis
¯ Cost Effectiveness Analysis
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Parking Lots

A new category subject to SUSMP, "Parking Lots" was added without a public hearing or input
for the municipalities, the regulated communities or interested parties. It is unclear why and how
the "Parking Lots" will be defined and implemented under the SUSMP. Furthermore, it is my
understanding that the Long Beach municipal storm water permit includes a special study
provision to characterize pollution and evaluate controls for parking lots. I suggest that the
Board wait for the results of the Long Beach study on parking lots before adding this category to
the SUSMP, or that "Parking Lots" be defined to apply only to commercial "stand alone"
parking lots, and not Parking lots that are not associated with small commercial developments.

Environmentally Sensitive Areas

Once again, staff has added another new category of "Environmentally Sensitive Areas" to the
SUSMP without a public hearing or input for the municipalities, the regulated communities or
interested parties. This new category has many different and conflicting provisions under
federal, state and local law. Furthermore, these many different provisions of law, regulation, and
guidance define a variety of environmentally sensitive areas that, taken together, will result in the
application of SUSMP criteria to an inherently vague definition leading to application of those
criteria in situations where it was not intended. We suggest the Board work with the
municipalities, the regulated communities and interested parties on developing one single
definition.

DO NOT ADOPT A NUMERICAL DESIGN STANDARD

At the September 16, 1999 Board hearing on the SUSMP, the only significant difference
between the staff’s proposal and that of the municipalities, the regulated communities and
interested parties was the inclusion of a numerical design standard for the sizing of Best
Management Practices. The staff proposal includes a specific design standard in the SUSMP
without a public heating or input for the municipalities, the regulated communities or interested
parties. Additionally, the continued inclusion of a numerical design standard in the SUSMP,
whose benefits have not been proven and whose cost effectiveness has not been studied, makes it
impossible for me to support the proposed SUSMP.

"CLEAN WATER INITIATIVE"

Once again, let me reiterate that I fully support the goal of reducing pollution caused by
stormwater run-off. That is why I support the attached "Clean Water Initiative," which is also
supported by a number of regulated industries and business leaders. This Initiative makes a
commitment to clean water and supports a process by which clean water can become a reality.
The process outlined in the Initiative is additionally supported by the Southern Califomia
Association of Governments and would involve all affected parties (the regulated community,
municipalities and the environmental community) in a thoughtful process based on sound science
and proven techniques.
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Process
We believe that a thoughtful "process driven" approach should be employed for the
development of appropriate public policy regarding stormwater mitigation in Southern
California. Further, we believe that the SUSMP Policy approved on January 6, 2000 by
the Regional Council of the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)
offers a quality process driven approach to SUSMPs. We support this policy, as outlined
below, and would seek its inclusion in the final SUSMP resolution adopted by the
LARWQCB.

The Southern California Association of Governments recommends that:

¯ the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board not adopt SUSMP numeric
standards until such time as the Board can validate the feasible, technical and
scientific bases for numeric standards.

¯ the Board monitorpilotprograms similar to those underway in Los Angeles County.
¯ the Board work closely with cities such as Calabasas, Santa Clarita and Santa

Monica to assess the effectiveness of local initiatives aimed at managing runoff water
flows and quality.

¯ the Board develop a Memorandum of Understanding with SCAG in which SCAG
would incorporate a Best Management Practices for Preventing Storm Water Runoff
Pollution in the Los Angeles Basin project in its Environmental Programs and
Livable Communities work elements.

¯ the Board ask SCAG to manage a legal authorities initiative in which all of the 85
cities in the Los Angeles Basin would work to develop model language which would
then be available for municipal implementation throughout the Basin.

¯ the Board invite SCAG to contribute its Section 208 authorities to a collaboration
with other key organizations/stakeholders in scoping out plans for a watershed
management initiative program in each watershed of the Basin.

¯ the Board evaluate the operating results of watershed (regional) mitigation programs
prior to its consideration of any general retrofit mandates on existing land uses.

¯ the Board and SCA G cooperate with other stakeholders in putting best efforts into
raising the new financial resources needed for planning and implementing these
water quality commitments.

¯ the Board’s staff be encouraged to meet with those SCAG sub-regional councils
affected by the SUSMP program prior to any Board action on these matters.
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Dear Mr. Dickerson:

It is my understanding that the California Regional Water Quality Control Board - Los Angeles Region
(Board) will be holding a public hearing on hnuary 26, 2000 on the adoption of the proposed Standard
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans (SUSMP) as required under the Los Angeles County Municipal
Stormwatcr Permit (Order No. 96-054). As a Southern California businessperson I support the goals of
clean water, however, af~ reviewing the December 7, 1999 revision of the SUSMP, I am opposed to
certain provisions within the plan.

Included in the revised SUSMP are several new and modified definitions that restrict development
activity. Specifically, I am conoemed with tim attempt to d~fine ~Hillside" and "Enviromnental Sensitive
Area," and the addition of"Parking lots" to the list of projects subject to the SUSMP requirements.
These requirements make tbe implementation of the SUSMP �ompleu~ly impractical in many
municipaUtics in Los Angeles County.

Additionally, the continued inclusion of a num,:rical mitigation standard in th~ SUSMP, whosc b~efits
have not been proven and whose cost effectiveness has no~ been studied, makes it impossible for me to
support the proposed SUSMP.

Once again, let me reiterate that I fully support ~ goal of cleaning our stormwat~" run off. That is why I
support the attached "Clean Water Initiative," which is also supported by a number of regulated indus~es
and business leaders. This Initiative makes a commitment to cle~n water and, perhaps more importantly,
it supports a process by which clean water can become a reality. The process outlined in the Initiative is
additionally supported by the Soutl~’rn California Association of Governments and would involve all
affected parties (the regulated commumty, municipalities and the environmental community) in a
thoughtful process based on sound science and proven techoiqucs.

Therefore, I respectfully request h~t you and the Board delete the language outlined above expanding the
scope of the SUSMP and reject the implementation of a numerical mitigation standard. In additio~ I ask
that you support the comprehensive "Clean Water Initiative" as a way of truly achieving stormwater
pollution reduction.

Sincerely,

cc: Mr. Hamid Nahai, Chair
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region R0069969
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Mr. Dens A. Dickmon, Executive O~ccr
California Regional Water Quality Con~! Bo~d
~s Angeles Region

~  Homes320 W~t 4~ S~g Suite 200

~: St~d~d Urb~ St~ WaI~ ~tig~ti~n

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

I am writing Io comment on the revised Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans
(SUSMPs), dated August 11, 1999, submitted to you by the County of Los Angeles. It is
my understanding that after a discussion with the REgional Board during its September
16:h meeting you are proposing to approve the SUSMPs for implementation with two
modifications. I am concerned that among the staffproposed modifications is a new and
far-reaching requirement for numerical mitigation measures.

Neither the August 16, 1999 Notice of Public Hearing nor your letter of September 8,
1999, tells us exactly what the staJ’f is proposing. The public notice states that the
"mitigation measure may be derived from" the two alternatives cited. The September 8
letter says you will recommend that "a numerical storm water mitigation measure be
required for treatment controls."

The staff proposal summarized in the August 16, 1999 Notice of Public Hearing appears
to go far beyond the numerical criteria the County of Los Angeles agreed to as part of a
lawsuit Settlement Agreement. The staff proposal is "to capture a large percentage of
runoff events, runoffvolume and pollutant loads." Capturing the first 0.75 inches is far
different from infiltrating and/or treating runoff generated by the first 0.75 inches of
rainfall as required by the County’s numerical mitigation measure. Furthermore, it is not
clear what large perccmtage of pollutant loads will be captured. How do the pollutants
that would be captured relate to beneficial uses in the receiving waters? What percentage
of loads to the receiving waters that have been identified as impaired come from existing
development and what percentage comes from new development?

I understand that some environmental groups are encouraging you to require the proposed
numerical design criteria of all permittees. This would b¢ inappropriate az this time.
Together, we should examine the County’s experience with numerical design criteria
before the requircrnent is extended to cover the entire permitted area. It definitely should
not be expanded from "’infiltration and filtration" to "capture" before we have examined
the experiences and consequences of implem,mting the measure that the County agreed to
as a result of its Settlement Agreement. The scientific/technical basis for the selection of
numerical design criteria is still unclear. It appears that the number has been arbitrarily
chosen rather than derived from the need to control particular constituents in order to
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protect beneficial uses in the receiving waters. With the coming barrage of TMDLs, we
should be focusing on expenditures and best management practices that respond directly
to the identified impairments in the region’s waters.

It should be noted that the Executive Advisory Committee of the Los Angeles County
Stormwater Program has expressed its opposition to the inclusion of a numerical standard
in the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans. Their expressed reasoning is
persuasive, and ! agree with their observation that the imposition of this numeric standard
without supporting evidence is poor public policy.

You already have before you a revised set of new stringent SUSMPs for approval. There
is no legislative or regulatory requirement to revise them to include numerical mitigation
measures based upon the capture of a percentage of each rainfall event at this time. In
fact, the current SUSMPs are among the strictest in California and we need to see the full
environmental benefit derivea from their implementation before modifying them.

As a Los Angeles area businessperson involved in developmem (construction), I am
requesting that you postpone taking any action that would broadly implement numerical
mitigation measures for BMP design criteria. Considering the questionable technical
basis for the proposed numerical mitigation measure requirement as well as the pot~tial
economic impact such a requirement might have upon business, it would seem prudent to
move slowly and cautiously when considering new and far reaching requirements.

Furthermore, I request that you and your staff meet with municipal and industry
representatives to further discuss the numerical mitigation measure and its potential
consequence~ before you make your decision. There is no compelling requirement to add
numerical mitigation measures at this time. In fact, you still have sufficient time in your
120-day approval window to delay approval of the SUSMPs while meeting with the
regulated eommtmity.

Once again, I would ask that you not add numerical mitigation measures to the proposed
SUSMPs at this time.

Sincerely,

David J. McKinzie
Division President                                                   ,

cc: Mr. Hamid Nahai, Chair
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region
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¯

Land Tech Engineering

CIVIL ENGINEERING ¯ LAND PLANNING ¯ LAND SURVEYING

September 15, 1999
¯

Dr. Xavier Swamikannu
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 West 4± Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

RE: Consideration of Approval of the Standard Urban Storm
Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMP) for Los Angeles County

Dear Mr. Swamikannu:

This letter is in response to the Board’s consideration of the Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plans (SUSIVfP) that your staff is recommending for approval by your board
on September 16, 1999. We have reviewed the SUSlV[P prepared by Los Angeles County
and your staff s recommendation of numerical mitigation measures.

With respect to Los Angeles County’s SUSMP, we have the following concerns:

¯ The SUS.VfP specifies that each development "must be designed so as to mitigate the
site runoff from each and every storm event up to and including 0.75 inches of
rainfall." This condition creates some problems.

The use of 0.75 inches of rainfall has to be convened into direct runoff. The
County has not specified how you will calculate this direct runoff. This needs to
be specified in their plan. We cannot quantify the magnitude of improvements
necessary without knowing you much water we will have to deal with.

Mitigating for "each and every storm event" is not practical. If a storm event
occurs within 3 - 4 days of a previous event, how much pollutants could be left
from the previous storm. Treating all storm water in a 24 hour period creates a
heavy burden on any project. The intent of mitigating for pollutants is the
purpose of the plan. Unnecessarily designing for continuous storms will only add
to the public’s cost burden.                                    ,

¯ We have done some quick calculations for a 20 acre subdivision site of 100
homes. We have assumed direct runoff of 75% of the rainfall of 0.75 inches.
This yields runoff of 306,281 gallons of water. The treatment of this much water
would require an area 100 feet by 136 feet by 3 feet deep to store prior to
treatment. Allowing 85% of the suspended particulate matter to settle our will
require approximately 48 hours. Therefore we will have to provide capacity of up
to 2 storm events; increasing the basin size by 100% to a capacity of 612,567
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gallons. This will require an area 200 feet by 136 feet by 3 feet deep. This will cover
the area of approximately 5-6 single family homes, which effectively raises the prices of
new homes by 6 - 8% just to cover the land necessary to hold the water.

¯ The County SUSIVfP is incomplete. There are BMP’s hsted for each type of project
but their applicability and design criteria are not shown. How can this plan be
implemented without specifying what treatment is to be used for each project. We
cannot asses the true impact of this plan until the actual BMP applicability and design
criteria is created. As engineers, we feel this is the "most important part of the plan"
and it’s missing.

¯ This is no specification in the County’s SUSNfP of the type of pollutants that will be
treated for in each type of project. Where will this determination be made and who
will make it has to be included in the plan.

With respect to the CRWQCB staff’s recommendation of including a numerical
mitigation in the plan.

¯ The plan and you staff’s recommendation of 85th percentile storms and an arbitrary
use of 0.75 inches of rainfall for Los Angeles County creates a massive amount of
water that needs to be treated for a project. Per my previous comments, the treating
of a 20 acre subdivision will create approximately 306,281 gallons of runoff to be
treated. We feel that a lower number is justified since the pollutants will be washed
off the site under much lower rainfall conditions.

¯ The wording in the staff’s recommendation of "capture" the runoff indicates that
direct detention of the runoff is necessary. This statement needs to be clarified to
determine the direct impact to projects.

In closing, we recommend that adoption of the SUSMP be postponed until these issues
can be reviewed.

Please feel free to contact us if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

LAND TE~H ENG~ERING

\\CAD#3’ff: DRIVE\WP DOCSkProject FolderskBIA-SUSMP’d.,etter to Dr Swamakannu 9.16 99.do¢
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CO:VLM~ERCIAL
.M.ictmel P Conway
Manager, Acquasitions & Developme~t
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ianu~y 24, 2000

Mr. D~mis Dickerson
Exe~ulive
California Regional Wawr Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 West Fourth Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Staada~ Urban Stormwam Mitigation Plans (SUSMP)
Los Angeles County Mu~ioipal Stormwater Permit (Order No. 96-0~4)

~ reviewing the Docembex 7, 1999 revision of the SUSMP, I am opposed to c, efmin provisions
within the proposed plan. Namely, the attempt to d¢fin¢ ’q~lLside" and"Environm~ntaIlY Sensitive
Ar~ks," and the addition of"parking lois" to the list ofprojeois subject to the SUSMP requir~n~nts
which would restric~ development and would make impIcmentafion of the SUSMP ~cal in many
mtmicipalifi~ in Los Ang¢lcs County. Additionally, th© �ontinued inolusion of a numerical mitigation
standard in the SUSMP, whose bmefits have not bcm proven and whose cost ¢ffcotiv~,ncss has not
been studied, mak~ it impossible for me to support the proposed SUSMP-

. ., __~ ..... ~..,,~, mm~nrtsaprooessthatcouldmag¢c~eanwawrar~utY. ~u~-
....~.,~ ~ .... ¯ i~ additionffill supported byproc~ ou~ m th~ ~tm~. Y ........ ~_ _ _. ____~..
Goverameats at~d would revolve the regulated oommumty,
oommumty in a proc.~s based on science and proven techniques.

I respeotfu/ly request that you and the Board d¢la¢ th¢ language that atte~apts to define "I-Iillsid¢"
"]~nvironmental Sensitive Area" and "Parking Lots" expanding the scope of the SUSIVI~ and reje~ the
implementation of a numerical mitigation staudazd- I also ask that you support the compreheasiv¢
"Clean W~ter Initiative" as a way of a~hivv~ug stormwatcr pollution rcduotion.

Sinc.cr¢ly,

Tcrma Sousa
Vice Pr~id~t
Community Development

NIx. I-lamid Nabai, C’hair
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region R0069979
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Organizations referencing and/or as an attachment or as their sole
submittal including the Clean Water Initiative form letter.

B & E Engineers
Sun Cal Companies
Ventura Affordable Homes, Inc.
Rottman Froman Communities
Lennar Communities
Ben Anderson
Inner City Planning and Development, Inc.
Taylor Woodrow Homes, Inc.
Bill Erlich
Southern California Contractors Association, Inc.
Los Angeles County Board of Real Estate
Shea Homes
Pardee Construction Company
DeVere Anderson Enterprises
Weston Communities
Ann Romano Associates
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CLEAN WATER INITIATIVE

The following is an alternative approach to SUSMP implementation which is supported
by a variety of public and private organizations, companies and individuals. Those
supporting this initiative favor enhanced water quality and improved storm water
management.

The centerpiece of this initiative is a strong commitment to clean water through aotual
and measurable pollutant reduotion. This is aohioved through an inclusiv, process driven
approach based on sound science (water quality and waste load analysis) and proven
techniques (applied and tested BMPs). This is far better than simply relying on a
volumetric approach (numeric standards) which is based sololy on the "quantity" of water
captured rather than the "quality" of the water released.

Comm|tm¢llt$
The public and private orgamzations, companies and individuals supporting this initiative
make the following ex)mlnitments towards clean water rout stormwater mitigation in
Southern California:

¯ We commit to clean water
¯ We commit to implementing quality Best Management Practices (BMPs)
¯ We commit to doing demonstration projects and pilot programs oxx specific BMPs
¯ We commit to developing watelshed managemem plans for each watershed in the

Basin
¯ We commit to work cooperatively with all of the other stakeholders in this issue

(the regulated community, the environmerttaI community and the munioipalities)
to enhance water quaIity and improve stormwater management

Expectations
While we as public and private organizations, companies and individuals are willing to
make important commitments towards clean water and stormwater miti~on, we also
~xpect the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) to live up
to its legal respotxsibilities regarding this issue. It is our belief that the LARWQCB can
best do this by oommittktg to support only those policies based on sound soience, quality
research and proven techv.iques. To do this it is our expeOation that the LARWQCB will
do the following analysis to verify the value of their policy initiatives:

¯ Water Quality Analysis
¯ Waste Load Analysis
¯ Cost Effectiveness Analysis
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We believe that a thoughtful "process driven" approach should be employed for the
development of sppropriate public policy regarding stormwater mitigation m Southern
California. Further, we believe that the SUSMP Policy approved on January 6, 2000 by
the Regional Couacil of the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)
offers a quality process driven approach to SUSMPs. We support this policy, as outlinod
below, and would seek its inclusion in the final SUSMP resolution adopted by the
LARWQCB.

The Southern California Association of Gov~.tunents .recommends that:

¯ the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board not adopt SUS.M~ numeric
standards until such time as the Board can validate the feasible, technical and
scientific basea for nuraerie standards.

¯ the Board monitorpilot programs similar to those u~derway in Lo~ Angelea County.
¯ the Board work closely with cities such as Calabasa~, Santa Clanta and Sama

Monica to assess the effectivene.~ of local mitiaaves aimed at managing runoff water
flows and quality.

¯ the Board devdop a Memorandum of Understanding with $CAG in which SCAG
would incorporate a Best Manageraent Praca’ees for Preventing Storm Water Runoff
Pollution in the Los Angelea Basin project in ira F.,nvironmental Programs and
Livable Communities work elanents.
the Board ask SCAG to manage a legal awhoritiea initiative in which all of the 8.~
cities in the Lo~ Angeles Basin would work to develop model language which would
then be available for municipal implementation throughout the Basin.

¯ the Board invite $CAG to comr~lmte ira SectWn 208 mahorities to a collaboration
with other key organ~.ations/stakeholdem in scoping out plans for a watershed
management initiath,e program in each watershed of the Basin.

¯ the Board evaluate the operating res~ta of water, bed (regional) mitigation programs
prior to i~s conaidemtion of any general rea’ofit mandates on ~-iating land uses.

. the Board and $CAG cooperate w~th other stakeholders in putting beat efforts ~nto
rai~ing the new financial resources needed for planning and implementing thee
water quality commitments.
the Board’s staff be encouragezt to me~t wiat those SCAG ~ub-regional eounals
affected by the SUSMP program prior to any Board action on these mattem.
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LIBERTY HIIJ.
FOUNDATION

21 (]lovcrfield IIIvd.
Suile 113 Change, Not Charity

a M~mica. (~A
T: (3101 45.t.2,611
F: (310) 453-781|6

in fo@libertyhill .~rg
www.llberlyhill.org

December 6, 1999

’ ............ ,,, Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
, ........ , ........... Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

’"’""’ .... 320 W. 4’h Street, Suite 200
,~,,, ,.,,,, ,, ......... Los Angeles, California 90013

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

,,,,~,, ....... You have the opportunity to significantly reduce urban runoff, the number one

~ ....... o,..,. .... source of pollution to our coastol and inlond waters. In Januaw 2000, I urge you
, ........, ...... to adopt the reasonable proposal set forth by your own staff to curb urban

~,.,.,.,.~,~.,, runoff: Ensure that specified new and redevelopments capture, treat or infiltrate
’ ......’ ...... 100% of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm.

~ ......., .........,,,,~.,,~’ ...........,,.,,,, By adopting this proposal, you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to
\,k~, ,, ....... alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoff that builds in
toxicity as it crosses parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair
garages, and gas stations before it is channeled and runs untreated into the ocean.
With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the nation, and little measurable

,~,~ ,, .........,,,, ,,~,~,~.,,,,, .... requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless beaches
that are frequently unsafe for swimming, creeks and streams with water that is
unsafe to drink, and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

.....,,, ,~,,,,~"’"’ Your staff’s proposal is supported by the Los Angeles Times in its October 6~
..... ,,, ,,,,~,,~ ..... editorial as a "promising new approach... [that] could well keep ocean pollution
.........,~,,~,, ,,’"" ’,,, ..........~.,, from worsening and help prevent beach closings," and a "good start in dealing
~ ......~\,"’ ........ with a tough problem."

’ ..........,,,,~,,,,,’",~,,,, .....The proposed standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water
’"" ..........~’’~, ........~ ,< .......’ ..........,,, pollution in the planning phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to

~,, ............ solve the runoff problem. Second. urban runoff is bad for our regional economy.
"’,’,’,?.i’,;’,~’,’Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two

’ ........~ ..............billion dollars annually, but these businesses are largely dependent on the health
.................... of the coastal resources to attract their customers. As the health of the coastline

" ........... declines, so does business - and with billions of dollars at stake, the health of our
........... , ...... entire regional economy is impacted.

~"’ ..... ~"~ ’ .......,,,,~’:’,,,~,,,,,,,, .............In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of your staffs
,,,,,, ...... proposal will soon have a transformative impact on the amount of polluted
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runoff that invades our streams, rivers and coastal waters. For the health of local
aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles County
beaches annually, for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable
Los Angeles, please support your staff’s proposal to mitigate the effects of urban
runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sincer~y,

Lina Paredes
Program Officer
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Long Beach Area Chamber of Commerce

October 14, 1999

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 West 4t~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

RE: Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs) Submitted For
Approval To The Executive Officer Under The Los ,~geles County Municipal Storm
Water Permit (Public Notice No. 99-047)

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

The Long Beach Area Chamber of Commerce (The Chamber) has reviewed the Regional Water
Quality Control Board’s proposal to incorporate numeric mitigation measures (the first 0.75
inches of rainfall within a 24-hour storm event) into the SUSMPs. While The Chamber fully
supports stormwater pollution reduction programs, we must express our concern with the
numeric mitigation measures and offer some alternatives prior to the adoption of the SUSMPs.

On June 30, 1999 the California Water Quality Control Board unanimously adopted Order No.
99-060 making the City of Long Beach the first City in Los Angeles County to administer and
implement its own Municipal Stormwater Permit. The Permit already incorporates many BMPs
(Best Management Policies) and site specific SUSMP requirements. For example, at a
minimum, peak runoff rates cannot exceed predevelopment levels, for developments where the
potential for increased storm water discharge rates can result in an increase in downstream
erosion potential and 25 percent of required landscape areas for new developments must be’
vegetated with xeriscape. Therefore, The Chamber is fully committed to the development of
citywide S U SMPs, for the specific development categories detailed in our Permit, and requests
the Board to consider the following prior to adoption:

¯ Studies to determine the "Pollutants of Concern" from storm drains in local/regional
receiving waters and their true impact on beneficial uses. Is the 0.75" runoff mitigation
appropriate and effective?

¯ Site specific studies to determine the impacts of runoff mitigation on water tables, soils and
other environmental concerns unique to certain areas/cities.

¯ Studies to determine the 0.75" runoffmitigation’s economic impact on new development and
on Cities’ economies implementing SUSMPs containing these numeric limits.

¯ Cost Analysis for the implementation and ongoing maintenance of Treatment Control BMPS.

One World Trade Center, Suite 206, Long Beach, CA 90831-0206
(562) 436-1251 ¯ FAX (562) 436-7099 ¯ http://www.lbchamber.com
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¯ Cost benefit and effectiveness analysis of the 0.75" retentiorfftreatment within the 24-hour
period on the pollutants of concern on the receiving waters and impact on beneficial uses.

¯ Local/regional water studies and multi-year region specific monitoring and related data
collection.

The Chamber supports the cities of Long Beach, Los Angeles and Lakewood and the Executive
Advisory Committee in their opposition to the prescriptive measures and respectfully requests
the Board give cities the opportunity to study and select programs that will result in real water
quality improvements without significant unnecessary expenditures.

Sincerely,

Daymond W. Rice
Vice President Government Affairs
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY BOARD of REALESTATE
Th# Voice of J~eal Eatate repm$¢nting pr~ate property righta in I.~ Angeles County

1330 South ValleyVista Drive, Diamond Bar, Ca. 91765
Phone: (909)612-5707, Fax: (909)6t2-5715

Email: lewisco@cybergSt.com ¯ Websi~e: http://www.lacbor.org

VIA FACSIMILE

January 20, 2000

Mr, Dennis Dicker~n, Executive Officer
CaILfomia Regional Watrr Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan

Dear Mr, Dickerson:

It is my understanding that the California Regional Water Quality Control Board - Los Angeles
Region (Board) will be holding a public hearing on January 26, 2000 on the adoption of the
proposed Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans (SUSMP) as required under the Los
Angeles County Municipal Stormwater Permit (Order No. 96-054). As a Southern California
businessperson I support the goals of clean water, howvver, aP~r reviewing the December 7,
1999 revision of the SUSIV£P, I am opposed to certain provisions within the plan.

Included in the revised SUSMP are several new and modified definitions that restrict
development activity. Specifically, I am concerned with the art~-~npt to define "Hillside" and
"Environmental Sensitive Ar~" and the addition of"Parking lots" to the list of projects subject
to the SUSMP r~quirements. These requirements make the implementation of the SUSMP
completely impractical in many muni¢ipaliti©s in Los Angeles County,

Additionally, the continued inclusion of a numerical mitigation standard in the SUSMP, whose
ben~its have not been proven and whose cost effectiveness has not been studied, makes it
impossible for me to support the proposed SUSMP,

Once again, let me rei~rate that I fully support the goal of cleaning ouz stormwater run off. That
is why [ support the attached "Clean Water Initiative," which is also supported by a number of
regulated industries a~d business leaders. This Initiative makes a commitment to clean water
and, perhaps more importantly, it supports a process by which clean water can become a reality.
The process outlined in the Initiative is additionally supported by ~he Southern California
Association of Governments and would involve all affected parties (the regulated communily,
municipalities and the environmental community) in a thoughtful process based on sound science
and proven techniques.
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~r. Dennis Dickerson
Jsuuar~ 20, 2000
Page Two

Therefore, I respectfully request that you and the Board delete the language outlined above
expanding the scop~ of the SUSMP and reject the implvmentation of a numerical mitigation
standaxd. In addi6on, I ask that you support the comprehensive "Clvan Water Initiative" as a
way of truly achieving stormwater pollution reduction.

Sincerely,

Michael

cc: Mr. Harold Nahai, Chair
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region
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MALIBU BAY COMPANY

20’31
January 18, 2000

Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director                                 c~L~ :
LosAngeles Regional Water Quality Control Board                           ~ ~=’ ........
320W. 4th Street, Suite 200                                              "; ~ ~
LosAngeles, California 90013

Re: Support for Standards to Reduce Runofffrom New Development and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

I am writing to you as a commercial property owner, developer, environmentalist, water sport activist
(surfer, swimmer, paddler, skindiver and sailor) and concerned California citizen.

On January 26, 2000 you have the opportunity to significantly reduce urban runoff, the number one
source of pollution to our coastal and inland waters. I urge you to adopt a Standard Urban Stormwater
Mitigation Plan (the "Plan") for the Cities in Los Angeles County, reducing urban runoff from new
development and redevelopment. By adopting the Plan, you and the Regional Board have the opportunity
to alter our current course towards worsening water pollution.

As a property owner and developer in Malibu, we have self-imposed runoff regulations on two proposals
we currently have pending. Both of these projects will retain and treat runofffrom the new development.
While it would be ideal if every property developer would volunteer this, the reality of the economics is
that most do not. For this reason, I urge you to not only require retention and treatment of runoff, but to
make the Plan’s regulations (including the definitions and standards) specific and clear so that it can be
properly planned and implemented. In addition it is critical that the exemptions from the definition of
runoffas contained in the December RWQCB draft of the Plan be eliminated, particularly, the exemption
of rooftop runoff (which is ludicrous).

Requiring treatment makes economic sense. While it is a significant cost to the developer to provide
treatment, addressing the problems in the planning phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to
solve the runoff problems (versus trying to fix problems after the fact)¯ Second, urban runoff is bad for
our regional economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and recreation businesses generate over two
billion dollars annually, but these businesses are largely dependent on the health of the coastal resources
to attract their customers. As the health of the coastline declines, so does business.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of new ,~andards will soon have a
transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoff that invades our streams, rivers and coastal
waters. For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who visit Los Angeles
County beaches annually, for the health of our regional economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles,
please adopt standards to mitigate the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

~’ (’ ~lm Pe~nchio                                                              R0069989
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+ associates

Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013.

RE: Support for Three Quarter=Inch Standard to Reduce Runoff from New and Rede’ve!opment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

I am a member of the Board of Directors of TreePeople, and I wanted you to know that after five
years of research, TreePeople has demonstrated the benefits and feasibility of capturing rainwater
and recycling it. TreePeople brought together leading experts to develop best management
practices, and then showed how easily they could be implemented.

Now, you have the opportunity to significantly reduce urban runoff, the number one source of
pollution to our coastal and inland waters. On January 26, 2000, we urge you to adopt reasonable
design standards for sizing treatment control Best Management Practices at specified new and
redevelopments: Ensure that these developments mitigate, through treatment or infiltration, 100%
of the runoff generated by up to and including a three quarter-inch storm, with no exceptions. By
adopting this standard, you and the Regional Board have the opportunity to alter our current course
towards worsening water pollution.

Today approximately 50% of our rainfall is converted into runoffthat builds in toxicity as it crosses
parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations before it is
channeled and runs untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff problem in the
nation, and little measurable requirements in the municipal storm water permits, we have countless
beaches that are frequently unsafe for swimming; creeks and streams with water that is unsafe to
drink; and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

The three quarter inch standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water pollution
in the planning phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff problem.
Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles County coastal tourism and
recreation businesses generate over two billion dollars annually, but these businesses are largely
dependent on the health of the coastal resources to attract their customem As the health of the

tel 213 384 3844

fax 213 384 3833
The . W’dtern

3780 Wilshire Blvd. suite 1100
Esther lviarsulies LOs Angeles, Ca. 90010
Lands~pe Architect Ca. 3752 e-~a~ miayassoc@.aoi.com
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coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near Huntington Beach) - and
with billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional economy is impacted.

In a region that is constantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of the three quarter-inch standard will
soon have a transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoffthat invades our streams, rivers
and coastal waters. For the health of local aquatic life, for the health of the 60 million people who
visit Los Angeles County beaches annually, for the health of our regional economy, and for a more
livable Los Angeles, please adopt the three quarter-inch standard, with no exceptions, to mitigate
the effects of urban runoff from new and redevelopment.

We’ve shown that it is feasible. Now it is up to you to ensure that it actually happens.

Thank you for your consideration

Sincerely,

Member o~eople
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$¢pt~:nlb~r 13, 1999

Mr. Deru’us A Dicl<erson, Executive Off~¢r
Caiifomi~ Regional Water Q~li~y Con~o[ Bo~d
Los ~el~ Region
~0 West ~ S~eet, Suite ~
Los ~elss. ~[ifo~ ~013

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

h is my understandm$ that during your September 16’~ meeting the Re$ional Board ~ll
pubhc he~m~ ~o dXscus~ ~e proposed new St~d~d Urb~ S~o~ Ws{er Mi~i~ati~ Pl~s
(SUSMP). This d~scuss~on will i~lud¢ s~ff pro~sed chics ~ ~e SUSMPs. ~o~
proposed ch~es is a new ~d f~.~a~in~ r~quirement for numerica~ ~ti~ation m~s.
~ Los Angeles ~ea b~ness~non I ~ ~[fin~ to ~ues~ ~[ you post~ t~ing ~y a~ion
~t would implemen~ n~e~c~[ mi~gsfion m~s~es for BMP design

~ Los ~gc~cs Region ~rcady ~ new s~ingem SUSMPs ~d there is no Ic~isl~vc or
regulato~ requirement to revise ~hem to include n~er[c~ mit[~a~on me~s bas~ on
ofa ~ntag: of rainfall ev~ns ~ ~s t~me. ]n fsct, ~ cu~cnt SUS~s
in ~e na~ton ~d we ~e only now see~n~ ~e ~II env~ro~en~al ~[ de~ved ~om the~

implementation.

Considering ~his, ~ ~II as ~ potential econc.m[� imp~�~ numerical mitigation
requirements m~y hav~ upon bus~s, it would os~ly seem ~se ~t you and ~ ~o~d move
slowly ~d cautiously when considen~ he’,/~ f~ reaching req~remen[s, F~e~,
businessp~rson ~ho would ~ impacted by ~hese ~w SUSMP r~q~iremen~s,
~ct~bcnt upon ~ Regional Bo~d to seek ~tal ~npu~ ~om ~he b~er r~ulat~ co~tF.
is my und~rs~ding thax. excep~ for on~ public worksh~,p so prc~n~ jus~ficafion for
numcrica~ measures. ~his has not yet t~en

~nc~ aga~ consid~n~ ~at ~r~ is no �ompelli~ re~uirem~t w mov~ fo~ard ~ ~e~ new
r~gulations s~ ~his time, [ would ask that you mk~ not sdd numerical mi~a~on me~ures when

you approve ~� SUSMPs.

Since

R0069992
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January 14, 2000                                              ~"

Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson                                     __
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region                                        ~
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200                                   ~-
Los Angeles, CA 90013-1105

Re: Proposed Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan
and Regional Board Meeting of January 26, 2000

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

We are writing this letter in response to your request for written comments
in advance of your upcoming Board Meeting of January 26, 2000.

As we have previously communicated to you, we strongly oppose the
numerical standards proposed in the new Standard Urban Stormwater
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) guidelines. We also object to the most recent
modifications which have been made to the previously submitted SUSMP’s,
specifically the addition of new categories and the additional restrictio~s
definining "hillside development", the addition of a category for parking lots
containing 25 or more spaces, and the additional category concerning
projects discharging into an "environmentally sensitive" area.

The SUSMP guidelines you are proposing to adopt at the January 26, 2000,
Regional Water Quality Control Board are totally unacceptable. These new
SUSMP guidelines as written, will create significant cost increases for the
entire development industry. This increased cost will directly affect our
ability to provide affordable housing, and will have a negative impact on the
profitability of commercial and industrial business as well.

We are all concemed with the environment, and we fully understand the
importance of clean water, however, the development industry should not be
singled out and unjustly accused of being the major cause of water pollution.

THE NEWHALL LAND AND FARMING COMPANY, 23823 VALENCIA BOULtVARD, VALENCIA, CA 91355-2194

TEL 661.255.4000 FAX 661.255.3960 WI~I~S~TE: www.newhall.com
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Forcing our industry to design expensive, possibly ineffective structures
which could create a serious maintenance liability over time, in order to
meet a numerical standard that will not have a beneficial effect on the water,
will certainly not benefit the general public.

Our industry has made a great deal of progress towards pollution prevention
in recent years. We have made great strides in implementing various design
features to minimize potential pollution, and we have continued to educate
the contractors who work for us about the importance of applying best
management practices during the construction process. These efforts have
made a significant contribution towards prevention of pollution.

We are committed to continue our pollution prevention efforts, and have
already agreed to the SUSMP guidelines which were originally submitted to
the Regional Water Quality Control Board. The implementation of the
original SUSMP guidelines without the numerical guidelines will further
minimize any impacts that our industry may have on the environment.

As you know, the County of Los Angeles recently agreed to the 0.75
numerical standard in the unincorporated areas of Los Angeles in an effort to
resolve a lawsuit filed by the Natural Resource Defense Council, without the
input of our industry. To date, the projects submitted to them incorporating
this requirement have not been consistent in the application of their design
criteria. They have each specified a different way to meet this 0.75
numerical standard, and the costs for installation, the effectiveness of each
method, and the complexity and costs for maintenance are still unknown.
These projects should be studied over time and evaluated.

In closing, we would like to request that any new policies which are adopted
by the Board become effective only on projects which have not received
Tentative Map approval from the governing agency. We hope that the
Board will invest the time it will take to study some of the projects which
have been submitted through the County of Los Angeles to more fully
understand the .075 requirement, the various types of Best Management
Practices that will be cost effective to install and maintain, and that will have
the desired results before adding additional requirements which may have no
benefit to the environment, at a great cost to several industries.



We hope that the Board will understand our position, and will work with us
towards finding a logical, scientifically based approach to this issue.

Sincerely,

Vice-President of Operations



l’ I    ~,/~’

I~"(: ....................

December 13, 1999

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 206
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Subject: Proposed Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans
and Supporting Regional Board Resolution

Dear Dennis:

We are in receipt of your notice dated December 7, 1999, announcing that
the Regional Board will be asked to adopt a set of newly revised Standard
Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSWMP’s) at the upcoming
Regional Board Meeting of January 6, 2000.

We are extremely concerned that you have made the decision to act on a
matter of such magnitude to our industry in such haste. We were originally
advised that The Board would not be taking action on this issue until the end
of January. We were also totally unprepared for the extensive changes
which have been made to the SUSWMP’.~ tb.~t were originally discussed at
the September 16, 1999 Public Hearing.

During the many discussions we have had with you and your staff since the
original SUSWMP’s were proposed, we advised you of the serious nature of
our concerns regarding the proposed guidelines and the negative impact that
they would have on the development industry, we had no indication that our
concerns would be totally ignored, nor that the revisions to the SUSWMP’s
you would recommend to your Board would be even more restrictive than
the previous versions. The revised SUSWMP’s are totally unacceptable to
US.

R0069996
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In light of the extensive changes which you are recommending to the
proposed SUSWMP plans, the introduction of two completely new
categories, and the upcoming Holidays, we must have additional time to
respond. As I am sure you realize, these newly revised guidelines were not
made available to us until December 7, 1999, via the Internet. You have
requested our comments by December 20, 1999, which is nine working days
from the date we were provided with the revised guidelines. You then have
requested that we make a joint presentation tothe Board at the January 6,
2000 meeting, which is right after the Christmas Holiday, not allowing us
adequate time to study the changes, understand the impacts, and make a
formal presentation to your Board.

Due to the critical importance of this matter, and the far reaching negative
impacts these new guidelines will have, not only on The Newhall Land and
Farming Company, but the development and building industry throughout
.the Los Angeles Region, we ask that you grant this extension of time, and
that you not request action by the Board on this matter until the end of
January, as we were originally promised.

Sincerely,

Vice-President of Operations

cc: Jane Nelson
Tom Lee
Gary Cusumano
Regional Water Quality Control Board Members
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September 8, 1999

Dr. Xavier Swamikannu
CaLifornia Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 W. 4th Street, Suim 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Re: Writmn Comments Regarding The Consideration
Of Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans
Submittal For Approve1 To The Executive Off cer
Under The Los Angeles County 1Wmicipal Storm Water
Permit               -,

Dear Dr. Swamikannu:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Standard Urban Storm
Wamr Mitigation Plans for the Los Angeles County and 84 Cities.

We are very concerned at having to rush these comments to you, as we did
not receive the Notice of Public Hearing until today, and therefore did not
have the opportunity to study the issues and submit our written comments to
you by the deadline date requested in your Notice. These new Stsndard
Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan guidelines are complex innature, and
�o~d have a significant financial impact on the Development Industry.

We would like to request an extension of time, to allow us the opportunity ~
have qualified engineers study these new guidelines to better understand the
complexity of these new numerica~ standards for mitigation of swrm water,
~nd how what financial impacts these guidelines may have on our Indu.m’y.

This is an extremely important issue, and we urge you to grant us more time
to review these guidelines and comment on them before the Regional Board
makes a decision on this matter.

R0069999
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Our primary concern with th,se SUSMP’S m’e the numerical standards
which have been established for each of type of development -
in particulm=

B. YOUR RECOMMENDATION - Page 2 of the Notice of Public
Hearing:

"Incorporate in, "SUSMP-Section 3. ~mimize Storm Water
Pollutants of Concern", numerical mitigation measures for BMP
design critea-ia based on tim "mitigation" of smaller storms to capture a
large percentage of runoff events, runoff volume and pollutant loads.

This mitigation measure may be derived f~om:

1. The $Sth pe, centile 24-hour nm0ff,v~at determined as the
ma~m~=,d capture storm wat, r volume for the ~rea (Urlmu Runoff
Quality Matmgement, WEE Manual of Pm~e No. 23/ASCE
Manual of Practi~ No. 87, 1998), or

2. a hi~torical-re.ord based reference 24-hour rainfall criterion (0.75 inch
for the Los Angeles County area) that achieves the mine or greater
reduction in pollutant loads achieved by the 85th percentile 24-hour
runoff eveat.

OUR CONCERN -

The establishment of a numerical standard for Treatment ControI
BMP’S and the ~quiremeat tha~ each new type of development treat
the runofffrom each trod every ~"~orm in excess of this numerical
limits~ion (0.75 inches) is mmecesmry, and would be costly t~ design
and implement f~r every type of development listed in the $t~SlV~

R0070000

SEP-89-1999 II:~TAM    TEL)8~:~-m554489 ID)CRWQCB LA REGION PAGE:883 R--98~.



For instance, a residential project would have one type of pollu~mt
runoffand a commercial building or shopping center would have a
very different pollu~mt pot~ntisi. To design the same numerical
stipulation for the’treatme;~t of runoff for all types of developme~
whe~ they have very different designated uses and pollutant po~atisis
is unnecessary and impractical.

We have not been made aware of any scientific data to substantiate that
these elaborate measures would actually be n~cessary, nor that preventing
runoff fi-om storm water would actually have a significant impsct on
pollution to our waterways.

It seems that ou~ combined objective with these SUSMP’s should be to
reduce any pot,~al pollutants fi’om enmring the watenvays of America, and
the s~ggested methods listed hl the SUSIV[P’s will reduce the pollutants
without these nume~icsl standards.

We believe that it would be burdensome, unnecessary, and costly to require
a numerical factor that may not ac~ually improve the qualit7 of the water
leading to the waterways of Arnica, and would actually add significsnt
costs to the end product user, making a home mor~ costly to the general
public, and possibly preventing some people fi’om even qualifying for the
purchase of a new hom~.

We understand that some of the treatment control BMP’s included in the
SUSMP’s will need to be reviewed over time to determine their co~t and
th~ effectiveness. We can only speculate at this time wlu~ impact these
measures will have on us.

We strongly urge you to remove any mention of numerical stipulations for
the mitigation and treatment ofrunoffrelated to storm event~ from
categories of development listed in the SUSMP’s.

We would like to suggest that a Task Force be establish~l including
members of our Industry, the CotmtT, Cities and Regional Water staff to
discuss these guidelines, and together seek a reasonable and workable
solution- We a/so wil/need additional time to fully understand the impacts
these requirements may have on our business and our customers.

R0070001
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We appredat~ your imeresz in making sure that thrs~ new r~quinrmcnts
effective and reasonabl~.

Sincerely,

Vice-President of Operations

co: P,. Pearl- Bib.
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Telephone ~ 10.394-33?9

September 16, 1999

Mr. Dennis A Dickexson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Cmttrol Bou’d
I~s Angeles Region
32/3 West 4e~ Street, Suite 200
Lot Angeles, CA 90013

Sincerely,

Tom Zanic
Vice President

(                                                     R0070004
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Celifornia Regional Wm~r (~slity Coutrol Boreal Los an~clcs Re~o~



  PACE
ENGINEERING, INC. - c-:

September 14, 1999                                           ! " "

’- £."; ,i ;..-W~’ ,:, i : "
Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson, Executive Officer : ::-~ £,(;i.~,~-/~.~ ,; ~,.
California Regional Water Quality Control Board , .- ~/r~,,," ’.

Los Angeles Region
320 West 4t~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

I am writing to comment on the revised Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans
(SUSMPs), dated August 11, 1999, submitted to you by the County o~ Los Angeles. It is my
understanding that after a discussion with the Regional Board during its September 16t~
meeting you are proposing to approve the SUSMPs for implementation with two
modifications. I am concerned that among the staff proposed modifications is a new and far-
reaching requirement for numerical mitigation measures.

Neither the August 16, 1999 Notice of Public Hearing nor your letter of September 8, 1999,
tells us exactly what the staff is proposing. The public notice states that the "mitigation
measure may be derived from" the two alternatives cited. The September 8 letter says you
will recommend that "a numerical storm water mitigation measure be required for treatment
controls."

The staff proposal summarized in the August 16, 1999 Notice of Public Hearing appears to
go far beyond the numerical criteria the County of Los Angeles agreed to as part of a lawsuit
Settlement Agreement. The staff proposal is "to capture a large percentage of runoff events,
runoff volume and pollutant loads." Capturing the first 0.75 inches is far different from
infiltrating and/or treating runoff generated by the first 0.75 inches of rainfall as required by
the County’s numerical mitigation measure. Furthermore, it is not clear what large
percentage of pollutant loads will be captured. How do the pollutants that would be captured
relate to beneficial uses in the receiving waters? VVhat percentage of loads to the receiving
waters that have been identified as impaired come from existing development and what
percentage comes from new development?

I understand that some environmental groups are encouraging you to require the proposed
numerical design cdteria of all permittees. This would be inappropriate at this time.
Together, we should examine the County’s experience with numerical design ~riteria before
the requirement is extended to cover the entire permitted area. It definitely should not be m
expanded from "infiltration and filtration" to "capture" before we have examined the o¢}
experiences and consequences of implementing the measure that the County agreed to as ~..°
a result of its Settlement Agreement. The scientific/technical basis for the selection of o
numerical design criteda is still unclear. It appears that the number has been arbitrarily n~
chosen rather than dedved from the need to control particular constituents in order to protect
beneficial uses in the receiving waters. With the coming barrage of TMDLs, we should be
focusing on expenditures and best management practices that respond directly to the
identified impairments in the region’s waters.

9310 TOPANGA CANYON BLVD., SUITE220A, CHATSWORTH,CALIFORNIA 91311-5728
818.407.9407 PHONE 818.407.9400 FAX corp@pace-eng.com E-MAIL www,pace-enlz.com WEBSITE
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Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson, Executive Officer
Califomia Regional Water Quality Control Board Page 2 of 2

It should be noted that the Executive Advisory Committee of the Los Angeles County
Stormwater Program has expressed its opposition to the inclusion of a numerical standard in
the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans. Their expressed reasoning is persuasive,
and I agree with their observation that the imposition of this numeric standard without
supporting evidence is poor public policy.

You already have before you a revised set of new stringent SUSMPs for approval. There is
no legislative or regulatory requirement to revise them to include numerical mitigation
measures based upon the capture of a percentage of each rainfall event at this time. In fact,
the current SUSMPs are among the strictest in California and we need to see the full
environmental benefit derived from their implementation before modifying them.

As a Los Angeles area civil engineering firm involved in design and development, I am
requesting that you postpone taking any action that would broadly implement numerical
mitigation measures for BMP design criteria. Considering the questio.nable technical basis
for the proposed numerical mitigation measure requirement as well as the potential
economic impact such a requirement might have upon business, it would seem prudent to
move slowly and cautiously when considering new and far reaching requirements.

Furthermore, I request that you and your staff meet with municipal and industry
representatives to further discuss the numerical mitigation measure and its potential
consequences before you make your decision. There is no compelling requirement to add
numerical mitigation measures at this time. In fact, you still have sufficient time in your 120-
day approval window to delay approval of the SUSMPs while meeting with the regulated
community.

Once again, I would ask that you not add numerical mitigation measures to the proposed
SUSMPs at this time.

ovak

cc: Mr. Hamid Nahai, Chair
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region
Richard Lambros - Executive Vice President
Building Industry Association of Southern California
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January 24, 2000

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

Los Angeles Region
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Standm.d Urban Storm Water MitlCatioa Plan

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

I have received and reviewed the December 7, 1999 Standard Urban Stormwater Nfitigation Plan
(SUSMP) that will be ~scumed by the California Water Quality Control Board - Los Angeles
Region (Board) on January 26, 2000. It is my mulerstanding that the SUSMP program is called
for in the National Polh~tant Discharge Elimination System (HI>DES) for Los Angeles Cotmty
Municipal Stormwater Permit (Order #96-054).

As a Southern California resident and home building professional, I support the Board’s efforts
in developing and impleanenling policies and programs that will reduc� pollution resulting from
stormwamr m-off and achieve clean water in the Los Angeles region. However, I am
concern~ with the current proposed staff recommendations to tim SUSMP. As m~ntioned
before, I support the Boards efforts for achieving clem ratter, but as the imlividml who must
implement tim SUSMP program as I consm~ new homes, I must say that this program falls
short in a~hieving ot~ shared goal of’delivering cleazt water to otn" local rivers, streams, wetlands,
bays and the ocean.

ADOPT THE SUSMP WITH ~MEN’I~

Since the release of the original SUSMP in late August, 1999 and the September 16, 1999 Board
hearing, the~ have been many cha~ges by staff that has made the SUSMP more complex and

First, the December 7, 1999 SUSMP proposal has added several new and stricter definitions.
The definition for "Hillsides," "Pazking Lots," and "F_,nvh’onmcntal Sensitive Areas" have been
dmm~cally changed since the Sepmmber 16, 1999 Board hearing. These new de~nitions have
not lx~n discussed yet in a public hearing or with :he regulamd communides.

Deflntaon of H~

The Dec~xxber 7, 1999 SUSMP has c&anged the definition of ~-lillside" without review by the
municipalities, the regulated communides or mteaxrsted parties. Therefore, we suggest that the

25770 Valencia Blvd., Suite 200, Santa Clartta, CA 91}55
(80S) 260.1700. Fax (805) 260-1778                R0070007
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DO NOT ADOPT A ~CAL DESIGN STANDARD

At the Septemb~ 16, 1999 Board he~ing on ~ SUSMP, the oaly $ig~ficant diff~nce

~ ~ ~ ~ ~l~on ofa n~~ d~ ~ for ~ ~g of~
~~ ~~. ~e ~ ~~ ~I~ a ~� ~ ~ ~ ~ SUS~
~ a p~ ~ or ~ for ~ ~ci~fi~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~~
~. A~o~y, ~ ~~ ~l~on of a n~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ SUS~,

~s~ble f~ me to ~ ~ ~~ ~S~.

~ WA~ ~~"

Once again, let me reiterate that I fully support the goal of reducing pollution caused by
stormwaxer run.off. That is why I support the attached "Clean Water Initiative," which is also

R0070008
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Janua~ 24, 2000
Page 3

supported by a amber of rt~,ulaIed industries and business leaders. This Initiative makes a
commitment to clean wat~ and supports a proczss by which clean water can become a reality.
The process outlim~ ia the Initiative is additionally supporaxt by the Soutlm~ California
Association of Govemmems and would involve aH affected parties (the regulated community,
municipatities and the environmental community) in a thoughtful process based on sound scimoe

Therefore, I ztspectfuHy t~lUeSt that you and the Board correct the above-mentioned problems to
the SUSMP. In addition, I ask that you support the co--re "Clean Warm Initiative" as a
way of tndy achieving stormwate¢ pollution rextucticm.

Very ~-uly yours,

Pacific Bay Homes

cc: Mr. Hami Nahani, Chair
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Ang¢l~s Region

R0070009
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Page 4

THE CLEAN WATER INITIATIVE

The following is a~ aitexnafive approach to SUSMP implementation which is supported by a
vaxiet7 of pubfi¢ and priva~� organiz~ons, companies and individuals. Those supporting this

The ~¢ce of this initiative is a strong commitment to cle~n water th~ acuml and
measurable pollutant reduction. This is achieved through an inclusive process driven alRxoach
ba.~d on sound science (water quality and was~ loci analysis) and proven tee.hniqu~ (R~died
and tested BMPs). This is fat better than simply relying on a volumetric approach (numeric
standard) which is based solely on tl~ "quantity~ of water calmJred rather than ~ "quality" of
the ware+ ml,~l_

Commitments
The public and private organizations, companies and individuals supporting this initiative make
the following commitments towards clean ~ and stormwatex mitigation in Southern
California:

¯ We commit to d~ wa~r
¯ We commit to implementing quality Best Mam~ement Practices (BMPs)
¯ We commit to doing demonsuation projects and pilot programs on specific BMP~
~, We commit to developing watershed management plans for each meatershed in the Basin

We commit to work cooperatively with all of the other gtakeholders in this ~ (the
regulated commtmity, the environmental community and the municipalities) to enhance
waz~r quality and improv© stormwa~er management

Expectations
While we as public and private organizations, companies and individuals am willing to make
impommt commitments towards clean water and stotmwa~-r mhiga~ion, we also e0q~ct the Los
A~ngeles Regio~tl Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) to live up to its legal
responsibilities regarding this issue. It is our belief d~ d~� LARWQCB can best do this by
committing to SUPlX>rt only those policies Imscd on sound science, quality rescmr..h and proven
techniques. To do this it is our expectation that the LARWQCB will do the followh~ analysis to
verify th~ value of their policy irddatives:

¯ Water Qualit7 Analysis
¯ Waste Load Analysis
¯ Cost Effectiveness Analysis

R0070010



We believe that a thoughtful "process driven" appro~h should be employed for the development
of appropriate pubfic policy regarding stormwa~r mitigstion in ~outhera Californi& FurOr, we
believe ~ ~be SUSMP Policy g~proved on J~muzry 6, 2006 by the R~gion~! Co~:il of the
Soufi~’n Czl~omia Associ~ion of Governments (SCAG) offzrs a quality process driven
approach to SUSMP$. We support this poficy, as outline~i below, and would seek its inclusion in
the final SUSI~P resolution sdop~d by the LARWQCB.

The Southern Cal~ornia Association of Go~r$ re~ommozds that:

¯ th~ Los ~,~les gcg~onal Water ~li~y Control lk~ard has ado~ SU~ num~c standards
unt~ such t~ne as the Board can validate the fea~ble, t~chn~al and scientific bases for

¯ the lk~rd monitor p~lotprograms similar to those to~r~ay in Los Angeles County.
¯ the Board work closely with cites such as Calabasas, Sama Clarita and Santa Monica to

as.~.~s the e~ct~cness of local in#W~es a~.d at managing runoff ~at~ flows and qual~y.
¯ the Board d~elop a M~morandum of Understanding with SCAG ~n which

~ncorporme a ~ Managern~t Practices for Pr~enting Storm Water ~unoff Pollution
the Los Angeles Basin p~oject in its Environmental Programs and livable Communities
elements.

¯ the Board ask SCAG to manage a legal a:tthorities initiative in which all of the 85 cities in
the Los Angeles Basin would work to develop model language which ,vuld then be w, wilable
for municipal implementation throughout the Basi~t

¯ the Board invite SCAG to contribute its S~¢tion 208 authorities to a collaboration ~th other
key organizations/stakeholders in s¢oping out plans for a watershed management initiative
program in each watershed of the Bas~

¯ the Board ~aluate the operating re..vults of watershed (regional) mitigation programs prior
to its consideration of any general retrofit mandates on existing land use~.

¯ the Board and SCAG cooperate with other stakeholders in t~Ting best efforts into raising the
ne~ ~ resow’ce$ needed for ptanmng and implementing these ~�~er quality

commitments.
¯ the Board’s staffbe encouraged to meet with those SC~IG sub-regional councils affected by

the S~ progro.m prior to arty Bocwd action on these
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Sincerely,

PACIFIC BAY HOMES

Glen Yamamoto
Project Manager

cc: Mr. Hamid NahaJ, Chair
California Reg~onaJ Water QuaLity Con~oI Board, Lo~ Angeles Region

R0070013
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~--~ PACIFIC SOILS ENGINEERING, INC.10653 PROGRESS WAY, P.O. BOX 2249, CYPRESS, CALIFORNIA 90630
TELEPHONE: (714) 220-0770, FAX: (714) 220-9589
(Corporate Headquarters)

January 24, 2000

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

Los Angeles Region
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

I have received and reviewed the December 7, 1999 Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan
(SUSMP) that will be discussed by the Califomia Water Quality Control Board - Los Angeles
Region (Board) on January 26, 2000. It is my understanding that the SUSMP program is called
for in the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) for Los Angeles County
Municipal Stormwater Permit (Order #96-054).

As a Southern Califomia resident and home building professional, I support the Board’s efforts
in developing and implementing policies and programs that will reduce pollution resulting from
stormwater run-off and achieve clean water in the Los Angeles region. However, I am
concerned with the current proposed staff recommendations to the SUSMP. As mentioned
before, I support the Board’s efforts for achieving clean water, but as the individual who must
implement the SUSMP program as I construct new homes, I must say that this program falls
short in achieving our shared goal of delivering clean water to our local rivers, streams, wetlands,
bays and the ocean.

ADOPT THE SUSMP WII’H AMENDMENTS

Since the release of the original SUSMP in late August, 1999 and the September 16, 1999 Board
hearing, there have been many changes by staff that has made the SUSMP more complex and
confusing to interpret and implement.

First, the December 7, 1999 SUSMP proposal has added several new and stricter definitions.
The definition for "Hillsides," "Parking Lots," and "Environmental Sensitive Areas" have been
dramatically changed since the September 16, 1999 Board heating. These new definitions have
not been discussed yet in a public hearing or with the regulated communities.

R00700,15
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Mr. Dennis Dickerson Page 2
January 24, 2000

Definition of Hillsides

The December 7, 1999 SUSMP has changed the definition of "Hillside" without review by the
municipalities, the regulated communities or interested parties. Therefore, we suggest that the
Board modify the definition as property located in an area with known erosive soil conditions,
where the development would involve regulated grading on any natural slope that is 25 percent
or greater, or delegate the authority of this definition to the local municipalities (i.e., the cities or
county).

Parking Lots

A new category subject to SUSMP, "Parking Lots" was added without a public hearing or input
for the municipalities, the regulated communities or interested parties. It is unclear why and how
the "Parking Lots" will be defined and implemented under the SUSMP. Furthermore, it is my
understanding that the Long Beach municipal storm water permit includes a special study
provision to characterize pollution and evaluate controls for parking lots. I suggest that the
Board wait for the results of the Long Beach study on parking lots before adding this category to
the SUSMP, or that "Parking Lots" be defined to apply only to commercial "stand alone"
parking lots, and not parking lots that are not associated with small commercial developments.

Environmentally Sensitive Areas

Once again, staff has added another new category of "Environmentally Sensitive Areas" to the
SUSMP without a public hearing or input for the municipalities, the regulated communities or
interested parties. This new category has many different and conflicting provisions under
federal, state and local law. Furthermore, these many different provisions of law, regulation, and
guidance define a variety of environmentally sensitive areas that, taken together, will result in the
application of SUSMP criteria to an inherently vague definition leading to application of those
criteria in situations where it was not intended. We suggest the Board work with the
municipalities, the regulated communities and interested parties on developing one single
definition.

DO NOT ADOPT A NUMERICAL DESIGN STANDARD

At the September 16, 1999 Board hearing on the SUSMP, the only significant difference
between the staff’s proposal and that of the municipalities, the regulated communities and
interested parties was the inclusion of a numerical design standard for the sizing of Best
Management Practices. The staff proposal includes a specific design standard in the SUSMP
without a public hearing or input for the municipalities, the regulated communities or interested
parties. Additionally, the continued inclusion of a numerical design standard in the SUSMP,
whose benefits have not been proven and whose cost effectiveness has not been studied, makes it
impossible for me to support the proposed SUSMP.

R0070016
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Mr. Dennis Dickerson Page 3
January 24, 2000

"CLEAN WATER INITIATIVE"

Once again, let me reiterate that I fully support the goal of reducing pollution caused by
stormwater run-off. That is why I support the attached "Clean Water Initiative," which is also
supported by a number of regulated industries and business leaders. This Initiative makes a
commitment to clean water and supports a process by which clean water can become a reality.
The process outlined in the Initiative is additionally supported by the Southern California
Association of Governments and would involve all affected parties (the regulated community,
municipalities and the environmental community) in a thoughtful process based on sound science
and proven techniques.

Therefore, I respectfully request that you and the Board correct the above-mentioned problems to
the SUSMP. In addition, I ask that you support the comprehensive "Clean Water Initiative" as a
way of truly achieving stormwater pollution reduction.

Sincerely,
PACIFIC SOILS ENGINEERING, INC.

Daniel T. Martinez,
President

cc: Mr. Hami Nahani, Chair
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region

R0070017
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THE CLEAN WATER INITIATIVE

The following is an altemative approach to SUSMP implementation which is supported by a
variety of public and private organizations, companies and individuals. Those supporting this
initiative favor enhanced water quality and improved stormwater management.

The centerpiece of this initiative is a strong commitment to clean water through actual and
measurable pollutant reduction. This is achieved through an inclusive process driven approach
based on sound science (water quality and waste load analysis) and proven techniques (applied
and tested BMPs). This is far better than simply relying on a volumetric approach (numeric
standards) which is based solely on the "quantity" of water captured rather than the "quality" of
the water released.

Commitments
The public and private organizations, companies and individuals supporting this initiative make
the following commitments towards clean water and stormwater mitigation in Southern
California:

¯ We commit to clean water
¯ We commit to implementing quality Best Management Practices (BMPs)
¯ We commit to doing demonstration projects and pilot programs on specific BMPs
¯ We commit to developing watershed management plans for each watershed in the Basin
¯ We commit to work cooperatively with all of the other stakeholders in this issue (the

regulated community, the environmental community and the municipalities) to enhance
water quality and improve stormwater management

While we as public and private organizations, companies and individuals are willing to make
important commitments towards clean water and stormwater mitigation, we also expect the Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LA.RWQCB) to live up to its legal
responsibilities regarding this issue. It is our belief that the LARWQCB can best do this by
committing to support only those policies based on sound science, quality research and proven
techniques. To do this it is our expectation that the LARWQCB will do the following analysis to
verify the value of their policy initiatives:

¯ Water Quality Analysis
¯ Waste Load Analysis
¯ Cost Effectiveness Analysis

R0070018

We believe that a thoughtful "process driven" approach should be employed for the development
of appropriate public policy regarding stormwater mitigation in Southern California. Further, we
believe that the SUSMP Policy approved on January 6, 2000 by the Regional Council of the
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) offers a quality process driven



approach to SUSMPs. We support this policy, as outlined below, and would seek its inclusion in
the final SUSMP resolution adopted by the LARWQCB.

The Southern California Association of Governments recommends that:

¯ the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board not adopt SUSMP numeric standards
until such time as the Board can validate the feasible, technical and scientific bases for
numeric standards.

¯ the Board monitorpilotprograms similar to those underway in Los Angeles County.
¯ the Board work closely with cities such as Calabasas, Santa Clarita and Santa Monica to

assess the effectiveness of local initiatives aimed at managing runoff water flows and quality.
¯ the Board develop a Memorandum of Understanding with SCA G in which SCA G would

incorporate a Best Management Practices for Preventing Storm Water Runoff Pollution in
the Los Angeles Basin project in its Environmental Programs and Livable Communities work
elements.

¯ the Board ask SCAG to manage a legal authorities initiative in which all of the 85 cities in
the Los Angeles Basin would work to develop model language which would then be available
for municipal implementation throughout the Basin.

¯ the Board invite SCAG to contribute its Section 208 authorities to a collaboration with other
key organizations/stakeholders in scoping out plans for a watershed management initiative
program in each watershed of the Basin.

¯ the Board evaluate the operating results of watershed (regional) mitigation programs prior
to its consideration of any general retrofit mandates on existing land uses.

¯ the Board and SCAG cooperate with other stakeholders in putting best efforts into raising the
new financial resources needed for planning and implementing these water quality
commitments.

¯ the Board’s staff be encouraged to meet with those SCAG sub-regional councils affected by
the SUSMP program prior to any Board action on these matters.
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~ PACIFIC SOILS ENI31NEERINO, INC.
10653 PROGRESS WAY. P.O. BOX 2249, CYPRESS, CALIFORNIA 90630             .~ _
TELEPHONE~ (714)220-0770, FAX: (714) 220o9589
(Corporate He,~aquarters)

~’~J,’-?_l i .’ ~i. i. i i:,:L ~,~~,~L’
September 15, 1999

Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

I am writing to comment on the revised Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans
(SUSMPs), dated August 11, 1999, submitted to you by the County of Los Angeles. It is my
understanding that after a discussion with the Regional Board during its September 16t~ meeting
you are proposing to approve the SUSMPs for implementation with two modifications. I am
concerned that among the staffproposed modifications is a new and far-reaching requirement for
numerical mitigation measures.

Neither the August 16, 1999 Notice of Public Hearing nor your letter of September 8, 1999, tells
us exactly what the staff is proposing. The public notice states that the "mitigation measure may
be derived from" the two alternatives cited. The September 8 letter says you will recommend
that "a numerical storm water mitigation measure be required for treatment controls."

The staffproposal summarized in the August 16, 1999 Notice of Public Hearing appears to go
far beyond the numerical criteria the County of Los Angeles agreed to as part of a lawsuit
Settlement Agreement. The staffproposal is "to capture a large percentage of runoff events,
runoffvolume and pollutant loads." Capturing the first 0.75 inches is far different from
infiltrating and/or treating runoff generated by the first 0.75 inches of rainfall as required by the
County’s numerical mitigation measure. Furthermore, it is not clear what large percentage of
pollutant loads will be captured. How do the pollutants that would be captured relate to
beneficial uses in the receiving waters? What percentage of loads to the receiving waters that
have been identified as impaired come from existing development and what percentage comes
from new development?

I understand that some environmental groups are encouraging you to require the proposed
numerical design criteria of all permittees. This would be inappropriate at this time. Together,
we should examine the County’s experience with numerical design criteria before the ~
requirement is extended to cover the entire permitted area. It definitely should not be expandedo
from "infiltration and filtration" to "capture" before we have examined the experiences ando
consequences of implementing the measure that the County agreed to as a result of its SettlementtX
Agreement. The scientific/technical basis for the selection of numerical design criteria is still
unclear. It appears that the number has been arbitrarily chosen rather than derived from the need
to control particular constituents in order to protect beneficial uses in the receiving waters. With

LOS ANGELES COUNT~’ RIVERSIDE COUNTY SAN DIEGO COUNTY SOUTH ORANGE COUNTY
TEL: (310) 325-7272 or (323)775-6771 TEL: (909) 676-8195 TEL: (858) 56~1713 TEL: (714) 730-2122
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Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson
September 15, 1999

Page 2

the coming barrage of TMDLs, we should be focusing on expenditures and best management
practices that respond directly to the identified impairments in the region’s waters.

It should be noted that the executive Advisory Committee of the Los Angeles County
Stormwater Program has expressed its opposition to the inclusion of a numerical standard in the
Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans. Their expressed reasoning’is persuasive, and I
agree with their observation that the imposition of this numeric standard without supporting
evidence is poor public policy.

You already have before you a revised set of new stringent SUSMPs for approval. There is no
legislative or regulatory requirement to revise them to include numerical mitigation measures
based upon the capture of a percentage of each rainfall event at this time. In fact, the current
SUSMPs are among the strictest in California and we need to see the full environmental benefit
derived fi-om their implementation before modifying them.

As a Los Angeles area businessperson involved in development (construction), I am requesting
that you postpone taking any action that would broadly implement numerical mitigation
measures for BMP design criteria. Considering the questionable technical basis for the proposed
numerical mitigation measure requirement as well as the potential economic impact such a
requirement might have upon business, it would seem prudent to move slowly and cautiously
when considering new and far reaching requirements.

Furthermore, I request that you and your staff meet with municipal and industry representatives
to further discuss the numerical mitigation measure and its potential consequences before you
make your decision. There is no compelling requirement to add numerical mitigation measures
at this time. In fact, you still have sufficient time in your 120-day approval window to delay
approval of the SUSMPs while meeting with the regulated community.

Once again, I would ask that you not add numerical mitigation measures to the proposed
SUSMPs at this time.

Sincerely,

Daniel T. Martinez, President
PACIFIC SOILS ENGINEERING, INC.                                   ,

co: Mr. Hamid Nahai, Chair
California Regional Water Quality Contzol Board, Los Angeles Region
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~ PACIFIC ~OILS ENOINEERIN(~, INC.
10653 PROGRESS WAY, P.O. BOX 2249, CYPRESS, CALIFORNIA 90630
TELEPHONE: (714) 220-0770, FAX: (714) 220-9589
(Corporate Headquarters)

September 15, 1999

Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson, Executive Officer
Califomia Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4t~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation

Dear Mr. Dickerson:
It is my understanding that during your September 16t~ meeting the Regional Board will hold a
public hearing to discuss the proposed new Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans
(SUSMP). This discussion will include staffproposed changes to the SUSMPs. Among these
proposed changes is a new and far-reaching requirement for numerical mitigation measures. As
a Los Angeles area businessperson I am writing to request that you postpone taking any action
that would implement numerical mitigation measures for BMP design criteria.

The Los Angeles Region already has new stringent SUSMPs and there is no legislative or
regulatory requirement to revise them to include numerical mitigation measures based on capture
of a percentage of rainfall events at this time. In fact, the current SUSMPs are among the
strictest in the nation and we are only now seeing the full environmental benefit derived from
their implementation.

Considering this, as well as the potential economic impact numerical mitigation measure
requirements may have upon business, it would only seem wise that you and the Board move
slowly and cautiously when considering new and far reaching requirements. Further, as a
businessperson who would be impacted by these new SUSMP requirements, I believe it is
hlcumbcnl upon the Regional Bo~ad to seek vit~tl input from the broader regulated community. It
is my understanding that, except for one public workshop to present justification for the
numerical measures, this has not yet taken place.

Once again, considering that there is no compelling requirement to move forward with these new
regulations at this time, I would ask that you not add numerical mitigation measures when you
approve the SUSMPs.

Sincerely,

Daniel T. Martinez, Presiden~- R0070022
PACIFIC SOILS ENGINEERING, INC.

cc: Mr. Harold Nahai, Chak
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region

LOS ANGELES COUNTY RIVERSIDE COUNTY SAN DIEGO COUNTY SOUTH ORANGE COUNTY
TEL: (310) 325-7272 or (323) 775-6771 TEL: (909) 676-8195 TEL: (858) 560-1713 TEL (714) 730-2122
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J~ 20, 2000

Mr. Dennis Dick~rson, Executive Officer
CaLifornia RegionaJ Water Quality Con~ol Boazd
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CaLifornia 90013

1~: Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

I understand that the Los Angeles Region Board of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board
will hold a public hearing on January 26, 2000 regarding the adoption of the proposed Standard Urban
Stormwater Mitigation PLans (SUSMP) as required und=r the Los Angeles County Municipal Stormwater
Permit (Order No, 96-054). As a Southern California homebuilder I support the goals of clean water.
However, after r~ciewing the December 7, 1999 r~vision of the SUSMP, I am opposed to certain
provisions of the plan.

Included in the revised SUSMP are several new and modified definitions that restrict development
activity. More specifically, I am concerned with the definitions of"Hillside" and "Environmental
Sensitive Area," and th~ addition of"Parking Lots" to the Hst of projects subject to the SUSMP
re.quirements. These requirements make the implementation ofttm SUSMP completely impractical in
many communities in Los Angeles County.

Adctitionally, the continued inclusion era numerical mitigation standard in the SUSMP, whose benefits
have not been proven and whose cost effectiveness has not been studied, forces me to oppose the
proposed SUSMP as it is presently drafted.
Again, I fully support the goal ofprol~rb, cleaning stormwater run-off. That is why I suppor~ the
attached "Clean Wat~ Initiative," which is also supported by a number of~cgulated industries and
business leaders. This Initiative makes s commitment to clean water and, perhaps more importantly, it
supports a process by which clean water can become a reality.
The process outlined in the Initiative is additionally supported bytha Southm-n California Association of
Governments and would involve K! affected parses (th~ regulatexl eommanity, municipalities and the
environmental community) in a thoughtful pro~es$ based on sound science and proven t~hniques.
In review of the concerns noted above, I rexlucst that the Boazd ddet~ language expanding the scope of
the SUSMP, and reject the implcm~tation era numerical mitigation standard. In addition, I ask that the
Board support th~ �omprehensive "Clean Water Initiative" as a way of truly achieving stormwater
pollution reduction.

Leonard S. Frank
Pardc¢ Construction Company

cc: 1�~. Hamid N~l~a|. C’aalr
oairomia ~ w==. QuOit,/Cona~ s~, ~ ~ L-.~=, R0070023
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Janua~ 21, 2000

Mr. Dennis Diekerson, Executive D~ector
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4m Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Comments on Proposal to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment under
the Municipal Stormwater Permit

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

Thank yOu for this opportumty to provide comments on the l:rroposed model program ~or
stormwater, management in new and redevelopment.

Background
For your information, Playa Vista is a new residential and commercial development in
West Los AJ~geles which has recently won the Local Government Commission western
United States Awahanee Award for its unique sus ’tainable design. Incorporated into this
design is a cutting edge stormwater management program. Playa Vista, for over 10
years, has been actively incorporating evolving stormwater management concepts into its
development and redevelopment plans. In fact, Playa Vista, to demonstrate its leadership
on this important ocean protection issue, has chosen to set a go’,d for itself of no increase
in pollutants of eonee, m after development of the project. This level of performance is
well above your proposed standard.

However, it is important to note that Playa Vista had a unique oppoztunity to accomplish
this objective because of the significant off-site areas that drain through the property.
Most projects will not have this ldnd of opportunity.

Assessment of Board Proposal
We agree with the basic concept that there is a need to develop criteria for new projects
to manage stormwater in a way that reduces the increase in polltrdon from new
developments.

You and the Los Angeles municipalities do have the opportunity to significantly reduce
urban runoff pollution through the "adoption of criteria for controlling urban runoff, which
has ~ cited as the number one source of pollution to our coastal and inland waters.
We encourage ",all parties to move forward in establishing a program to improve the
runoff from d~velopment and redevelopment projects. The Playa Vista project is very
concerned with the h.-:alth of the Santa Monica Bay in general, and specifically the
Ballona Creek estuary area and Marina del Rey. Both of these water bodies are viewed



Mr. Dennis Dickcrson
Page 2 of 3

as a ecological assets to the project and our project has been designed to integrate
protections for these resources into our max’face water management program, The project
is very concerned about the continued degradation of thee waters by general urban
runoff, which includes U’ash and debris as well as other pollutants. The long term health
of our planned restoration of the Ballona wetland and the creation of a aew water feature
and habitat areas adjacent to the Marina del Rey is also dependent on upstream water
quality.

While we support the intent of the Board’s proposal, we would like to recommend some
additional technical assessments that if done before adoption of the Board’s proposal
would provide for a strong result. These include:

The rainfall analysis performed is very limited_ First, the analysis of only a couple of
raingages is problematic in that tlxere is the potential for a wide variation in storm
characteristics that might lead one to develop more specific standards. Second, the
rainfall analysis was perfoxmed on a 24-hour basis. Since the average storm daration is
about 11 to 14 hours (Stenstrom and Strecker,1993: Assessment of Storm Drainage
Sources of Contaminants to Santa Moniea Bay, Volume 1), this type of analysis would
tend to truncate actual rain events, potentially leading to the conclusion that more
stormwater would be treated than might really occur. Third, we do not believe that the
use of raingage analysis alone is appropriate for setting standards. What should occur is
the use of rainfall runoff models to assess other factors that can affect the performance of
BMPs.

The use of a design storm (depth of rainfall) is appropriate for BMPs where the dominant
treatment mechanism is resulting either directly or indirectly from storage. It is not
aptrropriate for BMPs which are "flow-through" such a swales, filters, and infiltration.
The performance of these BMPs in terms of treatment of a cet:tain volume of runoff is
much better evaluated through the investigation of rainfall intensifies rather than a rainfal]
depth over a long time period. This could be done through the analysis of long-term
hourly or, even better, 15-minute raingage data and thma rainfall/runoff modeling.

The selection of design criteria should include an evaluation of actual site desi~oxm with
assessment of effectiveness through the use of rainfall/runoff modeling and analysis of
costs. This serves a number of importam purposes. We believe thau in many cases, there
is the potential to save money and achieve better water quality through good site designs.
Much of the opposition that the Board is facing on this issue is the perception that
imposed standards will impose economic hardships. We b.lieve that producing a number

R0070025
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.’vl_r. Dermis Dickerson
Page 3 of 3

of site examples as a part of the criteria selection work is critical to gaining the support
and approval of both the municipalities and developers, as well as the public and the
environmental community.

There is a need from both a technical pempective as welI as a community acceptance
perspective to conduct additional technical analyses as well as cost-effectiveness
evaluations. This should be done with a broad group of stakeholders to help select and
implement a criteria that will be accepted and successful. Playa Vista supports the efforts
to develop such a standard and would be pleased to provide more detailed input on this
manner. II you should have any questions, please contact Catherine Tyrrell,
Environmental Affairs Director at (310) 448-4676.

Sincerely,

David A. I..Ierbst
Vice President
Corporate Affairs

Sara Wan
Peter Douglas

R0070026
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David B. Placek, P.E.
24591 Via San Femando

Mission Viejo, CA 92692
714/’/51-7373 x2150

September 14, 1999

Mr. Dermis A. Dickerson. P..tecutive Officer
California RegionaJ Water Qtudity Control Bo~d
Los ~ge~s Re, on
320 West ~" S~e~ Sui~ 2~
Los Angeles, C~fomia ~!3

~: St~d U~an $t~ W~r Mitigation

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

I am writing m comment on ~ revised Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans
(SUSMPs), dated Au~st 11. 1999, submitted m you by the County of Los Angeles. It is my
undersr~glir, g that after a dig~ssioa with the Regional Board during its September 16" meeting
you are proposing to approve the SUSMPs for implementation with two modifications. I am
concerned Sat among the stal~ pml~osed modifications is a new and far-reaching requirement for
numerical mitigation measures.

Neither the August 16, 1999 Notice of Public Hearing nor you: letter of September 8. 1999, tells
us exactly w.~a~ the staff is pmpmiag. The public notice states that the "mitigation measure may
be derived from" the two altmaativ~ cited. The September 8 letter says you will recommend that
"a numerical storm wat~ mitigation measure be required for treatment controls."

The staff I~oposal summm’i2~ ia tire Augmt 16, 1999 Notice of Public Hearing appears to go far
beyond the numerical criteria the County of Los Angeles agreed to as part of a lawsuit Seulement
Agreement. The staff proposal is ’~o capture a large percentage of runoff eyeing, runoff volume
and pollutam loads." Captmiag the first 0.’/5 inches is far different from infilwating and/or
treating runoff generated by the f~t 0.75 inches of rainfall as required by the County’s numerical
mitigation m-,asure. Furtbem~re, i~ is not clear what large percentage of pollutant loads will he
captured. How do the pollutmts thai would be captured relate to beneficial uses in the receiving
waters7 What percentage of loads te the receiving waters that have been idontif’ted as impaired
come from e.~istmg developaznt md what percentage comes from new development?

I understand that some environmema] groups are encouraging you to require the proposed
numerical design criteria of all porto/trees. This wo~ld be inappropriate at this time. Together, ~e
should exan~ne the County’s experience with numerical design criteria before the requirement is
extended to cover the entire pertained area. It definitely should not be expanded from "mfilt~tion
and filtration" to "captm¢’" before we have examined the experiences and consequences of
implemen{mg the measure that the County agreed to as a result of its Set’dement Agreement. The
scientific/technical ba.~is for the selection of numerical design criteria is still unclear. It appears
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th~ the number has been arbira’arily chosen mthe~ ~haa dmived from r~ need r,o ¢ont~’ol particular
con~m~u in order to pro~ext be~fici-,d uses in the receiving waters. With the comin$ bah’age of
TMDI.s, we should be focusing on expenditures and best mxnag~m~-m practices that respond
directly to ~e id~mifiecl impain~ents in the region’s water.

Ix should be noted [hat ~ E,xe~tive Advisory Commi~ of the L~s Angeles County
Storrnwat~r Program has expressed its opl~osition to th~ inclusion of a numerical standard in the
Standmd UflNm Storm Wamr Mitigation Plans. Their expressed reasoning is persuasive, and I
agree with u~ir observation that [he imposition of this numeric standard without supporting
evidence is poor public policy.

You already have before you a revised set of new m’mge.nt SUSMPs for approval..There is no
legislative or regulatory requirement to revi~e them to include numerical mitigation measures
based upon the cap~x, re of a percemage of ~ach rainfall event at this time. In fact, ~ current
SUSIvWs are among the strictest in California and we need to se~ the full environmental b~ncfit
derived from their implementar.ion before modifying thrum.

As a Los Angeles area businessperson involved in development (construction) in Los AngeJes
County. I am r~qucsting ~hat you postpone taking any action [hat would broadly implement
numerical mitigation rneasures for B,MP design criteria. Considering the questionable technical
basis for the proposed nun~rical mitigation measure requirement as well as the potential
economic irr,pact such a ~©quir=ment might have upon business, it would seem prudent to move
slowly and cautiously when considering new and far reaching X~luir~rn~ms.

Fur,.hermore. I request that you and your staff meet with municipal and indus[ry repr~entatives to
further discuss the nume..rical miugation measure and its pmemial consequences before you make
your decision. Ther~ is no compelling r~quir~ment to add numerical mitigation measures at this
tLrn~. In fact, you s[~li have sufficient time in your 120-day approval window to delay approval or
the SUSMPs while meeting with the regulated community.

Once aga~, l would ask that you not add numerical mitigation measures to the proposed
SUSMPs a~ ~his tim~.

cc: Mr. Hamid Nahai, Chair
California i~egional W~ter Quali~y Control Board, Los Ange~.s Region

** TOTAL PAGE.B3 **

R0070028



r, S O M A S                         ~~, Su~sG ~a~Me~.~_�l~ 714.7SI.7373 ?I~B~31~ w~w.!mm~,~~

T

’~u have any questions c~cemincj this fax. please contact ~ ~       at 714.751.7373.       R0070029

S~P-14-1999 E~.:l~SP~1    TEL)714 545 B~3 ID)CI~ L~ REGION



Mr. Dennis A. Diclmrson, Executive Officer
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4~’ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

Subject: Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

It is my understanding that during your September 16~ meeting the Regional Board will hold a public
hearing to discuss the p~oposed new Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMP). This
discussion will include staff proposed changes to the SUSMPs. Among the~e propo.,~l changes is a new
and fat-reaching requirement of numerical mitigation measures. As a Los Angeles area businessperson I
am writing to request that you postpone taking any action that would implement numerical mitigation
measures for BMP design criteria.

The Los Angeles Region alre’~ly has new stringent SUSMPs and there is no legislative or regulatory
requirement to revise them to include numerical mitigation measur~ based on capture of a percentage of
r~infall evens at this time. In fact, the current SUSMPs are among the strictest in the nation and we are
only now seeing the full environmental benefit deriv~l fi’om their implementation.

Considering this, as well as the potential economic impact numerical mitigation measure requirements
may have upon business, it would only seem wise that you and the Board move slowly and cautiously
when considering new and far reaching requirements. Further, as a businessperson who would be
impacted by these new SUSMP requirements, I believe it is incumbent upon the Regional Board to seek
vital input form the broader regulated comrnun~ty. It is my understanding that, except for one public
workshop to present justification for the numerical measures, this has not yet taken place.

Once again, considering that there is no compelling requirement to move forward with these new
regulations at this time, I would ask thin you not add numerical mitigation rneamres when you approve
the SUSMPs.

Sincerely,

PSOMAS

Senior Project Manager

Cc: Mr. Hamid Nahai, Chair
California Regional Wamr Quality Control Board,/.A Region
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RAMSE  ER AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
* CIVIL ENG[NE.ERS L̄AND PLANNERS S̄URVEYORS

t
September 14, 1999

Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Subject: Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation

Dear Mr. Dickerson,

I am writing to comment on the revised Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs),
dated August 11, 1999, submitted to you by the County of Los Angeles. It is my understanding that
after a discussion with the Regional Board during its September 16th meeting you are proposing to
approve the SUSMPs for implementation with two modifications. I am concerned that among the
staff proposed modifications is a new and far-reaching requirement for numerical mitigation
measures.

Neither the August 16, 1999 Notice of Public Hearing nor your letter of September 8, 1999, tells us
exactly what the staff is proposing. The public notice states that the =mitigation measure may be
derived from" the two alternatives cited. The September 8 letter says you will recommend that =a
numerical storm water mitigation measure be required for treatment controls."

The staff proposal summarized in the August 16,1999 Notice of Public Hearing appears to go far
beyond the numerical criteria the County of Los Angeles agreed to as part of a lawsuit Settlement
Agreement. The staff proposal is =to capture a large percentage of runoff events, runoff volume and
pollutant loads." Capturing the first 0.75 inches is far different from infiltrating and/or treating runoff
generated by the first 0.75 inches of rainfall as required by the County’s numerical mitigation
measure. Furthermore, it is not clear what large percentage of pollutant loads will be captured. How
do ~ne poiiutants ~at woula de capturec| relate to I~enefic=al uses in the rece~wng waters? What
percentage of loads to the receiving waters that have been identified as impaired come from existing
development and what percentage comes from new development?

I understand that some environmental groups are encouraging you to requ=re the proposed
numerical design criteria of all permitees. This would be inappropriate at this time. Together, we
should examine the County’s experience with the numerical design criteria before the requirement is
extended to cover the entire permitted area. It definitely should not be expanded from =infiltration
and filtration" to "capture" before we have examined the experiences and consequences of
implemen:ing the measure that the County agreed to as a result of its Settlement Agreement. The
scientific/technical basis for the selection of numerical design criteria is still unclear. It appears that
the number has been a~itrarily chosen rather than derived from the need to control particular
constituents in order to protect beneficial uses in the receiving waters. With the coming barrage of
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TMDLs, we should be focusing on expenditures and best management practices that respond
directly to the identified impairments in the region’s waters.

It should be noted that the Executive Advisory Committee of the Los Angeles County Stormwater
Program has expressed its opposition to the inclusion of a numerical standard in the Standard Urban
Storm Water Mitigation Plans. I agree with their observation that the imposition of this numeric
standard without supporting evidence is pocr public policy.

You already have before you a revised set of new stringent SUSMPs for approval. There is no
legislative or regulatory requirement to revise them to include numerical mitigation m~.~.sures based
upon the capture of a percentage of each rainfall event at this time. In fact, the current SUSMPs are
among the strictest in California and we need to see the full environmenta= benefit derived from their
implementa~on before modifying them.

As a Los Angles area businessperson involved in the design of residential and commercial projects, I
am reauestin~l that you postpone takin.a any action that would broadly implement
mitigation measures for BMP design criteria. Considering the questionable technical basis for the
proposed numerical mitigation measure requirement as well as the potential economic impact such a
requirement might have upon business, it would seem prudent to move slowly and cautiously when
considering new and far reaching requirements.

Furthermore, I request that you and your staff meet, with municipal engineering and industry
representatives to further discuss the numerical mitigation measure and its potenti31 consequences
before you make your decision. There is no compelling requirement to add numerical mitigation
measures at this time. In fa~-t, you st;ll have sufficient time in your 120-day approval window to delay
approval of the SUSMPs whiie meeting with the regk~lated community.

Once a~ain, I would like to ask that you not add numerical mitigation measures to the proposed
SUSMPs at this time.

Sincerely,

RAM~,Randy ~AND ASSOCIATES, ~C.

Registered Civil Engineer 37316

Cc: Mr. Hamid Nahai, Chair
California Regional Water Quality Board, Los Angeles Region

W.O. 999
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JAMES S. RASMUSSEN

Sel:neml~" 13, 1999 ....

Mr. Dmais A. Dick~’soa, Executive OflScer =.-
~~a ~~ W~ ~ ~n~l Bo~ _

320 W~ ~ S~ S~te 200
~s ~el~, C~a 90013

D~ ~. Dick~:                                          -

I ~m wriRng to commem on the r~vised Standard Urban Storm Wat~ Mitig~ion Plans
($USMPs). dated Augtm l I, 1999, submi~:l to you by the Court1
my understanding that afire a ~scussion with the Regional Board during its Sepmmbm’
16~a meeting you am proposing to a’pl:~ve the SUSMPs fro" implemen’,afion with two
modifications. I am concerned tha! among the
fxr-x’~ch.~ r~u~r~-ne=~ for num~ca~

NeRh~" th: Augus~ 16, 1999 Notice of Publ.ic
1~9, ~eih us ~xa_~y whar the smffis prol:~sin~. The public notice states ~x~ th~
"mifig~o,~ m~ may ~ drriv~ fi’om" th~
i~" says you will re~mm~d ~ "a numerical storm wmer mJ~gafion measure be
r~uir~d fox" u~atmem

The stuff ~roposal summarized in the August 16, 1999 Notice of Public Hearing appears
1o go far beyond,the nurnmr, al r..fi~b-ria the Coun’ry of Los Angel~ agreed to as part of a
lawsuit $¢rr.lrmrnt Agr~mcnt. The stsffproposal is "to caprtn~ a large percentage of
ranoff evrnts, runoff volume and pollutant loads." Caprm’ing the first 0.75 in�bin is far
different from infil~ and/or uv.ating runoff g~’n~rmed by the fh-s’t 0.75 ~ of
rairffzlJ as reqm~i by the Count’s numerical mitigation meastlrr. Ftn’thcrmor¢, h i5 ~
cltar what large ixnxcntage of pollutam loads will be capture. How do the pollutams
that w~uld br c.~tar~ retatr to bcneficiaI uses in the receiving watt’s? What pefcenlzge
of loads to the retiring waters that ha~e b~n identified as impaired come from ¢xisling
devrlopmrnt and whal pcrcemage com~s from new develoFment7

! undm’r, and that some ~nvironm~nml gro’,zps am encouraging you "~o r~uir~ the Froposcd
numerical d~ign ~tm-ia of all pcrmirt~cs. This would be inappropriale al this time.
Tog~ahrr. wr should examine the Comary’s mqx-ricnze whh numerical dmign crk~ria
Ix:fort the rtquirrmrm is extrndcd 1o cov~r the rntirr permirmd ar~a. Ix definitely should
not be expa~l from "infiltration and ~tration" to "c, apturr" before w¢ have examined
the exprri~nr.m and consequences of impl~menting the m~sur~ that the County agn~ to
as a rrsuk olios St~tlemrm Agrrrme.nt. The scientifi~c, al basis for the selection of
numerical design criteria is still unclear. It appears that the number has ~ arbitrtrily
chosrn rather than drrivexl from the need to control particular con.stiturnts in order to
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As a Los Angeles a.-ra tmsmesspeeson Lm, olved i~ de~teMtzmem (ca~’tzmta~m), I ~n
r~u~g tim you ~ tak~ my action that would l:~oadly implemmt aum=iml
midgafon mtasmes t~r i~MP desiEn criteria. Consideziug the q.u~tionabl, t~mic~
ha, is for the prol~osed mmmical mitigation measure requirement as well as the lX~tttt~
~onomic =pact such .~ ,’equirtment might have ucmn business, it would set= Fzud=zt to
move slowly ~d cautiously when co~idm4mg n~w and far reaching ~!ui.,zmems.

Fu.,-&en:nor~, I request ~ you ~ youz s-taft m:~-’t ,,t,ith mtmicil:~d md i.nd:stry
¯ r,:tx~:’arativ,:s to thrt2t= dism.ms th= numm-i¢a! mitigation re:area’! ~nd its ~
" consequ=nc=s befor= you make you~ decision. "l’hm’~ is no com~tlL~ mq~ m add

numm"ical mitig~on m=t~tr=s ~t this time. In ,~ct, you still have m.t~ci==t ~m= i~ your
120--day approval wiz~w ta ~le|ay approv~ of the SUSM~Ps wiflc toeing ~ith tire
r~uiamd commumt~.

Once agai~ I would ask tim you not add numerical mitigazion measures to tim proposed
SUSM’Ps at ~ timt.

cc:    .Mr. Hamid Na,lm.i, Chair
Ca~ornia ~iotml Water Q~mliry Contm:~l Board. Los Angeles R~ion

26500 W.Agoura Rd.,PMB 652, Calabasas, CA 91302-195=,
(805) 370-0075; Fax (805) 370-0165
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JAMES S. RASMUSSEN

September 13, 1999

Mr. Dennis A Di~kerson, ExectRive Officer
CaLifornia R~o~ W~

p~c he~

~e ~s ~rl~ Region ~dy

~m~ may ~ve ~n b~, it wo~d o~y s~ ~se ~m you ~d ~e B~ mo~

is my ~d~~~ except f~ o~ pubic

you ~ ~ SUS~s.

~esident

Mr. Harold Nahai, Chair
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region

26500 W.Agoura Rd.,PMB 652, Calabasas, CA 91302-1952 R0070035
(805) 370-0075; Fax (805) 370-0165



REX B. LINK & ASSOCIATES
CONSULTANTS IN PA~’KING -
PLANNING ¯ STRUCTURES ¯      "’--’----"
LOTS ¯ CODE PROBLEMS

3950 LOS FELIZ BLVD. #I 16
LOS ANGELES. CA 9~027

TELE PHONE: (213) 936-6218
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Maury Froman
Presiden~

cc: Mr. Hamid Nahai, Chair
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region R0070037
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C̄LEAN WATER INITIATIVE ,

THE CLEAN WATER INITIATIVE

The following is an alternative approach to SUSMP implementation, which is
supported by a variety of public and private organizations, companies and
individuals. Those supporting this initiative favor enhanced water quality                   ..
and improved storm water management.

The centerpiece~fthis initiative is a strong commitment to clean water
through actual and measurable pollutant reduction. This is achieved
through an inclusive process driv ~en approach based on ~ound science (water
quality and waste load analysis) and proven techniques (applied and tested
BMPs). This is far better than simply relying on a volumetric approach
(numeric standards) which is based sglely on the "quaatity" of water
captured rather’than the "qual!ty" of the water released. ,

Commitments
The public and private organizations, companieSand individuals supporting
this initiative make the following commitments towards clean water and
stormwater mitigation in Southern California:

We commit to clean water
We commit to implementing quality Best Management Practices (BMPs)
We commit to doing demonstration projects and pilot programs on specific
BMPs                 .             ,o
We commit to d~veloping watershed managein ,mr plahs for each watershed in

¯ the Basin
We commit to work cooperatively with all of the other stakeholders in this ¯
issue (tho~:egulated community, the envirctunental community and the
municipalities) to enhance water quality and improve stormwater management

Expectations                 .
While we as publi~ and private organizatiorls, cothp~nies and individuals are
willing to make important commitments towards clean water and stormwater
mitigation, we also expect the Los Angeles Regiona! Water Quality Control
Booa’d (LARWQCB) to live up to, its legal responsibilities r~garding this
issue. It is our belief that the LARWQCB can best do this by committiiag to
support only those policies based o~. sound s~ience, quafity research and

¯ . proven techniques. To do this it is our expectation that the.LARWQCBwill
do the following analysis to verify, the value of their policy initiatives:

Water Quality Analysis
°

a/Caste Load Al~alysis "
Cost Effectiveness Analysis
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We believe that a thoughtful "prpcess driven" approach should be employed
for the development of appropriate public policy regarding stormwater
mitigations in Southern California. Further, we believe that the SUSMP
Policy approved on January 6, 2000 by the Regional Council of the Southern
California Association ofGoyernments (SCAG.) offers a quahl~ process
driven approach to SUSMPs. We support this policy, as outlined below, and
would seek its inclusion in the final SUSMP resolution adopted by the
Lh, RWQC8.

The Southern California Association of Governments recommends that:

The Los Angeles Regional Water Quality ConU’ol Board not adopt SUSMP
numeric standards until such time as the Board can validate the feasible,
technical and scientific’bases for numeric standards.
The Board monitor pilot programs similar to tho~e underway in Los Angeles
County.
The Board work closely with cities such as Calabasas, Santa Clarita and
Santa Monica to assess the effectiveness of local initiativ~ aL, ned at
managing runoffwater flows and quality.
The Board develop a Memorandum of Understanding with SCAG in which SCAG

¯ ’ would incorporate a Best Management Practices for Preventing Storm Water
RunoffPollutiun in the Los, Angeles l~in project in its Environmental    "
Programs and Livable Communities work elements.
The Board ask SCAG to manage a legal authorities initiative in which all of
We 85 cities in the Los Angeles Basin would work to develop model language
which would then be av~iilable for municipal implemeqtafion throughout the
Basin.,
The Board invite SCAG to contribute its Section 208 authorities to a¯ collaboration with other key organizations/stakeholders in scoping out
plans for a watershed manegenient initiative program in each watershed of

¯ The Board evaluate the operating results of watershed (regional) mitigation
~ programs .prior to its considerafio~ of any general retrofit mandates on

existing la~d uses.
The Board and SCAG ~te with other stakeholders in putting besto
efforts into raising the new financial resources needed for planning and
implementing these water quality commitments.
The Board’s staffbe encouraged to meet with those SCAG sub2r .egional
"councils affected by the SUSMP program prior tO any Board ~iction on these
m~.
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December 22, 1999

Via Facsimile ~nt) U.S. Mail

My. Dermis A. Dickerson
F.×ecut~ve Officer
Ci~lift)rm a Regioaai
Water Quah~y Contro! Bo~4
320 W 4th Street, State 200
Los .~geles, CA 90013

Re: Objections to Proposed Regional Board Action regarding Standard
Urban Sierra Water Mitigation pla~s {SUSMPs} - Order No. 96-05~

De~ ~. D~ck~son:

This letter is being forwarded to you on behalf of the Executive Adx, iso~, Commir~ee of
the Storm Water Program for Los Angeles County; Los Angeles Count)’ Municipal ’_’ODES
Permit (No CAS614001), Waste Discharge Requirements, Order No 96-054, ("Permir./WDR_s"
or "Order") and the Perm~ttees thereunder, in connection with the upcoming heanng before
Regional Board scheduled for Janaary 26, 2000 Piease ha,,e these comments entered into
Administrative Record for this item before the Regional Board.

The proposed action recommended to be taken by the Regional Board on Janclas)’ 2~.
2000, cannot legally be taken as: (1) the Regional Board’s proposed action ~gaores
"Administrative Review Process" martdate4 by the Permit!WDRs; (2) the Regional Board
lvgully reqmre that numerical mitigation measures be incorporated into r.he existing
Permi~iw.qbRs ,aithout tbrmatly amending the PermiVWDRs; (3) pursuant to the Perm~L WDR~
and state }as,, only cost effective storm water pollution control measures can be recommended;
(4) the proposed mandated SUS,.’WI:’ Program woutd result in the impose:ion of anfunded
mandates in violahon of the Catifornia Conshtation; and (5) th~ ~mposmon of the mandated
SUSMP by the Regional Board would result in a violation of the Admmis:ratix e Procedures Act
under California law. For these reasons and others, as fta~her explained below, the
Board has no legal authority ~o take the action that :s recommended for the J~luary 26, 2000
hearing.
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Mr. Dermis A. Dickerson
December 22, 1999
Page 2

A. BACKGROUND.

On Iuty 27, 1999, the Los Angeles County Department of Public Work~ submeted to
)o~, on behalf of the Permlttees under the subject Permi~’WDRs, a Standard Urban Storm Water
Mlfiganon Plan ("SUSMP") for your review and approval as the gxecuti,~e Officer of the
Regional Board. The SUSMP was then resubmitted on August 12, t999, by the County, in
order to clarify pornons of the text. Pursuant to yoL,x recommendation, on September 16, !999,
the Regional Board considered making a recommendation back to you, that you approve the
SUSMPs, with certain mandated modificanons. The Regional Board, however, took n~ formal
acnon at that time, and determined to continue the matter for approximately 90 days w~th a ne~
hearing to be renonced. That heanng has now been noticed for January 26, 2000

The County’s proposed SCSMP was submitted to you as the Executive Officer, m
accordance w~th I~ Perm~r~’WDRs for your review and appro~.al Pursuan~ to Secnon 2.tII.A of
the Order, the Prinmpal Permittee, in consultation with the other Permit-tees, was to develop the
SUSMP and gmdeline~ for their preparanon, for use dunng plarmmg and permitting of all
developmen~ projects requiring "d~screnonary approval " Under the terms of the Order, the
SUSM.P is to incorporate the appropriate elements of the recommended li~t of BMPs, a ltst ,xhach
has already been submitted to the Regional Board and approved by Resolution No. 99-03, dated
Apnt 22, 1999.

Under Resolunon No. 99-03, ~he Regionai Board specifically found that the approved
BMPs "when implemented at development proje~’ts, in c~mbination, will rtduca pollutants in
storm ~vater discharges to the ’maximum extent prac~icable’ " Thus, ~he Board has already
determined tha~ the proposed and approved BMPs when implemented, mee~ the Perrm~ees
reqmrements under the Clean Water Act. ~Section 33 U£C § 1342(.p](3)(B).)

The PermaVWDRs reqmres each Perrmttee to "develop a program on planmng control
measures" ("Planning Program") for priority projects (discretionary projects which may have a
potennal significant effect on storm water quality) "¢onsistem witk the programs developed
under Part 2.HI.A.I.b & t" (~.e, the approved list of BMPs and the SUSMP). The Planning
Program is to be implemented within s~x months after commencement of ~he nex~ fisca~ year
following approval of the Model SUSMP by the Executive Officer, provided that such approval
was issued not later than 90 day’s prior to commencement of the Permiuee’s fiscal year Where
the approval is given within 90 days of the commencement of the fiscal year, the pro~,~-n is ~o
be implemented in the second fiscal year following approval, but in no event is ~mplemeatation
to be inmated later than ,~uly 30, 1999.~

’ Unl0nanatdyo because of delays in the review process of a number of model pru~ams by.
Regional Board staff, the July 30, 1999 deadhne has not been complied with Nevertheless, the

527:~ ~l
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B. THE REGIONAL BO.M1D’S PROPOSED ACTION IGNORES THE
"ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW PROCESS" MANDATED BY ORDI~IR 96-054.

The PermiuWDRs contains various provisions outlining the Adanintsrrative Review
Process required to be followed by the Regional Board and ~b.e Executive Officer in reviewing
storm water programs to be deve!opcd under the Order. Unfortunately, the process that :s being
proposed for the SUSMP, i.e., a referral to the Regional Board, and ther¢after a recommendation
and.,or an approval of a storm water prognam with mandated changes, is not a procedure that is
contataed anywhere in the Order. To the contrary, Section 2I.G. oft.he Permit,~q3Rs idenmC,.es
the Admmistranve Review Procedure that mast be followed, "for review and acceptance of
reports and documents submitted to the Regmnat Boarct under ttUs Order." It further provides for
a method "to resolve any differences in compliance cxpectation~ between the Regional Board
and Permittees, prior to initiating enforcement action." (Order No. 96-t354, §2.I.G )

Secnon 2.LG2 provides that if the Executive Officer determines the Perm~ttees’ Storm
Water Program ts insufficient to meet the reqmrements of the Order, the Executive Ot~icer ~s to
~end a "Nonce of Intent to Meet and Confer" ("NIMC") to ~he Permit-tees, with specific
reformation to support the determination The NIMC Is to include a time frame by which the
Permit-tee must meet with the Regional Board staff in order for the Perm~rtee to demonstrate :hat
itsprogram is sutfic~ent to meet the requirement of the Order, and if not, to seek clarification of
the steps to be taken to comply with the provisions of the Order. Please recogmze that ~nder the
plain language of the Order, ~t is the Permirtee~’program that must be sufficient to comply with
;he Order, not the Regional Board’s program, or anyone else’s.

Under Sabsectioa 2.I.G.2, the NIMC is to conclude with either a Notice of Program
Sufficiency to the Permit-tee, or the submittal of an acceptance by the Executive Otlicer of a
x~antten "Storm Water Program Comphanc¢ Agreement" ("SPCA") which is to include
implementanon deadlines.

You, as the Executive Officer, are empowered to terminate ~e meet and confer process
after a reasonable period of nine, due to a lack ofprogres~ on ~sues, mad you may fi.trther order
submittal of the SPCA by a specified date. You must th~.m either approve or reject the submnted
SPCA within 120 days of its submittal If you reject the SPCA, you axe required by the

PermigWDRs presumes a minimum of s~x (6)months lead time after commencement of the next
fiscal year, before implementation of the approved SUSM.P, gtven the need to incorporate the
SUSMP into the various Permittees plarmang processes, including allowing the Perrnittees
sufficient time to develop storm water managemm~i guidelines for use in preparing and
revieamg CEQA documentation. Thu~, any approval of the S USMP, and acceptance of the
~ame by ~¢ Perm~ttees, should not r~quire implementation uanl s~x (6) months aft~:r
commencement of the following fiscal year.
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PermiLSkqSRs to state the reasons for yoar failure to approve the SPCA_ If an SPCA has been
rejected, the Permittees have 60 days in which to remedy the specified deficiency and resubmit
the SPCA. If the SPCA has been approved, the Permittees are to comply with the terms of the
SPCA

F~nally, as the Executive Officer, you are not to take any enforcement action against the
Permitters until the Permitters have been notified m ~q’iting that the "Administrative Review
Proce~~ h~s been exhausted, and that the Executive Officer has determined that a violation
exists warranting enforcement," (Order No. 96-054, §2.I.G.2.d).

Please recogniLe that under the Administrative Review Process, it is the "Permitters"
program" that is to be reviewed, and the standard of review is not whether the Regional Board
recommended program is sufficient, bur rather whether the "Permirtee~"program" is sufficient.
Thus, the Regional Board’s focus then and now should not and cannot be on whether its proposed
program which contains numerical mitigation measures is consistent w~th the Clean Water AcL
Rather, the focus, by law, must be on whether the SUSM-P submitted by the Perm~rtees is
sufficient.

As discussed above, tb.e SUSMP was resubmitted to your office for review and approval
on August 12, 1999. Under the Administrative Review Process, the Executive Officer ~s to
notify the Perrnittees of"the results of the review and approval or disapproval wtthin I20 days."
(Order No. 96-054, 2I_G.l.a) if you determine that the submitted SUSMP is tmacceptable, you
must ~ssue a Notice of Disapproval and thereafter comply with the NLMC procedures set forth
above to resolve the alleged deficiencies.

Please recognize that there is no procedure under the Permit/WDR~ for the Executive
Officer or the Regional Board to unilaterally modify the proposed storm water program. Nor
~s there any procedure for the Regional Board to re.:ornmend to the Executive Officer that :he
Execuuve Officer approve someone else’s program, m place of and instead of the Perminees’
program. Rather, the existing PermivWDRs provides a very specific procedure to be foilowed in
the event you cannot approve the pro~am submitted

At this tame, the Executive Advisory Committee requests that you Ibllow the
Admmistranve Review Procedures set forth under the Order ~ssued by the Board The procedure
plainly applies to any deficiency alleged v~,ith respect to the Permitters’ SUSMP and must be
complied with.

[n the event the Regional Board chooses to ignore the Admtrastrattve Review Procedure
required by the Permit/WDRs, and the submitted SUSMP Is not simply approved or disapproved
by your o~lice, such action will be interpreted by the Permitters as being a disappro,~a! of the
Permitters’ SUSMP program. At that point, in accordance \v~th the Order, we presume your
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otlice will then proceed and issue a Notice of Intent to Meet and Confer with the Perrmttees and
that you wilt simultaneously provide the required specific information called for under the
Permit.,>,q3Rs :o suppor~ such a determmat~orl, Le, you will ]dent:fy how the Permine~"
program ts detictent.

Once the .NI.MC is submitted and the members of the Executi\,e Advisory Committee
have had an opporttm~ty to review the "specific informatmn in support" of your determination,
will then comply with the procedures set forth under Order No. 96-054 "to resolve any
differences in compliance expectations between the Regional Board and Permittees ..." (Order
No. 96-054, 2.I.G.) [t is the Perm~ttees’ expectation that your office and the Regional Board will
follow me requirements of the Order in attempting to resolve any difi~rences in compliance
expectations. (Id)

C. NUMERICAL MITIGATION MEASURES, EVEN IF JUSTIFIED~ CANNOT BE
M.~NDATED UNDER THE PRESENT ORDI~R-

J.n response to comments requesnng the authority for lmpos~ng nu, mencal m~tiga~lon
measures on the Permirtees, Regional Board staff cited the federal regulations, specificaIly Part
a,0 CFR Sect~oa 122.26(b)(2)(ivJ(A}(2) as its justification for imposing such mitigation measures
#¢ this rime_ A review of Section I22.26(b), shows in very clear terms that this Section concerns
proposed programs to be considered by the Director, "whet, dev¢lopingpermir conditions"
reduce pollutants and discharges to the maximum extent practicable. See 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)
This $ectmn, entitled "Proposed Management Program," reads in pertinent par~ as tbllows:

"A Proposed Management Pro~am covers the duration of the
Permit .... Proposed Programs will be considered by the Director
when developing permir ¢ondirion~ to reduce pollutants and
discharges to the maximum extent practicable (40 CFR
12226(b)(2)) (vi.)

Thus, the authority specifically relied upon by Regional Board staff as the bas,.s tbr its
legal authority to impose numerical m~tigatlon measures, in and of itself, shows that numerical
mitigation measures can only be imposed "when developing permit t’onditions." Because the
proposed numerical mitigation measures are not "permit conditions," but rather would only be
conditmrts imposed on the approval of a program, under the PerrnivW-DRs, ~hey can only
appropriately be reviewed and imposed by the Regional Board pursuant to the issuance or
re~ssuance of an MS4 N-PDES P~.-a-mit

Further evidence of th~s fact is supported by the case so hea~.dy retied upon by Regional
Board staffin ~ts response to comments, i.e., Defenders of Wildlit’e. el al. v. Bro~’ner, 1999 Daaly
Journal, DAR 12369 (Case No 98-7~.080, filed September 15, 1999). in Defenders of Wildlife
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v. Browner, the imposition of numerwal limitations was being considered in the context of the
appropriateness of the issuance of "final N~PDES Permits" to the Crees of Tempe, Tucson, Mesa
and Phoenix, Arizona and Puma Cou.nty. The "discretion" of the EPA Administrator in that
action concerned the issuance of numerical limitations only in the course of the issuimce of :,he
final Permit/WDRs

in short, there is absolutely no suppo~ tn state or federal law for the Regional Board or
the Executive Officer to mandate a program on the Permmees at this juncture without it first
being included in the N’PDES PermiUWDRs issued in .luly of 1996_ Thus, any attempt to do so
by the Regional Bo~d is subject to legal challenge. Since the requirements in question are
nov, here to be found in tiae FermitAVDRs, they cannot t~e mandated on the Permirtees under the
Order, and just as the Permmees are forced to comply with the requirements of the Perm~tiWDRs
as issued by this Regional Bo~d in J’uly of 1996, so to must the Regional Board.

Further, as discussed above, the Regional Board, through Resolution No. 99-03, has
already found that the approved BMPs when implemented "wilt reduce pollutants in storm water
to the maximum extent practicable," i.e., t/,e Regional Board hat alreadyfou,d that U~e
previous approved lg~t of BMPf ¢oraplie~ with the Clean Water Act. Any attempt to ~mpose
addmona! conditions under the Order, would be inconsistent wi~h the Clean Water Act and the
regulations thereunder, and would be directly contrary !o findings already made by your Board.

D. ONLY "COST-EFFECTIVE" STORM WATER POLLUTION CON1"I~..O_ .L
.MEASURES SHOL"LD Blg RECOMMENDED.

rn addition, Section 2.III.A.4. of the Permit/~,~cDRs, prov:des that the Pnncipal Perminee
m consultation with the Permittees, is to develop a model progam to reform developers seeking
"dtscrenonary approvals" (such as the approvals needed where Urban Storm Water Mitiga~on
Plans axe to be incorporated in the development process), of, among other things: (1)
"Development and construction of storm water management;" (2) "Maximization otper-,’ious
areas and storm water infiltration (where geology and topography permit);" and (3) "cost
eJOrecti~,e storm ,,aterpollation ¢’o,trol measures." The informational program ~o be developed
must also include specific guidance on selecting BMPs ~o reduce polluuims in storm w~t~er
discharges from urbamzed areas, and to include appropriate BM-Ps, educational materials, and
handbooks and guiddmes as described in the Permiti%q3Rs. This reformational program was
developed and incorporated into the Development Planmng Model Program submitted to you m
January of 1998, and as d~scussed above, the Development BMPs were alapro~,ecl by the Board
under Resolution No. 99-03.

The Developme~at ?hm.ning Model Program incorporates the requas:te BMPs, but ne~tb.er
the approved BMPs, nor the Development Harming Model Program, requires numerical
mitigation measures. Furthermore, numerical mitigation measures are not mentmned a.nywhere

227,5~512:#aOui
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m the PermitiWDRs. Accordingly, the approved model program, which is required to inclctde
reformation to developers on "cost effective ~torm water pollutioa control measures" does not
include any information on numerical mitigation measures. The Permiv"WDRs requirement
Developers to be informed of "cost effective storm water pollution control measures" is
evidence of the Permit’s/WDRs’ requirement that any "storm water pollution control measures"
to be implemented must be "cost effective" before being imposed on Developers.

In the present case with respect to the proposed nmnerical mingation measures, as
evidenced fi-om responses to comments issued by Regional Board staff, the Regional Board has
performed very little analysis on the ~ost effectiveness of the proposed numerical mmganon
measures. Without such an analysis, the recommenc~eO numerical mitigation measures should
not even be considered, let alone recommended.

The required cost/benefit analysis is, moreover, mandated by state law. Speclfically,
Cahfomia Water Code Section 13225 allows the Regional Board to require as necessary "any
state or local agency to investigate and report on any technical factors involved in waer quality
control or to obtain and submit analyses of water; provided that the burden, including costs, of
such reports shall bear a reasonable relutionship to the need for the reports and the benefits to
be obtained therefrom." (Cal. Water Code § 13225(c).)

Given that the PermirYWDRs is not only a permit issued pursuant to the Clean Water Act,
but also pursuant to ~he Porter-Cologne Act, (as evidenced by its caphon "Waste D~scharge
Reqmrements)" state law and the Order itself mandate a costs benefit analysis before requmng
such a costly program

E. TI-[[.: PROPOSED MANDATED pItOGR.~dVI WOULD RESULT IN THE
IMPOSITION OF AN UNF.U.N.DED MA,NDATE IN VIOLATION OF THE
CALIFORNIA CONSTITUTION.

In response to comments, Regional Board staffhas contended that the imposition of a
numerical mitiganon measures ~s not an unfunded mandam becat~se it revolves the
nnplementanon of a federal permit. Yet, in the Ninth Circuit’s decision of Defenders of Wddhfe
v. Browner, again a case heavily relied upon by Regional Board staffin its commen~s, the Ninth
Circuit fotmd that the imposition of numerical limits in the co~se of the issuance of a final
NPDES PermmWDRs was a "discretionary" decision of the Administrator. Similarly, Regional
Board staff claims that it has the "discretion" to impose numerical mmgation measures.

Under the California Constitution, specifically Article Xlll B, Section 6. a ~tate agency
prohibited from shifting the financial responsibxhry of carrying out governmental functions to
locaI ~n~ines, unless it also includes a provision reimbursing local governments for the cost of
such programs. Here, with respect to ~e proposed mandated program by the Regmnal Board,

227, 0~ 121-000 t
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the Regional Board has provided no funding mechanism to local governments to implement the
proposed program.

The probabiuon on unfanded mandates applies even where federal law" ~s involved, m,.less
the state "has no true choice"
Commission on State Mandates (1992) 11 Cal.App.4th 1564, 1593). In fact, m Haves, the Court
m~e ~t clear that the stale had to f~md its requirements’mandates when the manner of
Implementing the federal program was left ~o the "discretion" of the state. I~. at 1593.)

In ~he present case, Regional Board staff has claimed the Board has the "discretion" to
impose numencai mitigation measures ~nd ~,hu~, b~caus~
imposition of such a program on local agencxes is an unfunded mandate in violation of the
Call forum Conatitution.

F. THE IMPOSITION OF THE REGIONAL BOARD’S SUSMP PROGRAM ON
THE PERMITTEES IS A VIOLATION OF THE ADM|NIST__R~_ _TIVE
PROCEDI.JR~S ACT.

The California Administrative Procedu.re~ Act, Government Code Sections 11340 ~t seq
CAPA") was enacted to establish basic minimum procedural requireraents for the adoN~on,
amendment or repea! of administrative regulanons promulgated by the state’s many
administrative agencies. (Crrie~- v. Kizer (1990) 219 CN.App.3ra 422, 431; also see, Gov. Code
§ 11346.) Although California law does not require administrative agencies to comply w~th the
A,PA when simply issuing or amending pertnits, including the issuance of waste discharge
requiremems, where the permit or amendment in question rises to a level of an order, a
regulation or a ~gnd~rd of general application, the APA clearly appIies. (Go~. Code
§11342(g).)

In the instant case, the proposed action by the Regional Board, ffcamed out by the
gxecunve Officer and forced on the Permittees under the present Permi~JWDRs, coas~imms
order and a ~tandard of general application that is being imposed on all Permittees, ue., all
eighty-five (85) cities in the County and the County itself, ~o require the imposition of numerical
mitigation measurers on sigmficant development and redevelopment in the County. As such, if it
determines to move forward wnh the imposition of ~ach a mandated standard of general
application, the Regional Board is required to comply with the APA.

In State Wa~er Resources Control Bd_ v Office of Admln. Law (!993) 12 Cal.App.4~’
697, ~e cour~ analyzed various amendments to a Water Quality Control Plan and found tha~ such
amendments constituted "regulations" required to be adopted in compliance with the APA The
court found tha~ where a regulation "looks like a regulatmn, reads like a regulation, and acts hke
a regulation, i~ will be treated as a regulation whether or not the agency m question so la~eled it."
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(fd. at 702 ) The court went on to find that in light of r.hls strong legislative mandate, regulatoey
agency directives, such as amendments ~o the Water Quality Control Plan, must be deemed to be
regulations. (Ld.)

In the instant case, a mandated SUSMP, where the Permi~,"WDRs in questmn does
allow for the compulsion of such a pro~am or the compulsion of any proD-am, is plainly a
"regulauon" for purposes of the APA Since the requirements of the APA have not been
comphed with, any such mandated program would have no legal Ibrce or effect.

G. CONCLUSION.

in sum, ~he Execun\,e Ad~,isory Committee respectfully requests that the Regional Board
recognize that ~t has already issued a~l NPDES Permit/WDRs which allows the Permittees to
dmcha.rge both storm water and non-storm water into their MS4 systems. Moreover, the ex~sfin~
Permit!WDRs does not require or condition ~ts terms on the imposmon of nu.rnencal mitigation
measures. Nor does the existing Order allow the gxecufive Officer to unilaterally impose new
conditions on the Pcrmirtees. Such action, if taken, would be taken in violation oft.he existing
Order.

At this tirae, the only action the Executive Officer is permitted to rake in accordance wi~h
the terms of the Order, is to review the Perm~ttees’ proposed SUSMP, provide an explanation as
to why that pro~am is insufficient, and m thereafter comply wi~h the Adm~rus~ative
Process under the Order..,~ny action taken by the Executi,~e Officer to approve a pro~arn nor
submitted by the Permff~ees, will have no legal ~brce or effect. We respectfully request that
comply w~th the terms of~he Order ~ssued by your own Regional Board in reviev, ing and
approving the SUSMP submitted by the Permmees.

Thank yon for your attennon to this matter and your consideration of these ~ssues.

Smcereiy,

Richard Montevideo

cc-    Mr. Desi Alvarez, Chairman, Executive Advisory Committee



SheaHomes

Ianuary 25, 2000

Mr. Dem~is Dieke~on: Executive Officer Via Facsimile: 213.576.6625
California Regional Wa~t ~I[~ Co~l Bo~d
~s ~el~ ReEion
320 W~ 4~ S~ Suite 2~
Lo~ ~gel~s, Califo~a 9~ 13

RE: S~d Urb~ S~ Wat~ Mitigation P~

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

It is my undcrsl~.nding that file California P,.egional Water Quality Control Board - Los Angeles Rzgion (Bnaxd) will
be holdiag a public hearing on January 26, 2000 on the adoption of the proposed Stsndeni Urban Stormwatvr
Mitigation P1an~ (SUSMP) as required under the Lm Angeles Co,fury Municipal Stormwater Permit (Order No, 96-
054). As a Southern Califorrda businessperson I support the goals of dean water, however, aRcr reviewing the
December 7, 1999 revision of ~he SUSMP, ! am opposed to certain pmvisior~ within the plan.
Included in the-revised SUSMI~ a~ several new and modified definition~ that re.riot development activity.
Spedfically, I am concerned with the attempt to define "I-liliside" and "Environmental Sensitive Area," ~nd the
addition of"Parking Iot~" to the Ibt of projects subject to the SUSMP requirement. These requirements make the
implemenutdon of the SUSMP completely impnctical in many municipalities in Los Angeles County.

Additionally, the continued inclusion of a numerical mitigadon sttndard in the SUSMP, whose bcndhs have not
boen p~vcn and whose cost ¢fl’ecliveness ha~ not been st~tdied, makes it impo~ible for me to ~pport the proposed
SUSMP.
Once agidn, let me r¢itentte that I f~lly support the goal of cleaning our stormwater run off. That is why [ support
the attached "Clean Water Initiative," wkich is also supposed by a number of regulated ind~tries and business
leader~. This Initiative msk~ a commitment to clean water and, perhaps more importantly, it supports a process by
whir.h clean water can become a reality. The procel, outlined in the [hi "bative is additionally ~pporr~d by die
Southern Califonfia Association ot’Goveramenl~ and would involve al! affected parties (the regulated commtmity,
municipalities and the environmenutl communily) in a thoughtful proce~ ba~ed on sound ~cience and proven
teclmiques.

Therefore, I respectfully request that you and the Botrd dele~ the language outlined above expanding the scope of
the SUSMP a~d reject the implemenlation of a numerical mitigation standard. In addition, I a£k that you support the
�omprehensive "Clean Water Initiative" as a way oflruly aahieving stormwater po]lut’ion reduction,

Sincerely,

I~sident

cc; Mr. Handd Nahai, Chair R0070049
California Regional Water Qutlity Control Board, Los Angeles Region

Our vision.., to b~ild the be~t homes and fine~t communities for o~ ~stom~.

Stree~ Address www.,heahome~.com/seal / Maili n$ Address
603 S. Valencia Ave., Ste. 200 phone: 714-985.1300 P.O. Box 1509
Brea, CA 92823 fax: 714-792.2500 Brea, CA 92822-1509
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SheaHomes
Los Angeles/Ventura Area Office

January 24, 2000

Mr. Dennis Dickc~on. F-,xccut~vc Officer
California Regional Wawr Quality Control Board

Los Angeles Region
320 West 4th Str¢~ Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan

Dear Mr. Dickersoa:

I have received and reviewed the De, camber 7, 1999 Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan
(SUSMP) that will be discussed by the California Wat~ Quality Control Board - Los Angeles
Region (Board) on ,lanum’y 26, 2000. It is my understanding that the SUSMP pmgrara is called
for in the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination Sysu:m (NPDES) for Los Angeles County
Municipal Storrnwatar Parmit (Order #96-054).

As a Southern California r~sident mid home building profcssionak I support the Board’s efforts
in developing and implementing policies and programs that will re, duct pollution resulting from
stonnwatcr mn-offand achieve clean water in the Los Angeles region. However, I am
concerned with the cun’ent proposed staffrccommendations to the SUSMP. As mentioned
before, I support th¢ Board’s efforts for achieving clean water, but as the individual who must
implement the SUSMP program as I construct new homes, I must say that this program falls
short in achieving our shared goal of delivering clean water to our local leers, strums, wetlands,
bays and tl~ ocean.

ADOPT THE SUSMP WITH AMENDMENTS

Since the rcl~asc of the original SUSMP in late August, 1999 and the September 16, ~999 Board
hearing, there have been many changes by staffthat has made the SUSMP more complex and
~onfusing to interpret and implmn~t.

First, the Dc~embcr 7, 1999 SUSMP proposal has added several new and stricter definitions,
The definition For "Hillsides," ’~Parking Lots," and "Environmental S©nsitive Areas" have been
dramatically changed since the September 16, 1999 Board hearing. These new definitions have
aca boca disousscd yet in a public hmriag or with the regulated communities.

R0070050
Defmitim~ af Hlllgid~

The Dcccmbcr 7, 1999 SUglvfP has changed thc dcfinltion of"Hillsidc" wltlmut review by the
munioipalifies, the regulated communities or ia~re.smd parties. Therefore, we suggest that the
Board modify the definition as property located in an area with known m’osive soil conditions,
whe.ro the development would involve regulated grading on any natural slope that is 25 percent

Saint Charles Drivoo Suite 205, Thousand! Oaks, California ~1360 tel.’ S0S-557.2100 fax: 805.557-2139
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or gmater, or delegate the authofityofthis deflnifiontotheloealmu~ficipali~cs O.¢.,the cities or
county).

Parldng Lot~

A new category subject to SUSMP, "Parking Lots" was added without a public hearing or input
for the municipalities the regulated con~l~tmifies or interested parties. It is unclear why and how
the "Parking Lots" will be defined and implemented under th© SUSMP. Furthermore, it is my
understanding that the Long Beach municipal storm water permit includes a special study
provision to characterize pollution and evaluate controls for parking lots. I suggest that the
Board wait for the results of the Long Beach study on parking lots before adding this category to
the SUSMP, or that "Parking Lots" be defined to apply only to commercial "stand alone"
parking Jots, and uot parking lots that are not associated with small commercial developments.

Environmentally SensitDe Areas

Once again, staff has added another new category of "Environmentally Sensitive Areas" to the
SUSMP without a public hearing or ir~ut for the municipalities, the regulated communities or
interested parties. This new category has many different and conflicting provisions under
federal, state and local law. Furthumore, these many different provisions of law, regulation, and
guidance detine a variety of environmentally sensitive amos that, taken together, will result in the
application of SUSMP criteria to an inherently vague definition leading to application of those
criteria in situations where it was not intended. We suggest the Board work with the
municipalities, the regulated communities and interested pa~es on developing one single
definition.

DO NOT ADOPT A NUM’ERICAL DESIGN STANDARD

At the September ! 6, 1999 Board hearing on tim SUSMP, th~ only significant difference
between the staff’s proposal and that of the mtmicipalities, the regalated communities and
interested parties was the inclusion of a numerical design standard for the sizing of Best
Management Practices. The staff proposal inclu~s a specific design standard in the SUSMP
without a public hearing or input for the municipalities, the regulated communities or intezested
parties. Additionally, the continued inclusion ofa namrrioal design standm’d in the SUSMP,
whose benefit~ have not been proven and whose cost effectiveness has not been studied, makes it
impossible for me to support the proposed SUSMP.

"CLEAN WATER INITIATIVE"

Once again, let me reiterate that I fully suplmrt the goal of reducing pollution caused by
stormwater rtm-off. That is why I support th~ aRacb.ed "’Clem Water lniti~ive," which is also
supported by a number of regulated industries and business leaders. This Initiative makes a

 00700s,Shea
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cammitm~t t~ clean water and supports a process by which clean water can become a reality.
The process outlined in the Initiative is addi6ona]ly ~upported by the Southern California
Association of Governments and would involve all affected parties (the regulated community,
municipalities and the environmental community) in a thought~l process based on sound science
and proven techniques.

Thers~re, I respeclfully request that you and the Board correct the above-mentioned problems to
the SUSMP. In addition, I ask that you support the comprehensive "Clean Water Initiative" as a
way of truly achieving stormwater pollution redu~:tion.

Sincerely.

John~Fran~in
iV, i~ President/Regional Manager

co: Mr. Hami N~i, Chair
C~ifo~a ~gional Wat~ Qu~iW Con~l Bo~d, ~s ~geles Region

R0070052
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- _SheaI-tomes
~ Los Angeles/Ventura Area Office -

Se~teanber 13. 1999

Mr. Dermis A. Dickerson, Executive Ofl~cer
C~difomia Regional W~ter Quality C(mtrol Board
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CaHforrfia 90013

RE: Standard Urbaa Storm Water Mitigation

Dew Mr. Dicker~on:

It is my understanding thai during yOLU" September ]6" meeting the Regional Bom-d will hold a
public hearing to discuss the proposed new -qtandard Urban Storm Wmer Mitigation Plans
(SUSMP). This discussion will include staffproposed changes 1o the SUSMPs. Among these
proposed changes is a new and far-reaching requirement for numerical mitigation meatuses. A~
a Los Angeles area businessperson involved io the construction industry, I am writhag to request
that you postpone taldng any action that would implement numerical mitigation measure~ for
BMP design criteria.

The Los Angeles Region already has new stringent SUSMPs and there is ao legislative or
regulatory requirement to revise them to include numerical mitigation measures based ca capture
era percentage of rainfall events at this time. In fact. the current SUSM~s are among the
strictest in the nation and we are only now seeing the full envimnm~ta! benefit derived fi’om
their implementation.

¢omidering this, as well ~s the potentiil economic impaet numm’ical miLigation measm-e
requirements may h~ve upon brininess, it would only ~em wise that you ~d the Bom-d move
slowly ~nd cautiously when comidering new ~nd far reaching requirements. Further, ~ i~
businessperson who would be signifi¢anfly impacted by th~se new gUEM’P requiremmts, I
believe it is incumbent upon the Regioml Board to seek vitil ir~ut from the broader regulated
eommtmity. It i~ my und~’st~ding that, except for one public workshop to pre~ent ~tifieation
for the numerioM me.,x~ares, thi~ Ires not yea t~ken place.

R0070054
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Once again, considering that thorn is no compelling requirement to move Forward with those new
~gulat~ons at lhis time, ! would ask thal you rake, not add, numerical mkigation measuros when
you approve lh¢ SUSMPs.

Sinc~ely,
SHEA HOMES

lgf:m Pranldin,
Vice PresidenVRegional Manager

Mr. Hmnid Nahai, Chah"
California Regional Water Quality Conlrol Board, Los Angeles Region

R0070055
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SheaHomes
SeptembeJ 13, 1999 Los Angeles/Ventura Area Office

Mr. Dennis A, Dickerson, Executive
California l~gional Water Quality Control Bo~t
Los Angeles Region
320 W~I 4t" Street, Suite 20~
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation

Dear Mr. Diekerson:

I an] writing to comment on the revised Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans
(SUSMPs), dated August 11, 1999, sulmaittod ~o you by the County of Los Angeles. It is
my understanding that alter a discussion with the Regional Bom’d during its S~ternber
16" m~tiag you are proposing to approve the SUSMPs for implementation with two
modifications. I am concerned that amortg tile staffpmposed modifications is a new and
far-reaching requirement for numerical mitigation measure.

Neither the August 16, 1999 Notice of Publie Hearing nor your letter of’September 8,
1999, tells us exactly what the staffis proposing. The public notice states that the
"mitigation measure may be derived from" the two alternatives cited. The S~tembar 8
letter says you will re, commend that "a numerical storm water mitigation measure be
required for treatment controls."

The staffproposal summarized in the August 16, 1999 Notice ofl~ublic Hearing appears
to go far beyond the numerical criteria the County of Los Angeles agreed to as part ot’a
law, it Settlement Agreement. The stalTproposal is "to capture a large percentage of
runoff events, runoff volume and pollutant loads." Capturing tl~ first 0,75 inches is far
different from ird’dtrating and/or treating ruaoffgenerated by the first 0.75 inches of
rainfall as requited by the County’s numerical mitigation measure. Furthermore, it is not
clear what large percentage of polhtrant loads will be captured. How do the pollutants
that would be captured relate to beneficial u~es in the receiving waters? What percentage
ofloads to the r~eiving waters that have been identified as impaired come from existing
.development ~md what percentage coma from new developm~t?

I understand that some environmental groups are eacountgiag you to reqttim the proposal
numerical design criteria orall permittees. This would be inappropriate at this ti~e.
Tog©tier, we should examine the County’s experience with numerical design criteria
before the requirement is extended to cover the ©nti~ permitted ares. It definitely ~hould
not be expanded from "infiltration and fi Itration" to "capture" before we have examined
the experiences and conseXlU©nces of implementing the measure that the County agreed to
as a result of its Settlement Agreement. The seientific./toclmical basis for the ~leclion of
numerical design eriteri~t is ~till unclear. It appear~ that the number has been .,u’oitrarily
chosen ntther than derived ~om the need to control particular constituents in order to

R0070057
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protect beneficial uses in the r~ceiving waters. With the coming barrage of TMDLs, we
should be focusing on expenditures and best management practioes that respond directly
to the identified impairrrmnt~ in the region’s watea-s.

It should be noted that the Executive Advisory Committ~ of the Los Angeles County
Stormwat~ Program has expressed its opposition to the inclusion era numb-Tic, al standard
in the Standard Urban Storm Water MitigafionPlans. Their expressed reasoning is
persuasive, and I agree ~ith their observation that the imposition of this numeric standard
without supporting evidea~c¢ is poor public lmlicy.

You already have before you a revised set of new stringent SUSMPs for approval. There
is no legislative or rogulatory requirement to revise them to include numerical mitigation
measures based upon file capture o[’a percentage of each rainfall event at this time. In
fact, the currant SUSMPs are among the strictmt in California and we nocd to see the full
environmental betmfit d~’rived from their implcm¢ntation before modifying thwart.

As a Los Angeles area businessperson involved in development (consWaction), I am
requesting that you postpone taking any a~tion that would broadly implement numerical
mitigation measures for BMP design criteria. Considering the questionable technical
basis for the proposed numerical mitigation measure requirement as well as the potential
economic impact such a requirement might hive upon business, it would seem prudent to
movc slowly and cautiously when considering now and far reaching requirements.

Furthermore, I request that you and your stiff’meet with municipal and industry
representatives to further discuss the numerical mitigation measure and its potential
consequences before you make your decision. There is no compelling reqttircznent to add
numerical mitigation measures at this time. In fact, you stir have sufficient time in your
[20-day approval window to delay approval of the SUSMPs while meeting with the
regulated community.

Once again, l would ask that you not add numerical mitigation measures to the proposed
SUSMPs at this time.

Sincerely,
SHEA HO~S

ujii ,~
Director of Community Development

co: Mr. Harold Nt~ti, Chair( California Regionat Water Quality Cortta’ol Board, Los Angeles R~gion R0070058
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VIA FAX NO.(2131 576-6660 _~.

Engineering
Planning

Mr. Dennis A. Diokerson, Executive Officer Surve~g
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region 15230 B~oank F:~d., Suite 100

320 West 4~ Street, Suite 200 wn Nu~, CA 91411-3586

Los Angeles, California 90013 Tel: 818/’/87-8550
F~x: B18/g01-7451

Reference:    STANDARD URBAN ~’TORM WATER MITIGATION              E~r~: infoesikand.co~

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

I am writing to comment on the revised Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans |SUSMP=},
deled August 11, 1999, submitted to you by the County of Los Angeles. It is my understanding
that after a discussion with the Regional Board du~ing its September 16~ meeting you ere proposing
to approve the SUSMPs for implementation with two modifications. I am concerned that among the
staff proposed modifications is a new and far-reecldng requirement for numerical mitigation
measures.

Neither the August 16, 1999 Notice of Public H©aring nor your letter of Septeml~r 8, 1999, tells us
exactS" what the staff is proposing. The public notice states that the "mitigation measure may be
derived from" the two alternative cited. The September B letter says you wig reoommend that "e
numerical storm water mitigation measure be requi~ed for treated controls."

The staff proposal summarized in the August 16, 1999 Nodo¢ of Public Hearing appears to go far
beyond the numerical criteria the County of Los Angeles agreed to as pert of a I~wsuit Settlement
Agreement. The staff proposal is "to capture a large pementage of runoff events, runoff volume
and pollutant loads." Capturing the first 0.75 inches is far different from infiltrating and/or treating
runoff generated by 1he first 0.75 inches of rainfall as required by the CounW’$ numerical mitigation
rr~e=ure. Furthermore, it is not clear what l~rge parentage of pollutant loads will be raptured.
How do the pollutants that would be oaptured relate to beneficial uses in the receiving waters?
What peroerrtages of loads to the reoeiving waters that have bean identified as impaired come from
existing development and what percentage comes from new development?

! understand that some environmental groups are enCou~ging you to require the proposed numerical
design criteria of ell permittees. This would be inappropriate at this time. Together,.         ,. we should
examine th~ County’s experienc~ with numerical design criteda before the requzremcrrt ~ extended
to cover the entire permitted area. It d=firdtely should not be expended from "infiltration and
filtration" to "capture" before we have examir~d the experience= and �onsecluences of
implementing the m~asu~e that the County agreed to as a result of its ~-ttlement Agreement. The
scientific/technical basis for the selection of numerical design cdteria is still unclear. It appears that
the numb~ has been arbitrarily chosen rather than derived fi’om the need to control particula~
constituents in order to prote~t beneficial ule~ in the reoeiving water= With the coming barrage of
.TMDLs, we should be focusing on exp,=dilutes and best management practices that respond
dire~lv to the identified impairments in the region’s waters.

R0070059
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Mr. Dennis A, Dk~kereon
California Regiorml Water Quality Contro~ Board

September 14, 1999
Page 2 of 2

I~ should be noted that the Executive Advisory Committee of the Los Angeles County Stormwatar
Program has expressed its opposition to the inclusion of a numeHosl ~tanderd in the Standard Urban
Storm Water Mhigation Plans. "l’hair expressed reasoning is persuasive, end i agree with theJr
observation that the imposition of this numeric I~andard without supporting evidence is poor publio
policy.

You already have b~fo~e you a mvile.~ set of new stringent SUSMPI for approval. There is no
legislative or regulatory requirement to revise them to include numerical mitigation measures based
upon the capture of e percentage of each rainfall event at this time. In fact, ~he ourrent SUSMPs
are among the strictest in California and we need to lee the full environrnemal benefit dedved from
their implementation before modifying them.

As s Los Angeles area Practicing Civil Engineer involved in development (construction), I am
requesting that you postpone taking any action that would broadty impiemen~ numedoal mitigation
measures for BMP design criteria. Considering ~ questionable t~chnical basis fo~ the proposed
numerioal mitigmion measure r~luirement as well Im the potential ~-onomic impact such a
requirement might have upon I:~j~inass, it would leem prudent to rnov~ llowly and cautiously when
considering new end far reaching requirements.

Furthermore, I request that you and your staff meet with munidpal end industry representatives to
fur~er discuss the numerical mitigation measure and its potential consequences before you make
your decision. There is no compelling requirement to add numerical mitigation measuTes at this
time. In fact, you s~ill have sufficient time in your 12D-day approval window to d~lay opproval of
the SUSMPs while meeting whh ~he regulated communh~,.

Once again, I would ask that you not add nurnedc~l mitigation measures to the propoled SUSMPs
at this rime.

Sincerely,

DO: Mr. Harold Nahai, Chair
California Regional Water Quarry Control Board, Los Angeles P~gion

R0070060
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September 13, 1999 SI KAN D
Engineering

Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson, Executive Officer I:~anr~ing
California Regional Water Quality Control Board Surveyil3g
Los Angeles Region
320 W. 4= Street, Suite 200 1~2~0 9~ 9~, ~ 100
Los Angeles, California 9001:3 van Nuys, CA g1411-3,586

Te~ 818/787-8~0
Fax: 818/901-74,51
E-rr~3: info~sikand.cornSubject: STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

It i= my understanding that during your September 16~ meeting the Regional Board will hold a public
hearing to discuss the proposed new Standard Urban Storm.Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMP). This
discussion will include staff proposed changes to the SUSMPs. Among these proposed changes is s
new and far-reaching requirement for numerical mitigation measures. As a Los Angeles businessperson I
am writing to request that you postpone taking any action that would implement numerical mitigation
measures for BMP design criteria.

The Los Angeles Region already has new stringent SUSMPs end there is no legislative or regulatory
requirement to revise them to include numerical mitigation measures based on capture of ¯ percentage of
rainfall even at this time. In fact, the current SUSMPs are among the strictalt in the nation and we are
only new seeing the full environmental benefit dedved from their implementation.

Considering this, as well as the potential economic impact numerical mitigation measure requirements
may have upon business, h would only seem wise that you end the Board move slowly and cautiously
when considering new end far reaching requirements. Further, e$ a businessperson who would be
impacted by these new SUSMP requirements, I believe it is incumbent upon the Regional Board to seek
vital input from the broader regulated community. It is my understanding that, except for one public
workshop to present justification for the numerical measures, this h~= not yet taken place.

Once again, COnsidering that there is no compelling requirement to move forward with these new
regulations at this time, I would ask that you take not add numerical mitigation measures when you
approve the SUSMPs.

Sincerely,

~ ~.._,~N O ENGINE ERING ASSOCIATES

Dean Paradise, P.E.
Project Manager

R0070061
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January 24, 2000

Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Re: Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

It is my understanding that the Califomia Regional Water Quality Control Board - Los Angeles
Region (Board) will be holding a public heating on January 26, 2000 on the adoption of the
proposed Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans (SUSMP) as required under the Los
Angeles County Municipal Stormwater Permit (Order No. 96-054). As a Southern California
businessperson I support the goals of clean water, however, after reviewing the December 7,
1999 revision of the SUSMP, I am opposed to certain provisions within the plan.

Included in the revised SUSMP are several new and modified definitions that restrict
development activity. Specifically, I am concerned with the attempt to define "Hillside" and
"Environmental Sensitive Area," and the addition of "Parking lots" to the list of projects subject
to the SUSMP requirements. These requirements make the implementation of the SUSMP
completely impractical in many municipalities in Los Angeles County.

Additionally, the continued inclusion of a numerical mitigation standard in the SUSMP, whose
benefits have not been proven and whose cost effectiveness has not been studied, makes it
impossible for me to support the proposed SUSMP.

Therefore, I respectfully request that you and the Board delete the language of the
implementation of numerical mitigation standards.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Respectfully submitted,

President                                                              R0070063
P.O. Box 40, South Pasadena, California 91031
Tel: (626) 441-3107 Fax: (626) 441-0649
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Mr Dennis A. Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

Re: Standard Urban Water Mitigation

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

I am writing to comment on the revised Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs), dated
August 11, 1999, submitted to you by the County of Los Angeles. It is my understanding that after a
discussion with the Regional Board during its September 16th meeting you are proposing to approve the
SUSMPs for implementation with two modifications. I am concerned that among the staff proposed
modifications is a new and far-reaching requirement for numerical mitigation measures.

Neither the August 16, 1999 Notice of Public Hearing nor your letter of September 8, t999, tells us
exactly what the staff is proposing. The public notice states that the "mitigation measure may be derived
from" the two alternative cited. The September 8 letter says you will recommend that "a numerical storm
w’ater mitigation measure by required for treatment controls."

The staff proposal summarized in the August 16, 1999 Notice of Public Hearing appears to go far beyond
the nu.~.erlca] criteria the County of I,os An~ele~ agreed to es part of a lawsuit Se.’.’alement Agreement.
The staff proposal is "to capture a large percentage of runoff events, runoff volume and pollutant loads."
Capturing the first 0.75 inches is far different from infiltrating and/or treating runoff generated by the first
0.75 inches of rainfall as required by the County’s numerical mitigation measure. Furthermore, it is not
clear what large percentage of pollutant loads will be captured. How do the pollutants that would be
captured relate to beneficial uses in the receiving waters? What percentage of loads to the receiving
waters that have been identified as impaired come from existing development and what percentage comes
from new development?

I understand that some environmental groups are encouraging you to require the proposed numerical
design criteria of all permittees. This would be inappropriate at this time. Together, we should examine
the Country’s experience with numerical design criteria before the requirement is extended to cover the    ’~’
entire permitted area. It definitely should not be expanded from "infiltration and filtration" to "capture"
before we have examined the experience and consequences of implementing the measure that the County
agreed to as a result of its Settlement Agreement. The scientific/technical basis for the selection of
numerical design criteria is still unclear. It appears that the number has been arbitrarily chosen rather than
derived from the need to control particular constituents in order to protect beneficial uses in the receiving
waters. With the coming barrage of TMDLs, we should be focusing on expenditures and best
management practices that respond directly to the identified impairments in the region’s waters.

P.O. Box 40 @ South Pasadena, Calfforma 91031 @ Tel: (626) 441-3107 ¯ Fax: (626) 44143649 ¯ E-marl: scrp. a@_trreertheart.corn ¯ Web Page: www.scrp, a.com



Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson, Executive Officer
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It should be noted that the Executive Advisory Committee of the Los Angeles County Stormwater
Program has expressed its opposition to the inclusion of a numerical standard in the Standard Urban
Storm Water Mitigation Plans. Their expressed reasoning is persuasive, and I agree with their
observation that the imposition of this numeric standard without supporting evidence is poor public
policy.

You already have before you a revised set of new stringent SUSMPs for approval. There is no legislative
or regulatory requirement to revise them to include nt~merical mitigation measth-es based upon the capture
of a percentage of each rainfall event at this time. In fact, the current SUSMPs are among the strictest in
California and we need to see the full environmental benefit derived from their implementation before
modifying them.

As a Los Angeles area businessperson involved in development (construction), I am requesting that you
postpone taking any action that would broadly implement numerical mitigation measures for BMP design
criteria. Considering the questionable technical basis for the proposed numerical mitigation measure
r~uirement as well as the potential economic impact such a requirement might have upon business, it
would seem prudent to move slowly and cautiously when considering new and far reaching requirements.

Furthermore, 1 request that you and your staff meet with municipal and industry representatives to further
discuss the numerical mitigation measure and its potential consequences before you make your decision.
There is no compelling requirement to add numerical mitigation measures at this time. In fact, you still
have sufficient time in your 120-day approval window to delay approval of the SUSMPs while meeting
with the regulated community.

Once again, 1 would ask that you do not add numerical mitigation measures to the proposed SUSMPs at
this time.

Sincerely,

Stephen L. Bledsoe
SCRPAJSCRMCA
President

SLB/kkc                                                                                        ~

cc: Mr. Hamid Nahai, Chair
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
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September 1 ], ! 999

Mr. Dennis A. Dickcrson, £xecutive OPt’leer
California Regional Water Quali~ Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 West ,~o, Stre,:t, Suite :200
Los Angeles, Cahfomia 90013

P,~: Standard Urban Ston’n Water Mitigation

Dear Mr. Dickcrson:

I am wrhing to comment on the revised Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans
(SUSMPs), dated August 1 I, 1999, submitted to you ~ the County of Los Angeles. It is
my understanding that at~er a discussion with the Regional Board during |m
16t~ meeting you a~ proposing to approve the SUSMPs for implementation with.
modifications. I am concerned that araong the staff pcoposed mod!fication, is a new and
far-reaching requirement for numerical mitigation measu:¢s.

Neither the August 16, 1999 Hotioe of Public Hearing nor you iet~r of September
1999, ~ells us exactly what the staff is p:oposing..Thc.l~ubli¢ nodee states that the
"mitigation measure pay b¢ derived from" the two alternatives cited. The September
letlcJ says you will recommend that "a nameri¢~i:storm water mitigation measure be
required for tr¢atmeat controls."

The staff proposal summarized in the August 16, 199~ Notice ~,f P~hlic Hearing appears
to go f~ beyond the numerical criteria the Cotl,~ty of’L.os .~J~g¢!¢s ai~ :..i to as part
lawsuit Settlement Agreement. The Staff pl’oposliJ is "’t~ capture- ¯ la:~ percentage of
runoff’cysts, runoff volume and pollutant loads." Capa~ring d~e ,~rst 0.75 ineh~s is f~
different flora infiltrating and’or treating namffgenerated by ;he fa’s~ ~. "/5 inches of’
raird~l as required by the County’s numerical mitigation measure, i tmhermor¢, it is not
d’,~ wast larg~ pertentage of’pollutant loads will b~ captured. How do the pollutanLs
that would b¢ ¢a.pt~r~l relat~ to beneticial uses in d~e r~ceiving waters? WI’mt l~rCent~ge
of’loads to the receiving waters that have b~en identified as impaired come ~om exi, stinB
development and what I~rcentage �om©s from new deveb’,Tn~nt?

I understand that some envirormz©,tal £roups ate er.~u~aging you to require the proposed
manerical d~ign ¢rit~cia of" all p~.rmittees. This would be inappropriate at’,.his time.
Togehher. we d~e~uld cxamlne the County’s expcrien~.e with nunneries1 design criteria
b,ffon: ~e ~quiremenz is :xter,~ ~o cover the enti~ pem’dtted area. It definitely should
not b~ exl:~aad~ From "’infiltration and f!ltra,o~z" to "capture" before we have examined
the expert=noes and con~qucnces of i~plemeating the mea.~ure that the County agreed to
as a result ofi,s Settlemen! Alinement. Th-. scientific/technical ba.’~Zs ~’or the ~�lcc~ion of
n,,,nerical design crh,~ria is st~ll unclea~. It appears that the number lus t’~.-en arbitrarily
thorn rather the, derived |’tom the need t, control par~ctda~ coa~it~ents in order toR0070066
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cc: Mr. Hamid Nahai, Chair ’
Ca/ifornia Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region
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Mr. Dennis Dickerson                                           LOS ANGEL~S REGION
Executive Director
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th Street #200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

RE: Suppo~ for Three Quader-lnch Standard to Reduce Runoff from New and Redevelopment

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

You have the oppodunity to signifi~ntly reduce urban runoff, the number one source of
pollution to our coastal and inland waters. On Janua~ 26,200, we urge you to adopt a Standard
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan for the Cities in Los Angeles Coun~ that requires mitigation,
by specified new and redevelopments, through treatment or infiltration, of 100% of the runoff
generated by the first three qua~ers of an inch of rain, with no exceptions. By adopting this
standard, you and the Regional Board have the oppoduni~ to alter our current course towards
worsening water pollution.

Today, approximately 50% of our rainfall is conve~ed into runoff that builds in toxicity as it
crosses parking lots, building sites, industrial sites, automotive repair garages, and gas stations
before it is channeled and runs untreated into the ocean. With the most infamous urban runoff
problem in the nation, and few measurable requirements in the municipal storm water permits,
we have countless beaches that are frequently unsafe for swimming; creeks and streams with
water that is unsafe to drink; and inland and coastal waters that pose health risks to aquatic life.

The three quader-inch standard also makes economic sense. First, reducing storm water
pollution in the planning phase of construction is the most cost-effective way to solve the runoff
problem. Second, urban runoff is bad for our regional economy. Los Angeles Coun~ coastal
tourism and recreation businesses generate over ~o billion #oflars to a~ract the r custnm~rs
As the health of the coastline declines, so does business (just ask any businessperson near
Huntington Beach) - and with billions of dollars at stake, the health of our entire regional
economy is impaled.

In a region that is ~nstantly being built and rebuilt, adoption of the three qua~er-inch standard
will s~n have a transformative impact on the amount of polluted runoff that invades our
streams, fiveB, and ~astal waters. For the health of Io~1 aquatic life, for the health of the 60
million people who visit Los Angeles Coun~ beaches annually, for the health of our regional
economy, and for a more livable Los Angeles, please adopt the three quader-inch standard,
with no exception, to mitigate the effects of u~an runoff from new and redevelopment.

Sin~rely,

R0070068
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SunCal Companies

Janua~ 24,2000

Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Broad
Los Angeles Region

320 West 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

I have received and reviewed the December 7, 1999 Standard Urban Stormwater
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) that will be discussed by the California Water Quality Control
Board - Los Angeles Region (Board) on January 26, 2000. It is my understanding that
the SUSMP program is called for in the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) for Los Angeles County Municipal Stormwater Permit (Order #96-054).

As a Southern California resident and home building professional, I support the Board’s
efforts in developing and implementing policies and programs that will reduce pollution
resulting from stormwater run-off and achieve clean water in the Los Angeles region.
However, I am concerned with the current proposed staff recommendations to the
SUSMP. As mentioned before, I support the Boards efforts for achieving clean water,
but as the individual who must implement the SUSMP program as I construct new
homes, I must say that this program falls short in achieving our shared goal of delivering
clean water to lout local dyers, streams, wetlands, bays and ocean.

ADOPT THE SUSMP WITH AMENDMENTS

Since the release of the odginal SUSMP in late August, 1999 and the September 16,
1999 Board hearing, there have been many changes by staff that has made the SUSMP
more complex and confusing to interpret and implement.

First, the December 7, 1999 SUSMP proposal has added several new and stricter
definitions. The definition for =Hillsides," "Parking Lots," and "Environmental Sensitive
Areas" have been dramatically changed since the September 16, 1999 Board hearing.
These new definitions have not been discussed yet in a public headng or with the
regulated communities.

R0070069
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Definition of Hillsides

The December 7, 1999 SUSMP has changed the definition of "Hillsida" without review
by the municipalities, the regulated communities or interested parties, Therefore, we
suggest that the Board to modify the definition as property located in an area with
known erosive soil conditions, where the development would involve regulated grading
on any natural slope that is 25 percent or greater, or delegate the authority of this
definition to the local municipalities (i.e., the cities or county).

Parking Lots

A new category subject to SUSMP, "Parking Lots" was added without a public headng
or input for the municipalities, the regulated communities or interested parties. It is
unclear why and how the "Parking Lots" will be defined and implemented under the
SUSMP. Furthermore, it is my understanding that the Long Beach municipal storm
water permit includes a special study provision to characterize pollution and evaluate
controls for parking lots. I suggest that the Board wait for the results of the Long Beach
study on parking lots before adding this category to the SUSMP, or that "Parking Lots"
be defined to apply only to commercial "stand alone" parking lots, and not Parking lots
that are not associated with small commercial developments.

Environmentally Sensitive Areas

Once again, staff added another new category of "Environmentally, Sensitive Areas" to
the SUSMP without a public headng or input for the municipalities, the regulated
communities or interested parties. This new category has many different and conflicting
provisions under federal, state and local law. Furthermore, these many different
provisions of law, regulation, and guidance define a variety of environmentally sensitive
areas that, taken together, will result in the application of SUSMP c~eria to an
inherently vague definition leading to application of those criteria in situations where i~
was not intended. We suggest the Board work with the municipalities, the regulated
communities and interested parties on developing one single definition.

DO NOT ADOPT A NUMERICAL DESIGN STANDARD

At the September 16, 1999 Board headng on the SUSMP, the only significant difference
between the staff’s proposal and that of the municipelitles, the regulated communities
and interested parties was the inclusion of a numerical design standard for the sizing of
Best Management Practices, The staff proposal includes a specific design standard in
the SUSMP without a public hearing or input for the municipalities, the regulated
communities or interested parties. Additionally, the continued inclusion of a numerical
design standard in the SUSMP, whose benefits have not been proven and whose cost
effectiveness has not been studied, makes it Impossible for me to support the proposed
SUSMP.

R0070070



"CLEAN WATER INITATIVE"

Once again, let me reiterate that I fully support the goal of reducing pollution cased by
stormwater run-off. That is why I support I~e attached "Clean Water initiative," which is
also supported by a number of regulated industries and business leaders. This Initiative
makes a commitment to clean water and supports a process by which clean water can
become a reality. The process outlined in the Initiative is additionally supported by the
Southern California Association of Governments and would involve all affected parties
(the regulated community, municipalities and the environmental community) in a
thoughtful process based job sound science and proven techniques.

Therefore, I respectfully request that you and the Board correct the above-mentioned
problems to the SUSMP. In addition, I ask that you support the comprehensive "Clean
Water Initiative" as a way of truly achieving stonTNvater pollution reduction.

Sincerely,

Ben C. Anderson
Senior Vice President
SunCal Companies

Cc: Mr. Hami Nahani, Chair
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region

R0070071
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January 21,2000 SunCal Companies
Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board

Los Angeles Region
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, C, alifornia 90013

RE: Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

I have reecivcd and reviewed the December 7, i 999 Standard Urban Stomlwater Mitigation Plan
(SUSMP) that will be discussed by the Califorma Water Quality Control Board - Los Angeles
Region (Board) on January 26, 2000. It is rny understanding that the SUSMP program is called
for in the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) for Los Angeles County
Municipal Stormwater Permit (Order #96-054).

As a Southem California resident and home building professional, i support the Board’s efforts
in developing and implernenting policies and programs that will reduce pollution resulting from
stormwater ran-off and achieve clean water in the Los Angeles region. However, I am
concerned with the current proposed staff recommendations to the SUSMP. As mentioned
before, i support the Boards efforts for achieving clean water, but as the individual who must
irnplement the SUSMP program as I construct new homes, I must say that this program/hlls
short in achieving our shared goal of delivering clean water to our local rivers, streams, wetlands,
bays and the ocean.

ADOPT THE SUSMP WITH AMENDMENTS

Since the release of the original SUSMP in late August, 1999 and the Septwnber 16, 1999 Board
hearing, there have been many changes by staff that has made the SUSMP more complex and
confusing to interpret and implement.

First, the December 7, 1999 SUSMP proposal has added several new and stricter definitions.
The definition for "Hillsides," "Parking Lots," and "Environmental Sensitive Areas" have been
dramatically changed since the September 16, 1999 Board hearing. These new dcfinitions have
not been discussed yet in a public hearing or with the regulated communities.

Definition of Hillsides

The December 7, 1999 SUSMP has changed the definition of "Hillside" without review by the
mtmieipalities, the regulated cormnunities or interested parties. Therefore, we suggest that the
Board to modify the definition as property located in an area with known erosive soil conditions,
where the development would involve regulated grading on any natural slope that is 25 percent
or greater, or delegate the authority of th~s definition to the local municipalities (i.e., the cities or
county).
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Parking Lots

A new category subject to SUSMP, "Parking Lots" was added without a pubLic hearing or input
for the municipalities, the regulated communities or interested parties. Ir is unclear why and how
the "Parking Lots" will be defined and implemented under the SUSMP. Furthermore, it is my
understanding that the Long Beach municipal storm water permit includes a special study
provision ~o characterize pollution and evaluate controls for parking lots. I suggest that the
Board wait for the results of the Long Beach study on parking lots before adding this category to
the SUSMP, or that "Parking Lots" be defined to apply otLly to commercial "stand alone"
parking lots, and not Parking lots that are not associated with small commercial developments.

Environmentally Sensitive Areas

Once again, staff has added another new category of "Environmentally Sensitive Areas" to the
SUSMP without a public hearing or input for the municipalities, the regulated eo~lrnunities or
interested parties. This new category has many different and conflicting provisions under
federal, state and !oeal law. Furthermore, these rna~y different provisions of law, regulation, and
guidance define a variety of environmentally sensitive areas that, taken together, will result in the
application of SUSMP criteria to an inherently vague defimtion leading to application of those
criteria in situations where it was not int~ded. We suggest the Board work with the
munieip~tlities, the regulated communities and interested parties on developing one single
definition.

DO NOT ADOPT A NUMERICAL DESIGN STANDARD

At the September I6, 1999 Board hearing on the SUSMP, the only significant difference
between the staff’s proposal and that of the municipalities, the regulated communities and
interested parties was the inclusion of a numerical design standard for the sizing of Best
Managem.ent Practices. The staff proposal includes a specific design standard in the SUSMP
without a public hearing or input for the mtmieipalities, the regulated communities or interested
parties. Additionally, the continued inclusion of a numerical design standard in the SUSMP,
whose benefits have not been proven and whose cost effeetivmaess has not been studied, makes it
impossible for me to support the proposed SUSMP.

"CLEAN WATER INITIATIVE"

Once again, let me reiterate that I fully support the goal of reducing pollution caused by
stormwater run-off. That is why I support the attached "Clean Water Initiative," which is also
supported by a nttmber of regulated industries and business leaders. This Initiative makes a
commitment to clean water and supports a process by which clean water can become a reality.
The process outlined in the Initiative is additionally supported by the Southern California
Association of Governments and would involve all affected parties (the regulated community,
municipalities and the environmental community) in a thoughtfu! process based on sound science
and proven techniques.
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Therefore, I respectfully request that you and the Board correct the above-mcntioned problems to
the SUSMP. In addition, I ask that yOu support ths comprehensive "Clean Water Initiativ¢" as a
way of truly achieving stormwatcr pollution reduction.

Vrry truly yota-s;

William R. Rattazzi
Principal
SunCal Companies

ec: Mr. Hami Nahani, Chair
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los .Ang~les Region

R0070074
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September 15. 1999
SunCal Companies

Mr. Dennis A Diekerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4t~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, Calilbrnia 90013

RE: Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

It is my understanding that during your September 16~ m~ting the Regional Board will hold a
public hearing to discuss the proposed new Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans
(SUSMP). This discussion will include staff proposed changes to the SUSMPs. Among these
proposed changes is a new and far-reaching requirement for numerical mitigation measures. As
a Los Angeles area businessperson I am writing to re, quest that you postpone taking any action
that would implement numerical mitigmion measures for BMP d~sign criteria.

The Los Angeles Region already has new stringent SUSMPs and there is no legislative or
regulatory requirement to re~dse them to include numerical mitigation rneasur~ based on capture
ofa pcrc~ntag¢ of rainfall evens at this time. In fact, the eurrem SUSMPs are among the smetest
in the nation and we are only now seeing the full environmental benefit derived from their
implementation.

Considering this, as well as the potential economic impact numerical mitigation measure
requirements may have upon all business, it would only seem wise that you and the Board move
slowly and cautiously when considering new lind far reaching requirements. Further, as a
businessperson who would be impacted by these new SUSM~ requirements, [ believe it is
incumbent upon the Regional Board to seek vim] input from the broader regulated community. It
is my understanding that, except for one public workshop to present justification for the
numerical measures, this has not yet taken place.

Once again, ~onsidering that there is no compelling r~quirement to move forward with these new
regulations at this time, I would ask that you take not add numerical mitigation measures when
you approve the SUSMPs.

Sincerely,                                                                ’

William R.
Principal
StoiCal Companies

¢c: Mr. Humid Nahai,
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Paxgcles Region R0070076
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January 20, 2000

Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
Califbmia Regional Water Quality Control Board
l.os Angeles Region
320 West 4’h Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

It is my understanding that the California Regional Water Quality Control Board - Los Angeles Region
(Board) will be holding a public hearing on January 26, 2000 on the adoption of the proposed Standard
Urban Stormwater M itigation Plans (SUSMP) as required under the Los Angeles County Municipal
Stormwater Permit (Order No. 96-054). As a Southern California businessperson I support the goals of
clean water, however, aft~ reviewing the December 7, 1999 revision of the SUSMP, I am opposed to
certain provisions within the plan.
Included in the revised SUSMP are severed new and modified def’mitions that res~ict development
activity. Specifically, i am concerned with the attempt to define "Hillside" and "Environmental Sensitive
Area," and the addition of"Parking lots" to the list of projects subject to the SUSMP requirements.
These requirements make the implementation of the SUSMP completely impractical in many
municipalities in Los Angeles County.

Additionally, the continued inclusion of a numerical mitigation standard in the SUSMP, whoso benefits
have not been proven and whose cost effectiveness has not been studied, makes it impossible for me to
support the proposed SUSMP.
Once again, let me reiterate that I fully support the goal of cleaning our stormwater run off. That is why I
support the attached "Clean Water Initiative," which is also supported by a number of regulated industries
and business leaders. This Initiative makes a commitment to ~lean water and, perhaps more importantly,
it supports a process by which clean water can become a reality. The process outlined in the Initiative is
~ditionally supported by the Southern California Association of Governments and would involve all
affected parties (the regulated community, municipalities and the environmental community) in a
thoughtful process based on sound science and proven techniques.

’l’herefore, I respectfully request that you and the Board delete the language outlined above expanding the
scope of the SUSMP and reject the implementation of a numerical mitigation standard. In addition, I ask
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that you support the comprehensive "Clean Wster Initiative" as a way of truly achieving stormwater
pollution reduction.

TAYLOR WOODROW HOMES, INC.
Rick Bianchi
Development Manager

Mr. Harold Nahai, Chair
Cali~’omia Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles R~gion
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September 13, 1999

Mr. Dennis A. Dick~son, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board.
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

i am writing to comment on the revised Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans
(SUSMPs), dated August 1 ], 1999, submitted to you by the County of Los Angeles. It is
,m~hund .e~st. anding that after a discussion with the Regional Board during its September
~ o meenng you are proposing to approve the SUSMPs for implementation with two
modifications. I am concerned that among the staff proposed modifications is a new and
fax-reaching requirement for numerical mitigation measures.

Neither the August 16, 1999 Notice of Public Hearing nor your letter of September 8,
] 999, tells us exactly wh~t the staff is proposing, l’he public notice states that the
"mitigation measm’e may be derived fi’om" the two alternatives cited. The September 8
letter says you will mconmmnd that "a numerical storm water mitigation measure be
r~iuired for treatment controls."

The staff proposal summarized in the August 16, 1999 Notice of Public Hearing appears
to go far beyond the numerical criteria the County of Los Angeles agreed to as pan of a
lawsuit Settlernem Agreement. The staff proposal is "to capture a largr perr~ntage of
runoffevents, runoff volume and pollutant loads." Capttuing the first 0.75 inches is fax
different from infiltrating and/or treating runoffgmeratod by the first 0.75 inches of
rai~hl] as required by the County’s numerical mitigation measure. Furthermore, it is not
clear what large percentage of pollutant loads will be captm’ed. How do the polhr~ant~.
that would be ~ptured relate to beneficial uses in the receiving waters? What percentage
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of loads to the receiving waters that have b~n identified as impaired come from existing
development and what percentage comes from new development.’?

I understm~ that some environmental groups are encouraging you to require the proposed
numerical design crit~a of all permittees. This would be inappropriat= at this time.
Together, we should examine the County’s experience with numerical design criteria
before the requirement is extended to cover the entire permitted area. It definitely mould
not be expanded from "infiltration and filtration" to "captu~" before we have examined
the experiences and consequences ofimpl~nenting the mea,~ure ~at the CormW agreed to
~ a result of its Settlement Agreement. The scientific/technical basis for the selection of
numerical design criteria is still unclear. It appears that the number has been arbitrarily
chosen rather than derived from the need to control particular constituents in order to
protect beneficial uses in the receiving waters. With the coming barrage of TMDLs, we
should be focusing on expenditures and best management practices that respond directly
to the identified imp~irmentz in the region’s wa~-rS.

It should be noted that the Executive Advisory Committee of the Los Angeles County
Stormwster Program has expressed its opposition to the inclusion of’a numerical s~-~iard
in the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans, Their expressed rr,,asoning is
persuasive, and I agree with their observation that the imposition of this numeric standard
without supporting evidence is poor public policy.

You already have before you a revised set of new stringent SUSMPs for approval. There
is no legislative or regulatory requirement to revise them to include numerical mitigation
me~ures based upon the capture of a percentage ofe~h rain,fall event at this time. In
fact, the current SUSMPs are among the strictest in California and we need to see the full
environmental benefit derived from their implementation before modifying them.

As a Los Angeles area b~inessperson involved in development (consu’uction), I am
requesting that you postpone taking any action that would broadly implement numerical
mitigation measures for BMP design criteria. Considering the questionable technica!
basis for the proposed numerical mitigation measure requirement as well as the potential
economic impact such a requirement might have upon busin~s, it would se~m prudent to
move slowly and cautiously when comidering new and far reaching requirements.

Furthermore, I request that you and your stafl’m~t with murdcipal and industry
representatives to further discuss the numerical mitigation measttre and its potential
consequences before you make your decision. There is no compelling requiremmt ~o add
numerical mitigstion measures at this time. In fa~t, you ~ have sufficient time in your
120-day approval window to delay approval of the SUS/vIPs while meeting with tI~
reguimd commune.
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Once again, I would ask that you not add numcricaJ ztigat~on measures to the proposed
SUSMPs at this time.

Sincerely,

Rick Bianchi
Develol~nent Manager

Mr. Hamid Nahai, Chair
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region
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September 15, 1999

Mr. Dennis A. Dlckerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4= Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: Standard Urban Storm Water Mitkjation

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

I am writing to comment on the revised Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs),
dated August 11, 1999, submitted to you by the County of Los Angeles. It is my understanding that
after a discussion with the Regional Board during its September 18= meeting you are proposing to
approve the SUSMPs for implementation with two modifications. I am concerned that among the staff
proposed modifications is a new and far-reaching requirement for numerical mitigation measures.

Neither the August 16, 1999 Notice of Public Hearing n~ your letter of September 8, lggg, tells us
exactly what the staff is proposing, The public notice states tl’~t the *mitigation measure may be
derived from* the two alternatives cited. The September 8 letter says you will recommena that "a
numerical storm water mitigation measure be required for treatment controls."

The staff proposal summarized in the August 16, 1999 Notice of Public Hearing appears to go far
beyond the numerical criteria the County of Los Angeles agreed to as part of a lawsuit Settlement
Agreement. The staff proposal is "to capture a large percentage of runoff events, runoff volume and
pollutant loads," Capturing the first 0.75 inches is far different from infiltrating and/or treating runoff
generated by the first 0.75 inches of rainfall as required by the County’s numerical mitigation
measure, Furthermore, it is not cJear what percentage of pollutant loads will be captured. Have
techniques and/or stru~ural BMPs been developed? Who will pay for the additional construction and
maintenance costs? How do the pollutants that would be captured relate to beneficial uses in the
receiving waters? What percentage of Io~s to the receiving waters that have been identit’~=d as
impaired come from existing (~evelopment and what percentage comes from new development?

I understand that some environmental groups are encouraging you to require the proposed numerical
design criteria of all permittees, This would be inappropriate at this time. Together, we shouk:l
examine the County’s experience with numerical design criteria I~efore the requirement is extended to
cover the entire permitted area. It definitely should not be expanaed from "infiltration and filtration" to
"capture" before we have examined the experiences and co¢~sequences of implementing the measure
that the County agree~l to as a result of its Settlement Agreement. The scientific/technical basis for the
selection of numerical design criteria is still unclear. It appear~ that the numb~ has been arbitrarily
chosen rather than derived from the need to control particular constituents in order to protect
benefidal uses in the r~ceiving waters. With the coming bah’age of TMDLs, we should be focusing on
expenditures and best management practices that respond directly to the identif%~l impairments in the
region’s waters.
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tt should be noted that the Executive Advisory Committee of the Los Angeles County Stormwater
Program has expressed its opposition to the i~clusion of a numerical standard in the Standard Urban
Storm Water Mitigation Ran$. Their expressed reasoning is persuasive, and I agree with their
observation that the Imlx~ition of this numedc standard withou~ supporting evidence Is poor public

You already have before you a revised set of new stringent SUSMPs for approval. Them is no
legislative or regulatory requirement to revise them to include numerical mitigation measures based
upon the capture of a percentecje of each rainfall event at this time. In fact. the current SUSMPs are
among the strictest in California and we need to see the full environmental benefit derived from their
implementation before modifying them.

As a Los Angedes area civil engineer involved in development (construction), I am requesting that you
postpone taking any action that would broadly implement numerical mitigation measures for BMP
design criteria. Considering the questionable technical basis for the proposed numerical mitigation
measure requirement as well as the potential economic impact such a requirement might have upon
business, it would seem prudent to move slowly and cautiously when considering new and far
reaching requirement=.

Furthermore, I request that you and your staff meet with municipal and industry representatives to
further discuss the numerical mitigation measure and its potential consequences before you make
your dec.isio~. There is no compelling requirement to add numerical mitigation measures at this time.
In fact, you still have suff’mient time in your 120-�ay approval window to delay approval of the
SUSMPs while meeting with the regulated community.

Once again, I would ask that you not add numerical mitigation measures to the proposed SUSMPs at
this time.

Sincerely,

Francis Zugmeyer, P.E.
Senior Engineer

Tetra Tach, Inc. Infrastructure Southwest Group

cc: Mr, Hamid Nahai, Chair
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region

TOTPL P. ~2
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- Joseph C. Truxaw and Associates, Inc, C,v,/ Enginee’s and Laqd Su,~/eyors

September 1, 1999

Xavier Swamikannu
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4t~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Transmitted via fax on 9-2-99 to (213) 576-6660 (original mailed 9-2-99)

Subject: Consideration of Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans

Dear Mr. Swamikanna:

Erosion Controls
As a consulting civil engineer with over 20 years experience in southern California, I
have witnessed the increasing controls and regulations related to storm water quality.
Approximately 15 years ago, the requirement of erosion controls within construction sites
was introduced. Within 5 years, nearly every construction project was required to
implement erosion control measures during construction. As you are aware, this
requirement remains in effect...at increased design and construction costs to both public
and private projects.

Non Structural BMP’s
In recent years, various Federal and State agencies have concluded that erosion control
devices and systems may not be adequate since they are generally removed when the
contractor leaves the site. Hence, both public and private facilities and roadways are now
required to implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) during construction and after
construction.
Since 1995, Truxaw & Associates has prepared more than 200 grading plans throughout
southern California, including more than 30 in the County of Los Angeles. Although the
storm water guidelines vary from agency to agency, every Water Quality Management
(WQMP) and Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) prepared by this office
includes sectionson Structural BMPs as well as Non-Structural BMPs. Non-structural
BMPs include employee education materials, storage methods and other guidelines to

721/~ Eudid St. encourage property owners and tenants to prevent pollutants from entering the storm drain
Suite 377 system. It has been our experience that the key to the storm water pollution issue is public

Anaheim, CA 92807 awareness and compliance ...not numerous structural BMPs such as catch basin filters,
I714) 535-0135 detention ponds, etc. Our experience has been that most of the structural BMPs are not

~?~, 535-8368 routinely maintained and become more of a liability than a benefit.

\~JACK\WORD~WORE)6XF[LESXBILL\waIerqualityboardg-]-99.doc                          R0070084
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Objections to additional regulations
Both private andpublic agencies have suffered significant financial hardships due to the
increased regulations mandated during the past 15 years. Because these regulations have
resulted in cleaner storm water runoff, additional measures are not necessary. Please
document this firm’s opposition to the proposed Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP). The additional construction (and land acquisition costs in the
event a detention ponds is required) would not be warranted given the effectiveness of the
current practices of erosion control measures and BMPs. Please feel free to contact my
office if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

JOSEPH C. TRUXAW & ASSOCIATES, INC.

William T. Truxaw, P.E.
Vice President
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VAN TILBURG, BANVARD &SODERBERGH, AIA
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September 15, 1999

Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board P R !

Los Angeles Region Joh~ne~ v=n "l~t~,,~ PAn
320 West 4rn Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

RE: Standard Urban S~rm Wirer Mffig~

Dear Mr. Dickerson: P ~ ~ T N E ~ s

It is my understanding that during y~r ~ptember 16~ meeting ~e
Regional Board wig hOld a public hearin0 ~ dts~ss the pro~d ~w
Standard Urban Storm Water Mitig~on P~,l (SUSMP). Thb die--ion
will include staff proposed changes to ~e SUSMPs. Among these
~roposed changes is a new Ind flr~N~ ~quir~ent for nu~icll
mitigation measures, As a L~ A~tlII I~1 ~liness~rlon I tm wring to

ASSOCIATESreQueSt that you postpone to,no Iny ~tton ~at would imp~ment
numerical mitigation mea~res for BMP design �~e~.

Given ~he significant information avai~e, I ~ieve ~ ~ere ~ no
compelling reason to move fo~ard ~ffi thllt ~W regulations at ~i¢ Ume.

~mis ’l[ ~Bb~e, AIAI urgo you to ~ add numerical mitigation m~a~rms w~mn ~u ap~o~ ~e
SUSMPs,

Si erely,

Van Ti~urg, ~nvard & Sode~rgh, A~

cc: Mr. Hamid Nahai, C~
Cal~omia Regional Wate~ ~liw ~Vd ~=rd ’

~s Angeles Region

R0070086
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VENTURA AFFORDABLE HOMES, INC.
208 East Main Street
Ventura CA 93001

(805) 643-8269

January 26, 2000

Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4th St., Suite 200
Los Angeles, Ca. 9001:3
HAND DELIVERED

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

As President of the Building Industry Association of Greater Los Angeles/Ventura, and President
of Ventura Affordable Homes, Inc., a provider of entry level housing to our local families, I
applaud your efforts to improve our quality of life by reducing water pollution. However,
another important component of quality of life, safe, decent affordable housing, may suffer as a
result of some of the components of the revised SUSMP.

I urge you and the Board to support the "Clean Water Initiative", which I have provided you a
copy of with my letter of January 20,2000. This Initiative provides a process which will
achieve the Board’s goals of reducing pollution at the same time it allows for collaboration of all
affected parties in a cost-effective and scientific approach.

Using up our land, another precious resource, to reduce pollution without exploring other
proven techniques merely pits one limited resource against another. We must use our limited
resources efficiently to accomodate our diverse community interests.

Our quality of life includes decent housing, job opportunities, access to education, recreation,
clean air and clean water. Comprehensive, collaborative planning with everyone at the table, as
contained in the "Clean Water Initiative" is key to maintaining and improving the quality of life
that California residents deserve.

People as well as buildings are part of our environment along with our State’s natural
resources. All of us must work together to protect our entire environment. Thank you for
considering the "Clean Water Initiative", which provides the opportunity to improve
California’s environment.

Sincer

Lynn
Presi~
cc: I~lr. Hamid Nahai, Chair
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VENTURA AFFORDABLE HOMES, INC.

208 East MaLta Street
;r~mO" 20° 2000                                               Ventura CA. 93001

(805) 643-8269

320 Wes~ 4" Stre~ Sutm 200
Los A~clcs, ~is gO01]

1~: Smndm, d ~dsan Storm W~ar ~~ P~
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S~t~m~ 15, 1999

Mx. Dennis A. Dickcrson, Executive Officer
CaLifornia Regional Watgr Qaality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

RE: St~ncLard Urban Storm Water Mitigafon

Dear Mr. Dickcrson:

! am writing to comment on the r~vised Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans
(SUSMPs), dated August ! I, 1999, submitted to you by th~ County of Los Angeles. It is my
understanding that aRer a discussion wi~h the Regional Board during its Scptcmbe.r 16= m~xing
you are proposing to approve the SUSMPs for implemcatatioa with two modifications. I am
concerned that among the staffproposcd modifications is a new and far-reaching requirement for
numerical mitigation measures.

Neither the August 16, 1999 Noti~ of Public Hearing nor your lettm-o t" Septm’ab~r ~, ! 999, tells
~s ¢xae.fly what the staff is proposing. The public notie.� states that the "mitigation measure may
be derived fi’om" fl~e two alternatives cited. The September 8 letter says you will recommend that
"a numm-ica] storm water mitigation measam be r~quir~d for treatment controls."

The staffproposa.l summatLr~ in the August 16, 1999 Notice of Public Hearing appears to go
far beyond the numerical criteria the Co~mty of Los Angeles agreed to as lmrt of a lawsuit
Sct’tJcm~t Agl"~C~L The stafrproposaI is "to calm~ a large per~tage of runoff events,
runoff volume and pollutant loads." ~ the first 0.75 ir~hcs is far different from
Jnffitrating and/or treating ranoff geacrat~ by the first 0.75 inche~ of rainfall as re, qaired by the
County’s numerical mitigation mc~-ure. Furthermore, it is not clear what large pe~.cntage of
pollutant loach will be captu~d. How do the 1)ollw, ants that would be captured relate to
beneficial uses in the megiving waters? What pcw, mtage of loads to the receiviag w~m that
have been identified as impair~ come from existing development and what pm-c~atage com~s
from new develooment?

I understand that some ~vironmerrtal grou~s am encouraging you to r~qaim the pmpos~xJ
numeric.a1 design criteria of all pcmaittees. This would be iaal:~ropriate at this time. Together,
should examia~ the County’s exlawicac~ with numerical design criteria before the re~[uiremem is
extended to cover the ¢nti~ pcrrnltted area. It def.mi~ly sho~Id not be expanded from
"infiltration and liltration" to "captm’e" befor~ we have examined the experiences
c, onscugae, aces ofimple, meati~g the measure that th~ Couaty agreed to as a re, suit of its Settlement
Agrccment The scientific/technical basis ~’or the s¢le~on of numerical design criteria is stilJ
unclear. It appears that th~ number has been arbitrarily chosea rath~ than deriv~ from the
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Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson
September 15, 1999
Page Two

to control particular constituents in order to pro~e.ct beneficial uses in the receiving waters. With
the coming ban-age of TMDLs, we should b~ focusing on expenditmes and bern management
practices that respond directly to the identifiod impairments in the rvgion’s waters.

It should be noted that the Exe~utiw Advisory Committee of the Los Angeles County
Stormwat,r Program has expressed its opposition ~o tlm inclusion of a numeric.a] standard in th~
Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans. Their expressed reasoning is persuasive, and I
agree with thdr observation that th¢ imposition of this numeric standard without supporting
evidence is poor public policy.

Sincerely,

D=

Prt, ident. Los Angelcs/Veatura County. Di~,isi0n

JDS:krb
�~: Mr. Hmnid Nah~, Omit

CAtliforMa Regional Water Quality Control BoarcL Los Angeles Region

R0070094
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W I"A
Western States Petroleum Association

August 30, 1999 Via Ove,rni.’~ht Service

Dennis A. Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Dear Mr. ~,cKerson:

PROPOSED LOS ANGELES COUNTY SUSMPs

The Western States Petroleum Association (WSPA) is a trade association representing over thirty
companies engaged in all aspects of the petroleum business, including the refining and marketing of
petroleum products. Many of our member companies operate Retail Gasoline Outlets (RGOs) that,
as a source category which has been specifically identified, will be impacted by the proposed
Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs).

First, in spite of WSPA’s recent, active, involwement in stormwater quality issues affecting RGOs,
we have not received notice---either from the Regional Board, or, from the County of Los Angeles -
of the specifics of the upcoming September 16, 1999 Board meeting to consider the subject
SUSMPs. (An associate sent me a copy of the Notice of Public Hearing, by Fax, only this
morning.) Unhappily, I must therefore raise the issue of lack of adequate notice.

Between WSPA and our member companies, we have not been told about how an RGO could
achieve compliance with the requirements of the proposed SUSMPs. However, based on the
concepts discussed at the August 10th workshop at the L.A. County Department of Public Works,
we would offer three preliminary comments regarding the SUSMP as it might be applied to an
RGO:

1. No data or information, that we can recall, has ever been presented to demonstrate that
stormwater runoff from RGOs in the County of Los Angeles is causing impairment of any body
of water. Thus, it would seem that capturing stormwater runoff from RGOs, as is being
proposed, is without any demonstrable environmental benefit.

2. The owners and operators of RGOs have gone to great lengths (e.g., the December 1998 UST
upgrade requirements) to protect the subsurface environment from contamination due to spills or
leaks. WSPA is currently working with the SWRCB, and other agencies, to evaluate the need
for additional measures to eliminate pathways for potential pollutants to reach soil and
groundwater. In view of the concerns regarding soil and groundwater, it would not appear to be
reasonable, or prudent, to purposefully open new pathways (e.g., pervious pavement, etc.).

R0070095
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Dennis A. Dickerson
August 30, 1999
Page 2

3. Whereas one option for capturing stormwater runoffmight be an underground tank or sump,
there are several serious problems with the concept - not the least of which is safety. We believe
that there would be serious public safety concerns associated with a closed, underground volume
that could contain a small amount of gasoline (e.g., from a small spill) in a large volume of air.

Thus, the proposed SUSMPs, as we believe we understand them, appear to be both an
environmental dis-benefit, and a potential safety concern.

WSPA respectfully requests that, in view of the lack of adequate notice, the September 16th
hearing to consider the SUSMPs be postpone. We would further request the opportunity to
discuss these issues with you and your staffto ensure that any future requirements are
appropriate and are truly protective of the environment.

Please do not hesitate to contact me at 818/543-5324 if we may provide any additional
information.

Sincerely,

Ronald R. Wilkniss
South Coast Issues Coordinator
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COMMUNITIES
Mr. Dcrmas Dickerson, Executive Offioer
California Regiotml Water Quality Control Board
Loa Angeles Region
320 West 4m Street, Suite 200
Loa Angeles California 90013

Re: Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

It is my understanding that the California Regional Water Quality Control Board - Los Angdes Region (Board)
will be holding a public htaring on January 26, 2000 on the adoption of the proposed Standard Urban Storm
Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMP) as required und~ the the Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permit
(Order No. 96-054). As a Southern California busincsslxa’son I support the goals of the clean watt*r, howev~,
after reviewing the December 7, 1999 revision of the SUSMP, I am opposed to e~rtain provisions within ~e
plan.
Included in the r~vised SUSMP are sewral new and modified defnaifions that r~striot development activity.
Specifically, I am concerned with the air,apt to define "Hillside" and "Environmental Semitiv¢ Area" and r.he
addition of"Parkmg Lots" to the list of projects subject to rlae SUSMP requirements. These requirements make
the implementation oft.he SUSMP completely impractical m many municil~lifies in the Los Angeles County.

Additionally, the continued inclusion of a nurn~-ical mitigation standard in the SUSMP, whose benefim have not
been proven and whose cost effectiveness has not been studied, makes it impossible for me to support the
prtrposed SUSMP.

Once again, let me reit~-ate dmt I fully ~ the goal of cleaning our storm water run off. That is why I
support the attached "Clean Water Initiatiw," which is also supported by a number of regularmd industries and
business 1~ders. This mi~ativ¢ makes a commitment to clean water and, l~rhaps more importantly, it supports
a process by which clean water can hecome a reality. The process outlined in the Initiative is additionally
supported by the Southern California Association of C.rovermments and would involve all affected parties (the
regular~l community, municipalities and the environmental community) in a thoughtful process based on sound
sei6.nce and prov~a t~hniques.

Therefore, I r~sp~’ully request that you and the Board d~lete the language outli~ above expanding the scope
of the SUSMP and reject the implementation of a n~cal mitigation standard. In addition, I ask that you
support the compr~h~sive "Clean Wat~ Initmdve" as a way of truly achieving stormwater pollution reduction.

Sincer~ly,

t~d~m

ee: Mr. Hamid Natmi, Chair R0070097
California Regional Water Quality Conlrol Board, Los Angeles Regioo
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THE CLEAN WATER INITIATIVE_

Tbr following i~ tn elt~tivr ~ m SUsMP implemene~on wl~J: i~ ~
by t variety ofl~blic and Irivate organizariom. =xnl~nies and tndividutlx ~

¯ We commit to clean waxer
¯ We commit to ~rni~lrmen’dng quatity B~t N~mgem~-.A Pra~ (BM~s)

Wldle we as public and privam orga.,dzatiom, cornpard~ and individuals are willing t~
make ~ ~--~i~-~,,-*~ mward~ dean wa~r md r,m’mwater mitigation, we also
expec: the Los Angeles Re~onal Wsmr Quatky Conn-ol Bom-d (LARWQCB) t~ live W~
to its legal rrsponsibititits zW, arding this i.s~e. It is ou.r belief that the LARWQCB can

rtsear~ ~=d proven techniques. To do this ix is our expectado~ ~ the LARWQCB will
do the following malysis to verify the valu~ of tlmir policy initizti~rs:

¯ Water Quality Analysis
¯ Wast, Load Amlysi~
¯ Cost Efrectivenms Analysis

26500 W. Agoura Road, Box 652, C.,xlaba.sas, CA 91302-1952
(805) 370-0075; (805) 370-0165 Fax R0070100

�mail: westpointehomes@ eartkLink~et



A new ca~gory subject
for ~ m~dp~6~ ~

~ I~ ~ not ~

Onf:e agsin, ~ Ires added another new ca~gory of "Env-iz~-,--~-mlly Sensitive Areas" te tim
SUSMP without a public he~mg or inl~z for rl~ munidpali~ies, the regula2ed ccxnmunifies ar

f-~,m-al, s’~ate and local law. Ftn~hermore, these many differs-hi provision~ of law, mgula~oa, tad
guidance deRne a variety of e~vimnmentally semite m~-as ~, taken toger~, will ms~k in ~he
agpfic.arion of SUSMP criteria to an inhete.~y vague definition leading to al~lic, afion of those:
cri~ia in situations where it was not in~ended. We suggest the Bom’d wm-k with t~e

DO NOT ADOPT A NUMERICAL DESIGN STANDARD

At ~ Septm~ber 16, 1999 Board heari~ mR the SIj~’VfP, r.12e anly ~~ ~

~ss~l~ f~ m~ to ~o~ ~ ~posed SUS~.

"CLEA  WATER INITIATIVE"

26500 W. Agoura Road, Box 652, C~[abasas, CA 91302-1952
(805) 370-0075; (805) 370-0165 Pa.x R0070101
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~i!~:) LosAngeles Alameda Orange River .ide     San San Las Portland, Puget Austin, Minn. Alexandria, MontgomeryCo., CA CA Co., CA Co., ~,A Bernardino Jose, Vegas, OR Sound TX VA Co., MDCo., CA CA NV WA
WHICH PROJECTS INITIATE STORMWATER ~~

BMP CONSIDERATION?

None, BMP information given.                                                           ~~
X       X        X                         X

All projects requiring building/grading permits. X X X X.~ X X XExceptions: Single-family residences separately built and
not part of a subdivision. X X X
Additions or modifications to single-family
detached residential structures. X X X
Sites not exceeding one-half acre of
disturbance.

X
Total size of preexisting impervious area is
reduced by an amount equal to or greater that
20% of the entire site. X

"~II new development and redevelopment that includes the
creatio.n or addition of 5,000 sq. ft., or greater, of new
~mperv~ous surface area, and/or.land disturbing activity of
one acre or greater, shall require permanent stormwater "" X
BMPs.

Exceptions: Agricultural land management activities.       --
-----------

Additions or modifications to existing single-                                                                                      --

--.--.__    family detached residential structures.                                                                                               X                                    X

Residential developments consisting of single-
family structures each on a lot of two acres or
greater. X

Redevelopment of existing sites greater than 1 acre in size /
with 50% or more impervious surface. |

Redevelopment of sites that discharge to a receiving water ,-
that has a documented water quality problem.

X

Page 1 of 6



~i~ Los Angeles Alameda, Orange Riverside     San San Las Portland, Puget Austin, Minn. Alexandria, Montgomery
Co., CA CA Co., CA Co., CA Bernardino Jose, Vegas, OR Sound, TX VA Co., MD

Co., CA CA NV WA

Sites where the need for additional stormwater control
measures have been identified through a basin plan, the
watershed ranking process under Ch. 400-12 WAC, or X

through Growth Management Act planning.

WHAT ARE THE STORMWATER
REQUIREMENTS?

Storm Water Management Plan or equivalent. X X X X X X X X X X X X

Post-development peak runoff rate for both 2-year and
10-year storms, considered individually, shall not exceed X
their pre-development rates.

Water quality volume (0.5 inch of runoff x total impervious
area of development site) must be treated with structural X
BMPs.

Structural BMPs adopted for any new development must
"~}~eat the runoff so that the estimated post-construction
nonpoint source pollution loading does not exceed the X
estimated pre-development nonpoint source pollution
loading of runoff.

Additional requirements for redevelopment: _ X

If currently served by properly functioning BMPs, the
regulated activity shall not increase nonpoint source X
pollution load in the runoff.

If not served by properly functioning BMPs, the
development must reduce estimated nonpoint source
pollution load in runoff by 10% based on actual X
pre-development and post-development site
conditions.

If site is completely impervious as currently
developed, it shall be considered to comply with the
stormwater management requirements if the X
applicant restores a minimum 20% of the site to
vegetated open space.
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Developer must consider the following optional structural
BMPs:

Infiltration When
applicable X X X X X X X X

Flow attenuation by the use of vegetated swales and When
natural depressions applicable X X X X X X X X

Retention and/or Detention facilities When
applicable X X X X X X X

Developer must describe why certain BMPs were selected When
and why the BMPs not selected were unfeasible, applicable X

All structural BMPs must meet the following requirements:
X

Have a tributary drainage area not in excess of 400
acres unless, on a case-by-case basis, a larger                                                                                                                                 X
drainage area is approved.

Manage the 1 inch rainfall event according to
infiltration standards and specifications;

or
Provide for a permanent pool equal to or greater than
½ inch of runoff from the drainage area;

or X
Provide 24 hour detention and release of the total
volume of runoff resulting from a 1 year storm (for
central facilities) or the total volume of runoff from a 1
inch rainfall (for on-site facilities).

The developer must give consideration to incorporating the
use of natural topography and land cover including
wetlands, ponds, natural swales, and depressions as they X X X X X
exist prior to development.

All on-site storm drain inlets must be labeled "No Dumping -
Drains to Bay" or equivalent. X X X X X X
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All on-site storm drains must be cleaned at least once a
year immediately prior to the rainy season. Additional X X X Xcleaning may be required. X

Trash enclosures and/or recycling area(s) shall be covered;
no other area shall drain onto this area. X X X X X
Most washing, car wash, and/or steam cleaning must be
done at an appropriately equipped facility that drains to the
sanitary sewer. Any outdoor washing or pressure washing X X X X Xmust be managed in such a way that there is no discharge
of soaps or other pollutants to the storm drain.

Landscaping shall be designed with efficient irrigation to
reduce runoff, promote surface infiltration, and minimize the
use of fertilizers and pesticides that can contribute to
stormwater pollution. VVhere feasible, landscaping should X X X X X X Xbe designed and operated to treat stormwater runoff. When

.and where possible, xeriscape and drought tolerant plants
~.~hall be incorporated into new development plans.

All loading dock areas must be designed to minimize "run-
on" or runoff from the area. Accumulated waste water that
may contribute to the pollution of stormwater must be
drained to the sanitary sewer or intercepted and pretreated
prior to discharge to the storm drain system. The property X X X Xowner shall ensure that BMPs are implemented to prevent
potential stormwater pollution. These BMPs shall include,
but are not limited to, a regular program of sweeping, litter
control and spill clean-up.

All paved outdoor storage areas must be designed to
reduce/limit the potential for runoff to contact pollutants. X X X X X

Sidewalks and parking lots shall be swept regularly to
prevent the accumulation of litter and debris. If pressure
washed, debris must be trapped and collected to prevent
entry to the storm drain system. If any cleaning agent or X X X X X Xdegreaser is used, washwater shall not discharge to the
storm drains; washwaters should be collected and
discharged to the sanitary sewer.
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Restaurants, where deemed appropriate, must be designed
with a contained area for cleaning mats, equipment and
containers. This contained wash area shall be covered or
designed to prevent run-on or runoff from the area. The X X
area shall not discharge to the storm drains; washwaters
should drain to the sanitary sewer.

Fuel dispensing areas must be paved with portland cement
concrete (or, equivalent smooth impervious surface), with a
2% to 4% slope to prevent ponding, and must be separated
from the rest of the site by a grade break that prevents run-
on of stormwater to the extent practicable. This area must X X X Xbe covered, and the cover’s minimum dimensions must be
equal to or greater than the area within the grade break or
fuel dispensing area. The cover must not drain onto the fuel
dispensing area.

Prior to issuance of certificates of use and occupancy or
permits for individual tenant improvements or

~onstruction permits for a tank or pipeline, uses shall be X X X Xidentified and, for specified uses the applicant shall propose X
and measures for chemical management.

Certificates or permits may be ministerially withheld if
features needed to properly manage chemicals cannot be
incorporated into a previously completed building, center, or X X X X Xcomplex.

Development or redevelopment not to exceed a maximum
percentage of impervious surface area. Percentage to be

Xdetermined by Co-permittees.

Development or redevelopment facility must include
structures to capture percentage of runoff for treatment.

XPercentage to be determined by Co-permittees.

Have required procedures for site planning to help
designers focus on avoiding hydrologic and nonpoint source
water pollution impacts in housing developments. X
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WHAT ARE THE MAINTENANCE
REQUIREMENTS?

The design, location, maintenance requirements, and
maintenance schedule for any stormwater quality treatment
structural controls shall be submitted for review and X X X ’ X X X X X X X X
approval prior to the issuance of a building permit.

A property owners association shall be created and shall be
responsible for maintaining all private streets, private
utilities and other privately owned common areas and
facilities on the site including landscaping. These X X X Xmaintenance responsibilities shall include implementing and
maintaining stormwater BMPs associated with
improvements and landscaping.

Prior to the sale of the first residential unit, the CC&R’s shall
describe how the stormwater BMPs associated with

’~rivately owned improvements and landscaping shall be X X X X
~Jmaintained by the property owner association.

All stormwater management structures must be maintained
in proper working condition by the owner of the facility. If,
after due notice, a facility is not properly maintained, the

XCounty may perform the necessary maintenance and -
assess the cost to the owner.

The developer may request the County, through the
Director to accept any on-site stormwater management
facility for County maintenance. The Director may accept
those facilities for County maintenance, on a case-by-case

X Xbasis where the Director determines it would be in the best
interest of the County to maintain such facility and that
public funds are available to perform such maintenance.

P:\EPPUB\WATER\UNITI\PEREIRA~PLANNING\PLA_MATX.WPD
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Notice of Public Meeting/Hearing

Serving Coastal Los Angeles & Ventura Counties

Thursday, September 16, 1999 424~ Regular Board Meeting
9:00 a.m.

Meeting Location."

Main Board Room
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California

700 North Alameda Avenue (next to Union Station),
Los Angeles, California

Agenda
Submittal of Written Material for Regional Board Consideration

To ensure that the Regional Board has the opportunity to.fully study and consider written material, it is necessary to submit 15
copies at least five (5) days before the meeting. This will allow distribution of the material to the Board Members and appropriate
staff in advance of the meeting. Pursuant to Title 23 California Code of Regulations Section 648.2, the Regional Board may refuse
to admit written testimony into evidence unless the proponent can demonstrate why he or she was unable to submit the material on
time or that compliance with the deadline would otherwise create a hardship. If any other party demonstrates prejudice resulting
from admission of the written testimony, the Regional Board may refuse to admit it. If you are reading a statement at the meeting,
please provide the Executive Assistant with a copy at the meeting.

The Board will recess for a 15-minute break at approximately 10:30 a.m. and recess for
lunch at approximately 12:30 pm. The meeting will reconvene at approximately 1:30 pm.

Pledge of Allegiance.

1. Roll Call.
[Robyn Goodman, 213/576-6613] ...................................................Board Members Present

2. Order of Agenda .......................................................................................................... Board Direction
(The agenda items are numbered for identification purposes only and will not necessarily be
considered in this order).

3. Approval of Regular Meeting Minutes of July 8, 1999 and August 12, 1999.
[Robyn Goodman, 576-6613] ....................................................................Board Action

California Environmental Protection Agency R0070109
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4. Annual Supervisory Performance Award. (The Board will present a supervisor(s) with the Annual
Supervisory Performance A ward for 1998/99.)
[Dennis Dickerson, 576-6605] .................................................................. Board Action

5. Board Member Ex Parte Communication Disclosure.
[Jorge Leon, 916/657-2428] .........................................................Information/Discussion
(Board Members will identify any discussions they may have had requiring disclosure pursuant to
Government Code Section 11430. 40.)

6. Uncontested Items Calendar ........................................................................................... Board Action
(Items marked with an asterisk are expected to be routine and noncontroversial. The Board will be
asked to approve these items at one time without discussion. If any interested party, Board
Member, or staff person requests that an item be removed from the calendar, it will be taken up in
the regular agenda order.

7. Public Forum. (Any person may address the Board regarding any matter within the Board’s
jurisdiction. This need not be related to any item on the agenda. Remarks will be limited to three
(3) minutes.)

WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS

8. Consideration of NPDES Permit Requirements - New, Renewal, Rescission
(After a hearing, the Board will be asked to adopt or rescind the proposed permits for the following

facilities.)

New

*8.1 Coltec Industries Inc. (Former Menasco Aerosystem Facility), Burbank
[Kwang-il Lee, 576-6666] {Los Angeles River Watershed} ..............................CA0064319

Renewal

8.2 Los Angeles Refining Company (formerly Texaco Refining and Marketing, Inc.),
Wilmington [Gary Schultz, 576-6665] {Dorainguez Channel Watershed} ............ CA0003778

Rescission

*8.3 Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (Alamitos Barrier
Project), Long Beach [Kwang-il Lee, 576-6666] {Los Cerritos
Channel Watershed} ................................................................................CA0063371

*8.4 Jayeast Partnership (Central Plaza), Cerritos [Dan Radulescu, 576-6668]
{San Gabriel River Watershed} ..............................................................CA0061336

*8.5 Pennzoil-Quaker State Co., Rancho Dominguez [Gary Schultz, 576-6665]
{Los Angeles River Watershed} ............................................................CA0059480

California Environmental Protection Agency               R0070110
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9. Consideration of Non-NPDES Permit Requirements - New, Revision
(Aider a hearing, the Board will be asked to adopt the proposed requirements for the following

facilities.)

New

9.1 Carrier Corporation: Feasibility Study using Chemical Oxidants to Remediate
Chlorinated VOCs in Groundwater [Dixon Oriola, 576-6803]
{Los Angeles River Watershed} ....................................................................97-044

*9.2 City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (Headworks Well Replacement
and Development Project), Los Angeles [Jau Ren Chen, 576-6656]
{Los Angeles River Watershed} ................................................................... 99-112

Revision

*9.3 Penn Camarillo Realty Corporation (G&H Technology, Inc.), Camarillo
[Peter Raftery, 576-6796] {Calleguas Creek Watershed} .....................................96-002

*9.4 Ventura Regional Sanitation District (Piru Wastewater Treatment Plant),
Piru [Rod Nelson, 576-6719] {Santa Clara River Watershed} ................................89-044

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES

10. Consideration of Administrative Civil Liability (ACL) Complaint No. 99-012 Against Beazer
Homes Southern California (Construction Site on Sequoia Avenue & Corto Street, Simi Valley) for
Non-Stormwater Waste Discharges and Failure to Submit Notice of Intent to Comply with the
General Permit on Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity. (The Board
will conduct a public hearing to receive evidence and testimony concerning an ACL Complaint
issued to Beazer Homes Southern California. Following the public hearing, the Board may take
action to affirm, modify, or rescind the ACL).
[Mark Pumford, 576-6657/Hugh Marley, 576-6687] ......................................... Board Action

*11. Consideration of a Resolution Authorizing the Executive Officer to Approve a Settlement
Agreement and a Supplemental Environmental Project (SEP) to be funded by the Los Angeles
County Metropolitan Transit Authority (MTA). (The Board will be asked to adopt a Resolution
authorizing the Executive Officer to approve a Settlement Agreement and SEP resolving Complaint
No. 99-034for Administrative Civil Liability). [Wendy Phillips, 576-6618] .............. Board Action

12. Consideration of Enforcement Actions Against Los Angeles Refining Company, a Division of
Equilon Enterprises LLC (formerly Texaco Refining and Marketing, Inc.) (Subsequent to a public
hearing, the Board will be asked to adopt a Cease and Desist Order (No. 99-013) to ensure timely
completion of treatment system upgrades and/or construction of the proposed sewer connection;
and consider whether to affirm, modify or rescind the Administrative Civil Liability (’No. 99-070)
issued for Effluent Discharges in Violation of NPDES Permit Order No. 84-053 and for Failure to
Furnish Monitoring Reports under Section 13260.)
[Hugh Marley, 576-6687] ......................................................................... Board Action

R0070’l ’l ’lCalifornia Environmental Protection Agency
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12.1 Consideration of Cease and Desist Order No. 99-013
12.2 Consideration of Administrative Civil Liability No. 99-070

13. Consideration of Petition for Review of Cleanup and Abatement Order (CAO) No. 99-015,
issued by the Executive Officer pursuant to his Delegated Authority, Requiring Spartan Lacquer
and Paint Co. to Cleanup and Abate Conditions of Pollution at 9255 E. Imperial Highway,
Downey, CA. (The Board will conduct a public hearing to receive evidence and testimony
concerning the CAO. Following the public hearing, the Board may take action to affirm, modify, or
rescind the CA 0.)[John Geroch, 576-6767] ................................................... Board Action

INFORMATION ITEMS (Please note that these items are for information only. There will be no voting
or formal action taken by the Board on these items.)

14. Report on Executive Officer’s Intent to Approve the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans
Submitted for Approval Under the Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permit, Order No.
96-054. (The staff will provide a report to the Board detailing the Executive Officer’s plan to
approve the SUSMP’s with changes.).
[Xavier Swamikannu, 5"~6-6654] ............................................................ Board Direction

15. Discussion of Regional Board 1999/00 Priorities. (The Board will discuss the recently developed
dra)q 1999/00 Regional Board priorities.)

16. Report of Cost Benefit Task Committee ..........................................................Information/Discussion
(The Committee will give a progress report.) [Mr. Keston]

17. Board Member Communications ..................................................................... Information/Discussion
(The Board Members may discuss communications, correspondence, or other items of general
interest relating to matters within the Board’s jurisdiction.)

18. Executive Officer’s Report ...........................................................Information/Discussion

19. Closed Session ......................................................................................................................By Board

At any time during the regular session, the Board may adjourn to a closed session to consider
litigation, personnel matters, or to deliberate on a decision to be reached based upon evidence
introduced in a hearing. Discussion of litigation is within the attorney-client privilege and may be
held in closed session. Authority: Government Code Sections 11126(a) (d) (q).

20. Adjournment of Current Meeting. Next Regular Meeting is Thursday, October 28, 1999, at 9:00
a.m. at the Richard H. Chambers U.S. Court of Appeals Building, 125 S. Grand Avenue, Main
Courtroom #3, Pasadena.

A copy of the complete agenda package is available for examination at the Regional Board Office during
regular working hours. Questions about specific items on the agenda should be directed to the staff person
whose name is listed with the item.

California Environmental Protection Agency R0070112
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Material presented to the Board as part of testimony that is to be made part of the record must be left with
the Board. This includes photographs, slides, charts, diagrams, etc. All Board files pertaining to the items
on this Agenda are hereby made a part of the record submitted to the Regional Board by staff for its
consideration prior to action on the related items.

Our web site address is www.swrcb.ca.gov/~rwqcb4. The site can also be accessed through the State Water
Resources Control Board’s web site at www.swrcb.ca.gov., then clicking on "Interesting Links"
Information currently available includes the Regional Board’s meeting schedule, a list of the Regional
Board members, a list of staff and phone numbers arranged by their work unit,, a copy of the Underground
Storage Tank database and information relevant to the UST program, linkage to the Santa Monica Bay
Restoration Project’s home page, and links to other governmental agencies. If you need further
information, please contact Jack Price at 213/5 76-6669.

A listing of pending water quality certification applications currently on public notice pursuant to Section
401 of the Federal Clean Water Act may be obtained by calling Alex Fu at 213/5 76-6692.

R0070113
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Notice of Public Meeting/Hearing

Serving Coastal Los Angeles & Ventura Counties

Thursday, September 16, 1999 424~ Regular Board Meeting
9:00 a.m.

Meeting Location:

Main Board Room
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California

700 North Alameda Avenue (next to Union Station),
Los Angeles, California

Agenda
Submittal of Written Material for Regional Board Consideration

To ensure that the Regional Board has the opportunity to.fully study and consider written material, it is necessary to submit 15
copies at least five (5) days before the meeting. This will allow distribution of the mater~al to the Board Members and appropriate
staff in advance of the meeting. Pursuant to Tffle 23 California Code of Regulations Section 648.2, the Regional Board may refu~e
to admit written testimony into evidence unless the proponent can demonstrate why he or she was unable to submit the material on
time or that compliance with the deadline would otherwise create a hardshqT. If any other party demonstrates prejudice resulting
from admission of the written testimony, the Regional Board may refuse to admit it. lf you are reading a statement at the meeting,
please provide the F~xecutive Assistant with a copy at the meeting.

The Board will recess for a 15-minute break at approximately 10:30 a.m. and recess for
lunch at approximately 12:30 pro. The meeting will reconvene at approximately 1:30 pro.

Pledge of Allegiance.

1. Roll Call.
[Robyn Goodman, 213/576-6613] ...................................................Board Members Present

2. Order of Agenda .......................................................................................................... Board Direction
(The agenda items are numbered for identification purposes only and will not necessarily be
considered in this order).

3.     Approval of Regular Meeting Minutes of July 8, 1999 and August 12, 1999.
[Robyn Goodman, 576-6613] ........................................ . ........................... Board Action
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9. Consideration of Non-NPDES Permit Requirements - New, Revision
(After a hearing, the Board will be asked to adopt the proposed requirements for the following
facilities.)

Ne._.~.w

*9.1 City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (Headworks Well Replacement
and Development Project), Los Angeles [Jau Ren Cben, 576-6656]
{Los Angeles River Watershed} ................................................................... 99-112

Revision

*9.2 Penn Camarilla Realty Corporation (G&H Technology, Inc.), Camarilla
[Peter Raftery, 576-6796] {Cal/eguas Creek Watershed} .....................................96-002

*9.3 Ventura Regional Sanitation District (Piru Wastewater Treatment Plant),
Piru [Rod Nelson, 576-6719] {Santa Clara River Watershed} ................................89-044

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES

10. Consideration of Administrative Civil Liability (ACL) Complaint No. 99-012 Against Beazer
Homes Southern California (Construction Site on Sequoia Avenue & Corto Street, Simi Valley) for
Non-Stormwater Waste Discharges and Failure to Submit Notice of Intent to Comply with the
General Permit on Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity. (The Board
will conduct a public hearing to receive evidence and testimony concerning an ACL Complaint
issued to Beazer Homes Southern California. Following the public hearing, the Board may take
action to affirm, modify, or rescind the ACL).
[Mark Pumford, 576-6657/Hugh Marley, 576-6687] ......................................... Board Action

*I 1. Consideration of a Resolution Authorizing the Executive Officer to Approve a Settlement
Agreement and a Supplemental Environmental Project (SEP) to be funded by the LOs Angeles
County Metropolitan Transit Authority (MTA). (The Board will be asked to adopt a Resolution
authorizing the Executive Officer to approve a Settlement Agreement and SEP resolving Complaint
No. 99-034for Administrative Civil Liability). [Wendy Phillips, 576-6618] .............. Board Action

12. Consideration of Enforcement Actions Against Los Angeles Refining Company, a Division of
Equilon Enterprises LLC (formerly Texaco Refining and Marketing, Inc.) (Subsequent to a public
hearing, the Board will be asked to adopt a Cease and Desist Order (No. 99-013) to ensure timely
completion of treatment system upgrades and/or construction of the proposed sewer connection;
and consider whether to affirm, modify or rescind the Administrative Civil Liability (No. 99-070)
issued far Effluent Discharges in Violation of NPDES Permit Order No. 84-053 and for Failure to
Furnish Monitoring Reports under Section 13260.)
[Hugh Marley, 576-6687] ......................................................................... Board Action

R0070115
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Material presented to the Board as part of testimony that is to be made part of the record must be left with
the Board. This includes photographs, slides, charts, diagrams, etc. All Board files pertaining to the items
on this Agenda are hereby made a part of the record submitted to the Regional Board by staff for its
consideration prior to action on the related items.

Our web site address is www.swrcb.cct gov/~ rwqcb4. The site can also be accessed through the State Water
Resources Control Board’s web site at www.swrcb.ca.gov., then clicking on "Interesting Links".
Information currently available includes the Regional Board’s meeting schedule, a list of the Regional
Board members, a list of staff and phone numbers arranged by their work unit,, a copy of the Underground
Storage Tank database and information relevant to the UST program, linkage to the Santa Monica Bay
Restoration Project’s home page, and links to other governmental agencies. If you need further
information, please coniact Jack Price at 213/576-6669.

A listing of pending water quality certification applications currently on public notice pursuant to Section
401 of the Federal Clean Water Act may be obtained by calling Alex Fu at 213/576-6692.
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REGIONAL BOARD STAFF ,MEMBERS

Leticia Aguilar John Geroch Dan Pirotton
Mazhar Ali Su Hart Dan Radulescu
Augustine Anijielo Elijah Hill Peter Raflery
Elsa Aqumo H. Alan Hsu Dolores Renick
Rosario Aston Mercedes Hsu Theresa L. Rodgers
Jenny Au GuiJun Hu Gary Schultz
Blythe Ponek-Bacharowski Jay Cheng-Yi Huang Bryan Schweickert
Magdy L. Baiady David Hung Thomas Siebels
Nhan Bao Carolyn Hunter-Horton Ejigu G. Solomon
Maria Bambico Sandra Kelley Xavier Swammikarmu, D.Env.
Karen Caesar Anthony Klecha James Tang, Ph.D.
Alex Carlos David Koo Emily Taylor
Chandra Cansler Abroad Lamaa Weixing Tong, Ph.D.
Tori Chairez Kwangil Lee, Ph.D. Ana Townsend
Manjulika Chakrabarti Wendy Liu Carlos Urrunaga
Jau Ren Chen, Ph.D. Carolyn Lopez Rick Vergets
Cathy Chang Yi Lu, Ph.D. Guangyu Wang, Ph.D.
John L. Chiang Joseph Luera Rueen-Fang Wang, Ph.D.
Paul Cho Stephanie McDonald Andrea Wen
Vilma Correa Gwendolyn Monroe Twila Willis-Hunter
A. Veronica Cuevas Jose M. Morales Jimmie Woo
Jaydeb Das Rebecca Nevarez Marian Woo
Elizabeth Erickson Ha D. Nguyen Tracy Woods
Lucinda Flores Gay Norris Wen Yang, Ph.D.
Kee Fong Dixon A. Oriola Aniela Zaskodna
Alex Fu Himanshu Patel Myriam Zech
Juanita Gallegos Martha Pinto
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CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
Los Angeles Region

NOTICE OF MEETING
(Govt. Code Section 11125)

TMDL Conference
Wednesday, September29, 1999

8:00 am - 5:00 pm

Conference Location:

University of Southern California
Davidson Executive Conference Center

3415 South Figueroa Street
Los Angeles, CA 90089

The Los Angeles Regional Board, the City of Los Angeles Department of Public
Works - Bureau of Sanitation, and the University of Southern California are
sponsoring a conference entitled "Achieving Success in the TMDL Program".
The purpose of this conference is to help stakeholders understand the many
aspects of the TMDL (Total Maximum Daily Load) process including the legal and
regulatory framework, perspectives and challenges, and tools to effectively
implement pollutant load reductions.

Regional Board Members may be attending the conference, but no action will be
taken during this special event and no voting will take place.

For further information regarding this conference, please call Ms. Chds Harris,
Harris & Company at (213) 749-3386 or Renee DeShazo, RWQCB at (213) 576-
6783.

California Environmental Protection Agency R0070119
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CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

LOS ANGELES REGION

320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200 Public Notice No. 99-047
Los Angeles, California 90013
Tel No. (213) 576-6600; Fax No.: (213) 576-6660 NPDES No. CAS0061654

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

CONSIDERATION OF STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLANS

SUBMITTED FOR APPROVAL TO THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER

UNDER

THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY MUNICIPAL STORM WATER PERMIT

This Regional Board will hold a hearing to consider standard urban storm water mitigation plans submitted for
approval to the Executive Officer under the municipal storm water permit for Los Angeles County and Cities.

HEARING DATE AND LOCATION:

DATE: Thursday, September 16, 1999
TIME: 9:00 a.m.
PLACE: Metropolitan Water District of Southern California

700 N. Alameda Street (next door to Union Station), Main Board Room
Los Angeles

AVAILABILITY OF DOCUMENTS

The Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans, and other related documents and information are on file,
and may be inspected, at the Regional Board office, 320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200, Los Angeles, California,
90013, between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. Arrangements for file review andl or obtaining copies of
documents may be made by contacting Vilma Correa at (213) 576-6617. The Standard Storm Water Mitigation
Plans may also be viewed on-line at the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works website address,
http :lldpw. co.la, ca.uslepdlmitigationl

Questions regarding the documents or the hearing should be directed to Dr. Xavier Swamikannu at (213) 576-
6654.
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BACKGROUND

Los Angeles County and Cities (except the City of Long Beach) implement a municipal storm water program to
reduce storm water and urban runoff pollution under the requirements of Board Order No. 96-054. The City of
Long Beach implements a separate municipal storm water program to reduce storm water and urban runoff
pollution under Board Order No. 99-060.

The Regional Board at its April 22, 1999, Hearing approved a List of Best Management Practices for
Permittees to select from and require implementation of the most effective BMPs in their Development
Planning and Development Construction programs (Board Resolution No. 99-03). The Regional Board at that
time also requested that the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs) for Priority Planning
Project categories, which incorporate the BMPs, be brought to it for discussion. The municipal storm water
permit for the City of Long Beach, adopted by the Regional Board on June 30, 1999, includes requirements
that make SUSMP provisions adopted by the Regional Board or approved by the Regional Board Executive
Officer to be applicable to its program.

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LACDPW), on behalf of Permittees, submitted SUSMPs for
Executive Officer approval on July 22, 1999. These SUSMPs were revised and resubmitted on August 12,
1999, after a joint SUSMP workshop held on August 10, 1999, to clarify some text. SUSMPs have been
submitted for: (i) 100+ home subdivision; (ii) 10-99 home subdivision; (iii) 100+ square-foot commercial
development; (iv) automotive repair facilities; (v) retail gasoline outlets; (vi) restaurants; (vii) hillside located
single-family dwelling. Prior to submittal to the Regional Board, draft versions of the SUSMPs were’distributed
to environmental groups, contractors, developers, consultants and trade industry groups for review and
comment.

The SUSMPs for: (i) 100+ home subdivision; (ii) 10-99 home subdivision; (iii) 100+ square-foot commercial
development include requirements that storm water runoff mitigation with "treatment control" BMPs be
considered, in addition to structural control BMPs and source control BMPs. The SUSMPs for (iv) automotive
repair facilities; (v) retail gasoline outlets; (vi) restaurants; (vii) hillside located single-family dwelling require
only structural control BMPs and source control BMPs. The SUSMPs do not provide a numerical mitigation
measure for storm water to facilitate the development of BMP design criteria.

For discussion before the Regional Board is staff recommendation that the Regional Board Executive Officer
approve the SUSMPs with the following changes:

A. The SUSMPs for categories: (iv) automotive repair facilities; (v) retail gasoline outlets; (vi) restaurants;
and (vii) hillside located single-family dwelling, require consideration of "treatment control" BMPs; and
include the BMPs in "SUSMP Section 3. Minimize Storm Water Pollutants of Concern" as Example
BMPs.

B. Incorporate in, "SUSMP Section 3. Minimize Storm Water Pollutants of Concern", numerical mitigation
measures for BMP design criteria based on the "mitigation" of smaller storms to capture a large
percentage of runoff events, runoff volume and pollutant loads. This mitigation measure may be derived
from:

1. the 85th percentile 24-hour runoff event determined as the maximized capture storm water volume for
the area (Urban Runoff Quality Management, WEF Manual of Practice No. 23/ASCE Manual of
Practice No. 87, 1998), or
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2. a historical-record based reference 24-hour rainfall criterion (0.75 inch for the Los Angeles County
area) that achieves the same or greater reduction in pollutant loads achieved by the 85th percentile
24-hour runoff event.

COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

Persons wishing to comment on the SUSMPs are invited to submit them in writing at the above address to the
attention of Dr. Xavier Swamikannu. In order to be evaluated by Board staff and included in the Board’s
agenda folder, written comments or testimony on the tentative permit must be received at the Regional
Board’s office by September 2, 1999. Comments received after that date will be provided, ex agenda, to the
Board for their consideration.

HEARING PROCEDURE

The Board meeting, in which the hearing will be part of, will start at 9:00 am. Interested persons are invited to
attend. Oral statements will be heard; however, for the accuracy of the record, all important testimony should
be in writing. Oral testimony may be limited to 5 minutes or less for each speaker, depending on the number
wishing to be heard. Parties with similar concerns or opinions are encouraged to choose one representative
to speak.

Date: August 16, 1999

R0070122



OPENING STATEMENT - Contested Items

THIS I$ A PUBLIC MEETING TO CONSIDER BOARD ACTION REGARDING STANDARD URBAN

STORMWATER MITIGATION PLANS (SUSMPS) WHICH HAVE BEEN SUBMITTED TO THE EXECUTIVE

OFFICER PURSUANT TO REQUIREMENTS OF THE LA COUNTY MUNICIPAL STORMWATER PERMIT,

ORDER NO. 96-054.

DURING THIS PUBLIC HEARING, STAFF WILL PROVIDE A REPORT TO THE BOARD DETAILING THE

EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S INTENTION TO APPROVE THE SUSMPS WITH CHANGES, AND ASK THE

BOARD TO ADOPT A RESOLUTION EXPRESSING THE REGIONAL BOARD’S EXPECTATIONS

REGARDING SUSMP APPROVAL.

COPIES OF THE STANDARD URBAN STORMWATER MITIGATION PLAN WERE SENT TO THE

U.S. EPA, STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD, AND OTHER INTERESTED AGENCIES,

PERSONS AND ORGANIZATIONS.

THE ORDER OF PRESENTATION OF TESTIMONY AT THIS MEETING WILL BE ANNOUNCED BY

THE CHAIRMAN. ANYONE SO DESIRING WILL BE HEARD; IF YOU HAVEN’T FILLED OUT ONE OF

THE BLUE CARDS LOCATED ON THE TABLE AT THE BACK OF THE ROOM, PLEASE RAISE YOUR

HAND AND WE’LL GET A CARD TO YOU TO FILL OUT.

IT WILL BE APPRECIATED IF ALL PERSONS APPEARING BEFORE THE BOARD TODAY WILL

LEAVE WRITTEN COPIES OF THEIR TESTIMONY, IF AVAILABLE. THE BOARD WILL CONSIDER ALL

TESTIMONY; HOWEVER, IN THE INTEREST OF TIME, IT IS REQUESTED THAT ALL REPETITIVE AND

REDUNDANT STATEMENTS BE AVOIDED. THE SETTING OF TIME LIMITS FOR THE PRESENTATION

OF EVIDENCE IS AT THE DESCRETION OF THE BOARD.

MR. CHAIRMAN, WILL YOU NOW OPEN THE MEETING AND ADMINISTER THE OATH?
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State Water Resources Control Board
Winston H. Hickox Office of Chief Counsel

qecretat3’ for 901 P Street ¯ Sacramento, California 95814 ¯ (916) 657-2154 Gray Davis
t:’nwronmental Mailing Address: P.O. Box 100 ¯ Sacramento. California 95812-0100 Governor

Protection FAX (916) 653-0428 - Internet Address: http//~vww swrcb ca oov

TO: Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

Post-It" brand fax transmittal memo 7671

FROM: Jorge Le6n r. ~. ~’~r~-’~(/ e..
Senior Staff Counsel ~. ~ ~ ~
OFFICE OF CHIEF COUNSEL ~,,. O .hon.g~[~)

DATE: ~’~(3~o9 ~ I- ~0~ ~,x. ~7~)

SUBJECT: STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLANS PURSUANT
TO ORDER NO. 96-054.

This memo provides an analysis of the legal issues that have been raised regarding the proposed
Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPS) pursuant to Order No. 96-54.

1. Regional Board authority to adopt the proposed SUSMP.

Regional Board Order No. 96-054 ("Waste Discharge Requirements for Municipal Storm Water
and Urban Runoff Discharges Within the County of Los Angeles") requires that each of the
Permittees develop an Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan following the model approved by the
Executive Officer. (Part III.A., at Page 31.) The proposed action would adopt the model, or
Standard Storm Water Mitigation Plan for the Permittees to follow.

Although Order No. 96-054 provides that the Executive Officer has authority to approve the
model program, as proposed, the current proposal is being submitted to the Board itself for
review and endorsement at an upcoming meeting.

The proposed SUSMPS would require, inter alia, (a) that the permittees provide for runoff
retention and (b) that they comply with specified numerical limits. These requirements are based
upon application of provisions of the Clean Water Act (CWA), section 402(p) and the 1987
Amendments to the CWA. The federal provisions require that a storm water program:

(ii) Shall include a requirement to effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges into
storm sewers; and

California Environmental Protection Agency            R0070124
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Dennis Dickerson - 2 -

(iii) Shall require controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent
practicable, including management practices, control techniques and system, design and
engineering methods, and such other provisions as the Administrator or the State
determines appropriate for the control of such pollutants." [Section 402(p)(3)(B), USC
Section 1342(p)(3)(B), emphasis added.]

The proposal is an effort to meet the CWA requirements. In a 1992 decision, the U.S. Court of
Appeals for the Ninth Circuit .(NRDC v. U.S.U.S. EPA, 966 F.2d 1292) interpreted the above
language as providing the Administrator or the State with a substantial amount of discretion:

"[t]he language in (iii), above, requires the Administrator or the State to design controls.
Congress did not mandate a minimum standards approach or specify that U.S. EPA
develop minimal performance requirements...we must defer to U.S. EPA on matters such
as this, where U.S. EPA has supplied a reasoned explanation of its choices."

The decision, sometimes referred to as "NRDC II," stands for the proposition that the U.S. EPA
and the States are authorized to require implementation of storm water control activities that, ¯
upon "reasoned explanation," accomplish the goals of Section 402(p).

In a very recent decision, the Ninth circuit Court of Appeals reinforced the U.S. EPA’s and the
State’s authority in this area. In Defenders of Wildlife v. Browner (1999) Case No. 98-71080,
the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals reviewed an action of the U.S.U.S. EPA to adopt a Storm
Water Management Program in the State of Arizona. That program included best management
practices such as storm water detention basins, retention basins, and infiltration ponds. The
question was whether the U.S. EPA may require numeric limitations to ensure strict compliance
with the state water-quality standards. The Court concluded that the CWA does not require strict
compliance; however, citing the language of (iii), above, it stated: "[t]hat provision gives the
U.S. EPA discretion to determine what pollution controls are appropriate. As this court stated in
NRDC II, ’Congress gave the administrator discretion to determine what controls are
necessary... [cites omitted] (at page 11687).

The SUSMPS proposal is an effort to meet the CWA Section 402(p) requirements and the staff
has provided a "reasoned explanation of its choices" in the SUSMPs, the staff report, and the
accompanying materials. Accordingly, the proposed SUSMPS requirements are well within the
Regional Board’s authority and discretion.

2. Compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act.

The City of Los Angeles has requested the "Regional Board’s analysis of the potential multi-
media environmental impacts from the proposed requirement "(i.e. the California Environmental
Quality Act documentation and supporting information developed for this specific discretionary

California En vironmental Protection Agency
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Dennis Dickerson - 3 -

regulatory action." The proposed action is a requirement of Order No. 96-054. The issuance of
the order itself, and the requirements contained in the order, are exempt from CEQA (Water
Code Section 13389). Accordingly, no specific CEQA documentation has been prepared for this
proposal. Nonetheless, the staff has prepared preliminary cost-benefit analyses contained in the
supporting material, and these can be provided.

3. A party commented that insufficient notice has been provided to the public regarding this
matter.

As noted above, this proposal is in compliance with the requirements of Order No. 96-054. An
earlier version of the SUSMPS proposal was issued to the public in August, 1999 and a public
workshop was held on August 10, 1999. While the only applicable legal notice requirement is
10 days (Govt. Code Section 11125), the Regional Board staffhas provided 30 days public
notice of the revised version. This constitutes adequate legal notice.

4. Implementation Date.

Order No. 96-054 contemplates that implementation of the SUSMPS requirements commence no
later that July 30, 1999. Since that date has passed, a new implementation date must be
determined following approval of the SUSMPS by the Executive Officer. There is no legal
standard upon which to base a new implementation date. The Executive Officer is free to
establish a revised implementation schedule. Inasmuch as the municipalities will likely be
required to adopt or amend existing ordinances to require compliance with the SUSMPS, a new
implementation date should take that need into account. I recommendation that the permittees be
requested to submit comments on this issue and that the Board consider alternatives proposed.

5. Unfunded Mandate.

The requirements of the proposed SUSMPS are not within the definition of"Unfunded
Mandates" that would require reimbursement of costs under the California Constitution.
This is because the requirements of the SUSMPS are derived from the federal Clean Water
Act, not from State Law. Inasmuch as the Regional Board staff’s proposal would implement
a federal requirement, rather than a state requirement, the SUSMPS are not unfunded
mandates.

R0070126
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JALesn/llcastleberry
12-6-99
i:\castl~jal\susmps-12-6-99.doc

CONTROL NO. zNumberOnRouteSlip

12/07/99 11:56 AM
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Xav,er Swamikannu - Letter of Transmittal ......... ........i-. ........................................................ -~-~g-~

From: Xavier Swamikannu
To: Dennis Dickerson
Subject: Letter of Transmittal

Suggestions for your letter of transmittal.

Second para, Sentence 2 - The proposal also ..... to ensure that storm water runoff is managed for water
quality concerns in addition to flood protection and that pollutants carried by storm water are retained and
not delivered to waterways.

Fourth para, add - In addition, the Regional Board is being asked to adopt the numerical designs
standards as the minimum standards for post-construction BMPs required by the statewide general permit
for construction activity for construction projects in the Los Angeles region.

Add a statement about the Record of Decision and its availability a week from today for review. Please call
(213) 576- 6764 to schedule an appointment
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Xavier ~-w~amikannu - SUSMPs Page "1 i

From: Dennis Dickerson
To: Xavier Swamikannu
Date: 9/7/99 2:04PM
Subject: SUSMPs

Xavier, your going to have to pull together a very credible presentation on the numerical limits. Need to
include a brief overview of what other regions/states have in place. Also, anyone you can get to testify
before the board on other regional experiences to deflect various arguments?

CC: Jorge LEON
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Xa~ie-T-S~amikannu - ~USMPs ..... . ..................... " ........... Page 1 ~

From: Dennis Dickerson
To: Xavier Swamikannu
Date: 9/3/99 11:22AM
Subject: SUSMPs

We will need to send a modified hearing notice. The hearing for SUSMPs will not begin at 9am, rather it
will be much later in the day.

Should we calrify it will not be hearing per se, i.e., no formal action by board at the meeting.

Let’s discuss

CC: Jorge LEON
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X_avie~-~w~cn~annu - I~e: SUSMPs ............. Page

From: Xavier Swamikannu
To: Dennis Dickerson
Subject: Re: SUSMPs

We should clarify both the time for hearing the item and that no formal action by the Board will be taken.

I will draft a letter next week.
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Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permit ,~=
Order No. 96-054 CAS614001

Part 2.I.G and 2.I.H.

G. Administrative Review

The administrative review process formalizes the procedure for review and
acceptance of reports and documents submitted to the Regional Board under
this Order. In addition, it provides a method to resolve any differences in
compliance expectations between the Regional Board and Permittees, prior to
initiating enforcement action.

1. Storm water program documents, including progress reports, guidelines
checklists, BMPs, databases, program summaries, and implementation and
compliance schedules, developed by the Principal Permittee or a Permittee
under the provisions of this Order, shall be submitted to the Executive
Officer or the Regional Board, where required for approval. The process
is as follows:

a. For documents that require Executive Officer’s approval, the
Executive Officer will notify the Principal Permittee and/or Permittee
of the results of the review and approval or disapproval within 120
days. If the Executive Officer has not responded within 120 days
following submittal, the Permittee shall notify the Regional Board of
its intent to implement the program components as submitted. If after
10 days the Executive Officer has not responded, the Permittee will
implement the submitted program and the Executive Officer may not
make modifications; and,

b. Documents that require formal Regional Board approval will undergo
public review and comment before Board consideration at a public
meeting.

2. If the Executive Officer determines that a Permittee’s storm water program
is insufficient to meet the provisions of this Order, the Executive Officer
shall send a "Notice of Intent to Meet and Confer (NIMC)" to the Permittee,
with specific information in support of the determination. The NIMC shall
include a time frame by which the Permittee must meet with Regional
Board staff. The processes are as follows:

a. The Permittee, upon receipt of a NIMC, shall meet and confer with
Regional Board staff to demonstrate that the Permittee’s program is
sufficient to meet the requirements of this Order; and, if not, seek
clarification on the steps to be taken to completely meet the
provisions of this Order. The meet and confer period will conclude
with either a notice of program sufficiency to the Permittee, or the

21 July 15, 1996
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Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permit
Order No. 96-054 CAS614001

submittal to and acceptance by the Executive Officer of a written
"Storm Water Program Compliance Amendment (SPCA)" which shall
include implementation deadlines. The Executive Officer may
terminate the meet and confer period after a reasonable period due
to a lack of progress on issues and may order submittal of the SPCA
by a specified date. Failure to submit an acceptable SPCA by the
specified date shall constitute a violation of this Order;

b. The Executive Officer will approve or reject the submitted SPCA or
an amended SPCA within 120 days. Rejection of an SPCA by the
Executive Officer shall state the reasons for the failure to approve the
SPCA. A Permittee that receives a rejection of an SPCA shall have
sixty (60) days to remedy the specified deficiency and resubmit the
SPCA. If the Executive Officer has not responded within 120 days
following submittal of an SPCA, the Permittee shall notify the
Executive Officer of its intent to implement the SPCA as submitted.
If after 10 days the Executive Officer has not responded, the
Permittee will implement the submitted SPCA and the Executive
Officer may not make modifications;

c. The Permittee shall comply with the terms of the SPCA. The
O Permittee shall submit reports to the Executive Officer on progress

made under the SPCAo The frequency of progress report submittal
shall be quarterly unless otherwise prescribed by the Executive
Officer. Failure to comply with the terms and conditions of the SPCA
shall constitute a violation of this Order and shall be cause for
enforcement action by the Regional Board; and,

d. The Executive Officer shall not take enforcement action against a
Permittee until the Executive Officer has notified the Permittee in
writing that the Administrative Review Process has been exhausted
and that the Executive Officer has determined that a violation exists
warranting enforcement.

H. Public Review

1. The Principal Permittee shall maintain a current mailing list of interested
parties, organized by WMAs, for distribution of documents that require the
Executive Officer’s approval. The Executive Officer will provide the
Principal Permittee with the initial list of interested parties.

2. The Principal Permittee shall distribute for public comment the initial
CSWMP, WMAPs, and other storm water program requirements that are
submitted to the Executive Officer or the Regional Board for approval.

22                            July 15, 1996
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Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permit A
Order No. 96-054 CAS614001

Part 2.I.G and 2.I.H.

G. Administrative Review

The administrative review process formalizes the procedure for review and
acceptance of reports and documents submitted to the Regional Board under
this Order. In addition, it provides a method to resolve any differences in
compliance expectations between the Regional Board and Permittees, prior to
initiating enforcement action.

1. Storm water program documents, including progress reports, guidelines
checklists, BMPs, databases, program summaries, and implementation and
compliance schedules, developed by the Principal Permittee or a Permittee
under the provisions of this Order, shall be submitted to the Executive
Officer or the Regional Board, where required for approval. The process
is as follows:

a. For documents that require Executive Officer’s approval, the
Executive Officer will notify the Principal Permittee and/or Permittee
of the results of the review and approval or disapproval within 120
days. If the Executive Officer has not responded within 120 days
following submittal, the Permittee shall notify the Regional Board of
its intent to implement the program components as submitted. If after
10 days the Executive Officer has not responded, the Permittee will
implement the submitted program and the Executive Officer may not
make modifications; and,

b. Documents that require formal Regional Board approval will undergo
public review and comment before Board consideration at a public
meeting.

2. If the Executive Officer determines that a Permittee’s storm water program
is insufficient to meet the provisions of this Order, the Executive Officer
shall send a "Notice of Intent to Meet and Confer (NIMC)" to the Permittee,
with specific information in support of the determination. The NIMC shall
include a time frame by which the Permittee must meet with Regional
Board staff. The processes are as follows:

a. The Permittee, upon receipt of a NIMC, shall meet and confer with
Regional Board staff to demonstrate that the Permittee’s program is
sufficient to meet the requirements of this Order; and, if not, seek
clarification on the steps to be taken to completely meet the
provisions of this Order. The meet and confer period will conclude
with either a notice of program sufficiency to the Permittee, or the

21 July 15, 1996
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Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permit
Order No. 96-054 CAS614001

submittal to and acceptance by the Executive Officer of a written
"Storm Water Program Compliance Amendment (SPCA)" which shall
include implementation deadlines. The Executive Officer may
terminate the meet and confer period after a reasonable period due
to a lack of progress on issues and may order submittal of the SPCA
by a specified date. Failure to submit an acceptable SPCA by the
specified date shall constitute a violation of this Order;

b. The Executive Officer will approve or reject the submitted SPCA or
an amended SPCA within 120 days. Rejection of an SPCA by the
Executive Officer shall state the reasons for the failure to approve the
SPCA. A Permittee that receives a rejection of an SPCA shall have
sixty (60) days to remedy the specified deficiency and resubmit the
SPCA. If the Executive Officer has not responded within 120 days
following submittal of an SPCA, the Permittee shall notify the
Executive Officer of its intent to implement the SPCA as submitted.
If after 10 days the Executive Officer has not responded, the
Permittee will implement the submitted SPCA and the Executive
Officer may not make modifications;

c. The Permittee shall comply with the terms of the SPCA. The
Permittee shall submit reports to the Executive Officer on progress
made under the SPCA. The frequency of progress report submittal
shall be quarterly unless otherwise prescribed by the Executive
Officer. Failure to comply with the terms and conditions of the SPCA
shall constitute a violation of this Order and shall be cause for
enforcement action by the Regional Board; and,

d. The Executive Officer shall not take enforcement action against a
Permittee until the Executive Officer has notified the Permittee in
writing that the Administrative Review Process has been exhausted
and that the Executive Officer has determined that a violation exists
warranting enforcement.

Public Review

1. The Principal Permittee shall maintain a current mailing list of interested
parties, organized by WMAs, for distribution of documents that require the
Executive Officer’s approval. The Executive Officer will provide the
Principal Permittee with the initial list of interested parties.

2. The Principal Permittee shall distribute for public comment the initial
CSWMP, WMAPs, and other storm water program requirements that are
submitted to the Executive Officer or the Regional Board for approval.

22 July 15, 1996
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Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permit ,~=
Order No. 96-054 CAS614001

Part 2.I.G and 2.I.H

G. Administrative Review

The administrative review process formalizes the procedure for review and
acceptance of reports and documents submitted to the Regional Board under
this Order. In addition, it provides a method to resolve any differences in
compliance expectations between the Regional Board and Permittees, prior to
initiating enforcement action.

1. Storm water program documents, including progress reports, guidelines
checklists, BMPs, databases, program summaries, and implementation and
compliance schedules, developed by the Principal Permittee or a Permittee
under the provisions of this Order, shall be submitted to the Executive
Officer or the Regional Board, where required for approval. The process
is as follows:

a. For documents that require Executive Officer’s approval, the
Executive Officer will notify the Principal Permittee and/or Permittee
of the results of the review and approval or disapproval within 120
days. If the Executive Officer has not responded within 120 days
following submittal, the Permittee shall notify the Regional Board of
its intent to implement the program components as submitted. If after
10 days the Executive Officer has not responded, the Permittee will
implement the submitted program and the Executive Officer may not
make modifications; and,

b. Documents that require formal Regional Board approval will undergo
public review and comment before Board consideration at a public
meeting.

2. If the Executive Officer determines that a Permittee’s storm water program
is insufficient to meet the provisions of this Order, the Executive Officer
shall send a "Notice of Intent to Meet and Confer (NIMC)" to the Permittee,
with specific information in support of the determination. The NIMC shall
include a time frame by which the Permittee must meet with Regional
Board staff. The processes are as follows:

a. The Permittee, upon receipt of a NIMC, shall meet and confer with
Regional Board staff to demonstrate that the Permittee’s program is
sufficient to meet the requirements of this Order; and, if not, seek
clarification on the steps to be taken to completely meet the
provisions of this Order. The meet and confer period will conclude
with either a notice of program sufficiency to the Permittee, or the

21 July 15, 1996
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submittal to and acceptance by the Executive Officer of a written
"Storm Water Program Compliance Amendment (SPCA)" which shall
include implementation deadlines. The Executive Officer may
terminate the meet and confer pedod after a reasonable period due
to a lack of progress on issues and may order submittal of the SPCA
by a specified date. Failure to submit an acceptable SPCA by the
specified date shall constitute a violation of this Order;

b. The Executive Officer will approve or reject the submitted SPCA or
an amended SPCA within 120 days. Rejection of an SPCA by the
Executive Officer shall state the reasons for the failure to approve the
SPCA. A Permittee that receives a rejection of an SPCA shall have
sixty (60) days to remedy the specified deficiency and resubmit the
SPCA. If the Executive Officer has not responded within 120 days
following submittal of an SPCA, the Permittee shall notify the
Executive Officer of its intent to implement the SPCA as submitted.
If after 10 days the Executive Officer has not responded, the
Permittee will implement the submitted SPCA and the Executive
Officer may not make modifications;

c. The Permittee shall comply with the terms of the SPCA. The
Permittee shall submit reports to the Executive Officer on progress
made under the SPCA. The frequency of progress report submittal
shall be quarterly unless otherwise prescribed by the Executive
Officer. Failure to comply with the terms and conditions of the SPCA
shall constitute a violation of this Order and shall be cause for
enforcement action by the Regional Board; and,

d. The Executive Officer shall not take enforcement action against a
Permittee until the Executive Officer has notified the Permittee in
writing that the Administrative Review Process has been exhausted
and that the Executive Officer has determined that a violation exists
warranting enforcement.

H. Public Review

1. The Principal Permittee shall maintain a current mailing list of interested
parties, organized by WMAs, for distribution of documents that require the
Executive Officer’s approval. The Executive Officer will provide the
Principal Permittee with the initial list of interested parties.

2. The Principal Permittee shall distribute for public comment the initial
CSWMP, WMAPs, and other storm water program requirements that are
submitted to the Executive Officer or the Regional Board for approval.

O 22 July 15, 1996
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Order No. 96-054 CAS614001

Part 2.I.G and 2.I.H.

G Administrative Review

The administrative review process formalizes the procedure for review and
acceptance of reports and documents submitted to the Regional Board under
this Order. In addition, it provides a method to resolve any differences in
compliance expectations between the Regional Board and Permittees, prior to
initiating enforcement action.

1. Storm water program documents, including progress reports, guidelines
checklists, BMPs, databases, program summaries, and implementation and
compliance schedules, developed by the Principal Permittee or a Permittee
under the provisions of this Order, shall be submitted, to the Executive
Officer or the Regional Board, where required for approval. The process
is as follows:

a. For documents that require Executive Officer’s approval, the
Executive Officer will notify the Principal Permittee and/or Permittee
of the results of the review and approval or disapproval within 120
days. If the Executive Officer has not responded within 120 days
following submittal, the Permittee shall notify the Regional Board of
its intent to implement the program components as submitted. If after
10 days the Executive Officer has not responded, the Permittee will
implement the submitted program and the Executive Officer may not
make modifications; and,

b. Documents that require formal Regional Board approval will undergo
public review and comment before Board consideration at a public
meeting.

2. If the Executive Officer determines that a Permittee’s storm water program
is insufficient to meet the provisions of this Order, the Executive Officer
shall send a "Notice of Intent to Meet and Confer (NIMC)" to the Permittee,
with specific information in support of the determination. The NIMC shall
include a time frame by which the Permittee must meet with Regional
Board staff. The processes are as follows:

a. The Permittee, upon receipt of a NIMC, shall meet and confer with
Regional Board staff to demonstrate that the Permittee’s program is
sufficient to meet the requirements of this Order; and, if not, seek
clarification on the steps to be taken to completely meet the
provisions of this Order. The meet and confer period will conclude
with either a notice of program sufficiency to the Permittee, or the

21 July 15, 1996
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submittal to and acceptance by the Executive Officer of a written
"Storm Water Program Compliance Amendment (SPCA)" which shall
include implementation deadlines. The Executive Officer may
terminate the meet and confer period after a reasonable period due
to a lack of progress on issues and may order submittal of the SPCA
by a specified date. Failure to submit an acceptable SPCA by the
specified date shall constitute a violation of this Order;

b. The Executive Officer will approve or reject the submitted SPCA or
an amended SPCA within 120 days. Rejection of an SPCA by the
Executive Officer shall state the reasons for the failure to approve the
SPCA. A Permittee that receives a rejection of an SPCA shall have
sixty (60) days to remedy the specified deficiency and resubmit the
SPCA. If the Executive Officer has not responded within 120 days
following submittal of an SPCA, the Permittee shall notify the
Executive Officer of its intent to implement the SPCA as submitted.
If after 10 days the Executive Officer has not responded, the
Permittee will implement the submitted SPCA and the Executive
Officer may not make modifications;

c. The Permittee shall comply with the terms of the SPCA. The
Permittee shall submit reports to the Executive Officer on progress
made under the SPCA. The frequency of progress report submittal
shall be quarterly unless otherwise prescribed by the Executive
Officer. Failure to comply with the terms and conditions of the SPCA
shall constitute a violation of this Order and shall be cause for
enforcement action by the Regional Board; and,

d. The Executive Officer shall not take enforcement action against a
Permittee until the Executive Officer has notified the Permittee in
writing that the Administrative Review Process has been exhausted
and that the Executive Officer has determined that a violation exists
warranting enforcement.

H. Public Review

1. The Principal Permittee shall maintain a current mailing list of interested
parties, organized by WMAs, for distribution of documents that require the
Executive Officer’s approval. The Executive Officer will provide the
Principal Permittee with the initial list of interested parties.

2. The Principal Permittee shall distribute for public comment the initial
CSWMP, WMAPs, and other storm water program requirements that are
submitted to the Executive Officer or the Regional Board for approval.

O 22 July 15, 1996
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1. Countywide Development Planning Guidance

The Principal Permittee, in consultation with the Permittees, shall
develop the following development planning guidance materials for use
during planning and permitting of all development projects requiring
discretionary approval:

a. A model documented system, such as a checklist, for determining
priority projects as well as a list of specifically exempt projects not
later that January 30, 1998. Priority and exempt projects are defined
as follows:

i. Priority Pro!ects are development and redevelopment projects
requiring discretionary approval which the Building Official (or
equivalent municipal authority) determines may have a potential
significant effect on storm water quality.

ii. E,&~I:~_EEg.jg_~ are development and redevelopment projects
which the Building Official (or equivalent municipal authority)
determines will not have a potential significant impact on storm
water quality.

The documented system shall consider location of the project with
respect to designated environmentally sensitive areas and the slope
and erosion potential of the site and surrounding areas.

Each Permittee shall incorporate a substantially similar system into
its procedures not later than six months after commencement of its
next fiscal year following approval of the of the documented system
by the Executive Officer, provided, however, that such approval is
issued not later than 90 days prior to the commencement of the
Permittee’s fiscal year. If such approval is given within 90 days of
the commencement of a Permittee’s fiscal year, such program shall
be implemented in the second fiscal year following approval but in no
event shall implementation be later than July 30, 1999.

b. A list of recommended BMPs not later than January 30, 1998. The
list of BMPs shall include:

i. Site planning practices;
ii. Post-construction best management practices; and
iii. Redevelopment and infill practices.

33 July 15, 1996
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Consideration shall be given to the type of development and the
potential for storm water pollution when determining the applicability
of BMPs. Cost effectiveness, ease of maintenance, and consistency
with other environmental mandates may also be considered.

For developments where increased storm water discharge rates will
result in an increase in downstream erosion potential, the list of
recommended BMPs shall include those BMPs which can be used to
maintain peak runoff rates at pre-development levels to the maximum
extent feasible.

The list of recommended BMPs shall be submitted to the Regional
Board for approval.

c. Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs) and
guidelines for their preparation not later than six months after
Regional Board approval of the BMPs in Part 2.111.A.l.b. The
SUSMPs shall incorporate the appropriate elements of the
recommended BMPs list. At the minimum, SUSMPs and guidelines

Q shall be prepared for the following development categories:

i. a 100+ home subdivision;
ii. a 10-home subdivision;
iii. a 100,000+ square-foot commercial development;
iv. an automotive repair shop;
v. a retail gasoline outlet;
vi. a restaurant; and
vii. a hillside-located single-family dwelling.

2. Planning Control Measures

Each Permittee shall develop a program on planning control measures for
priority projects (Part 2.111.A.l.a) consistent with the programs developed
under Part 2.111.A.l.b. & c.. Each Permittee shall initiate implementation of
its program not later than six months after commencement of its next fiscal
year. following approval of the model Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plans by the Executive Officer, provided, however, that such
approval is issued not later than 90 days prior to the commencement of the
Permittee’s fiscal year. If such approval is given within 90 days of the
commencement of a Permittee’s fiscal year, such program shall be
implemented in the second fiscal year following approval but in no event
shall implementation be initiated later than July 30, 1999. Each Permittee
shall require that the project applicant submit an Urban Storm Water

34 July 15, 1996

R0070~4~



Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permit
Order No. 96-054 CAS614001 ~

Mitigation Plan appropriate and applicable to the project, and that the
Permittee approve the Plan prior to the issuance of any grading or building
permit. The Urban ,Storm Water Mitigation Plan shall incorporate by detail
or reference appropriate post-construction BMPs to:

a. Implement, to the maximum extent practicable, requirements
established by appropriate governmental agencies under CEQA,
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, local ordinances and other legal
authorities intended to minimize impacts from storm water runoff on
the biological integrity of natural drainage systems and water bodies;

b. Maximize, to the maximum extent practicable, the percentage of
permeable surfaces to allow more percolation of storm water into the
ground;

c. Minimize, to the maximum extent practicable, the amount of storm
water directed to impermeable areas and to the MS4;

d. Minimize, to the maximum extent practicable, parking lot pollution
through the use of appropriate BMPs such as retention, infiltration,
and good housekeeping;

e. Establish reasonable limits on the clearing of vegetation from the
project site including, but not limited to, regulation of the length of
time during which soil may be exposed and, in certain sensitive
cases, the prohibition of bare soil; and

f. Provide for appropriate permanent controls to reduce storm water
pollutant load produced by the development site to the maximum
extent practicable.

The Permittee may refer applicants to the ’California Storm Water Best
Management Practice Handbooks, California Storm Water Quality Task
Force, Sacramento, CA (1992)’ and its revisions; the Countywide Storm
Water Management Plan; ’USEPA Guidance Specifying Management
Measures for Sources of Nonpoint Pollution in Coastal Waters, /ssued
under the Authority of Section 6217(g) of the Coastal Zone Act
Reauthorization Amendments of 1990, Document No. EPA 840 B 92-002
(1993),’; and similar manuals for specific guidance on selecting post-
construction BMPs for reducing pollutants in storm water discharges.

3. Planning Process

In order to integrate storm water management considerations into
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C. Program Evaluation Re.oort

1. The Principal Permittee, shall, not later than July 31, 2000, replete an
analysis of the general success of the Five-Year Storm ~ter Public
Education Strategy and identify its accomplishments. Thi,-eport shall
serve as the basis for the next Five-year Storm Water Pu~iic Education
Strategy that will be part of the ROWD.

2. The Principal Permittee shall, not later than July 31, 2000, and in
consultation with the Permittees, prepare and submit a report on the
assessment of the effectiveness of the CSWMP components (except that
identified in C.1.).

3. The Principal Permittee shall, not later than February 1, 2001, submit a
report on the identification of CSWMP components for which performance
standards will be developed and implemented during the next term of the
permit. The report shall include a schedule of development of performance
standards. The performance standards will indicate the leve!~-of
implementation necessary to demonstrate that efforts are being ma~t~ to
reduce the discharge of pollutants in storm water to the maximum e,~ent
practicable. This report will be an integral part of the ROVVD.

D. Integrated Receiving Water Im.oacts Re.oort

The Principal Permittee shall not later than July 31, 2000, prepare and submit
an Integrated Receiving Water Impacts Report. The report shall include, but not
be limited to a comprehensive analysis of the results of the different monitoring
data (land use, mass emissions, critical source, load assessment, receiving
waters, and other pertinent studies available), and feasible environmental
indicators. It should also include recommendations on future monitoring
requirements, e.g., integration of storm water receiving water monitoring with
regional receiving water monitoring, if applicable. This report will be an integral
part of the ROWD.
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¯ Florida
¯ 2 ½ years to develop design standard
¯ "hundreds" of meetings
¯ 29 drafts
¯ wide involvement of stakeholders

Maryland
¯ 5-6 years to develop design manual
¯ statewide involvement by stakeholders
¯ currently undergoing public review
¯ [two counties have proceeded with early implementation based on draft documents

due to local concerns or significant stream bank de-stabilization--a
hydraulic/hydrologic concern more than a water quality concern.]

¯ Denver Area
¯ Development of criteria took over one-year
¯ Criteria were developed only as guidance with the MS4 permittees making their own

determination a to how and to what extent the criteria would be implemented
City of Denver has required use of criteria by ordinance, but acknowledge that the actual
application of criteria is somewhat subjective.

¯ Seattle
¯ Intitiated development of design standards in 1988
¯ Final adopted in June 1992
¯ Process incuded wide involvement of stakeholders
¯ Two rounds of drafks for public review over a 2 year period
¯ Several workshops/meetings - lots of communication

Summary - Those responsible for developing design standards recognized the significance
and impact of these requirements.

¯ In each case development of design standards
¯ Reflected the unique climate, geography and environmental needs of the area
¯ took 2 years or longer
¯ required broad stakeholder involvement
¯ recognized that without local buy-in and support, at best, implementation would

be inconsistent, and at worst, would lead to litigation.

¯ In no case did:
¯ a regulatory body attempt to unilaterally impose a design standard
¯ a program adopt a standard developed by another jurisdiction.
¯ any program blindly impose a design standard strictly based on recommendations

in the ASCE or WEF manual

R0070144
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Storm Water NPDES Permit
Program Background

¯ Municipal Stormwater Permits required by Clean
Water Act Amendments * 1987

The Los Angeles County Municipal ,, Los Aagele~ County MS4 Permit I~ued- 1990

Stormwater Permit and Standard Urban ,,
Storm Water Mitigation Plans ,, Long I~ach individualpermit -1999

(SUS~v~Ps)
¯ statutory standard- reduce pollutants to the Maximum

Extent Practicable (MEP)
¯ Water quality standards must be attained

Stormwater Management
Los Angeles Permit Elements Program

¯ Discharge Prohibitions ¯ Five Elements
¯ Receiving Water Limitations )} Illicit Connections and Illicit Discharges
¯ Continuation of 1990 Permit Requirements )~ Development Planning and Construction

¯ Stormwater Management Program )) Public Agency Activities

>> 5 distinct program elements )) Public Information
)) Monitoring

Los Angeles County MS4 Permit
Development Planning Status

¯ Regulatory requirement = Model Programs approved by Executive Officer
)) implement and enforce controls for new ¯ Development Planning and Construction Permit

development I significant redevelopment 40CFR Requirements
122.26 (d)(2)(iv)(A)(2) >~ Development planning =uldance for u=e with preJe~t= requiring

¯ Development Planning Model Program
d~.,r~ approval

- Model Program for de~rmlm/q pHerlty projects - approved
>) System for designating project as priority - LUt err r~emmesded BMPs for develepmest prejetl~ =ppreved
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Standard Urban Storm Water Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plans Mitigation Plans (continued)

¯ Definition
)) Model guidance document for the selection of post. Recent Board ActioB

construction BMPs ¯ Approved BMPs List for municipalities to select
¯ Purpose from and require implementation (Resolution

>) To ensure that potential adverse water quality impacts No. 99-03)
are addressed dunng project planning

¯ Method ¯ Adopted MS4 permit for Long Beach with
prospective applicability of SUSMP

,, Affirmative review and approval by a municipality of a requirements approved for LA County (Boardwnt~en plan Order No. 99-060)

Standard Urban Storm Water Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plans (continued) Mitigation Plans (continued)

¯ Submitted for Executive Officer approval Positive Features
)) Consensus document by Permittees

¯ Requires flow management where erosion may
¯ SUSMP categories: occur.

>) 10-99 Home Sub-division projects ¯ Provides guidance on structural and source control
)> 100+ home sub-division projects BMPs.
. 100,000 sq. feet commercial developments

¯ Lists "~’eatment" control BMPs for home sub->) gas stations
divisions and commercial development

)} restaurant
. automotive repair )) "Treatment" - Engineered systems that utilize physical

or chemical processes for pollutant removal such as
)) single family hillside dwelling filtration, settling, adsorption etc.

Standard Urban Storm Water Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plans (continued) Mitigation Plans (continued)

Proposed SUSMPs are limited in scope and ¯ Regional Board hearing on September 16th to
effectiveness consider SUSMPs

¯ Limit "treatment" BMPs to ¯ Consider several revisions to the SUSMPs "as
>) 10-99 home sub-division projects submitted"
)) 100+ home sub-division projects " ~) aeq~a~ ~**~l,~eran,, *f"tr~Nt" ~otr~ a~r~ for

outomo~ive repaLr faclU~ies~ gas sblttoos, restauranls, sad
>) 100,000 sq. feet commercial developments hillside single family, dwelllugl

¯ DO not contain a numerical design standard for
BMP application
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Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plans (continued) Criteria Application

¯ Consider several revisions to the SUSMPs "as Example - >10 home sub-division
submitted" (cont’d) . Select source control and structural BMPs from
,, 2) Approve for Los Angeles Count~ a numerical mlltgatton guidance in SUSMP

measure that requires application of"treatment" BMPs to: >~ Select a set of"treatment" control BMPs from
- ~sth and lower p~rceatfle runoffevents bnsed on the ASCE/WEF

guidance to affect pollutants in total runoff from themethod of calculation; or
equivalent rainfaU criteria for LA County of |11 ~vents up ~o and first 0.75 Inch of rainfall. (Note: No specific BMP or
including 0.75 In.; or a mandated BMP efficiency standard is prescribed)

, 3) Review alternative language provld~l by some commenters ~ Size BMPs for respective drainage area
for SUSMP text where it adds clarity or otherwt~ Improves the
understanding and roadability )~ Submit Plan to municipality for approval.

Criteria Application (continued) Numerical Measure Justification

¯ Hypothetical "Treatment" Control BMPs to select
from: 0.75 in Rainfall
>) Swale (along parkway) ~ Technically defensible
, Infiltration basin (at end of swale) ~ Alternative sizing criteria based on storm water
, Blofllters (around parking lot) runoff provided using A$CE/WEF Method
~ Greenbelt (between rear yards) ~ Criteria in use by other communities range from 0.5
, Detention basin (lake) to 2 inches (TX, FL, WA, MD, CO)

, Catch-basin inserts (for trash) ~ Criteria in use by Santa Monies, Calabms, Ventura
(Note: utilize BMPs approved by Board) County, and unincorporated LA County

~ Standard Is averaged for local communities

Rainfall Criterion Cunau!ative Rainfall Runoff

¯ Eighty-five percent of rainfall events are equal to ¯ largest volumes of
or less than the criterion runoff are produced by

¯ Further increase in value results in fewer and fewer smaller storms

rainfall events being captured. ("point of \
diminishing returns") ~ ¯ Criteria promotes BMP

appli¢~Uon to ~naller
more frequent storms
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Load Reduction - Example
Copper Issue and Analysis

¯ Ballona Creek flow from Re~onal Board’s Regulatory authori _ty
z~ ~ ~.,~,,,, March 25, 1998 storm
~ ! i ~ Regional Board may "require controls to reduce the

~ls } i A
i ¯ For storm event above discharge of pollutants ...and such other provisions

cdteria < 50 % of copper ...determines appropriate.." 33 U.S.C. 342(p)(B)(iii)
~01 /~ / load is affected.

, EPA’s Interim Permitting Policy authorizes "more
~ ~

~ q ~ p q r m~1 1 r~

e Mitigation chteda for specific conditions or limitations to be
~ 0 ...... new development is a into storm water permits as necessary and

incorporated

! ~ ~ 7 =0 13 16 z9 u first step appropriate" 61 Fed. Register 43761

Issue and Analysis Issue and Analysis

Regional Board’s Regulato _ry authori _ty
>, Administering agency accorded high degree of Would BMPs be ineffective?deference in areas of law they regulate. Chevron v.

NRDC (1984) 467 U.S. 837 >> Effectiveness is distinct from mitigation measure

, EPA has the discretion to determine what pollution >~ Regional Board Resolution requires
controls are appropriate Defenders of Wildlife v. "implementation of most effective BMPs",
Browner, 9th Circuit Court of Appeals, Sept. 15, Resolution No. 99-03
1999 ~> Effectiveness dependent on proper application

. EPA-ASCE National BMP Database

Issue and Analysis Issue and Analysis

Would BMPg require costly BMP ¯ Numerical criteria
maintenance? ,, A starting point to remove pollutants of concern in

>> Maintenance of BMPs essential storm water

~ Costs dependant on BMP type >~ Numericnl Criteria facilitates BMP sizing and design

~ "When Best Management Practices become Worst ~ Pollutant load is reduced - quantification

Management Practices" - CE News documentation is a concern

)> Pollutant concentration peaks are reduced ("first
flush")

>) BMP effectiveness will determine actual removal
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Issue and Analysis Issue and Analysis

Some assert that Anti-degradation Policy Why a numerical standard now?
prohibits new development ¯ A decade since first implementation of permit
~ Storm water permits are means to attain TMDLs ¯ Understanding of problem has progressed

for impaired waters. ¯ Specificity aids BMP sizing and design
. NPDES permits authorize conditions on new ¯ Allows better use of BMP List adopted by Boarddevelopment but not prohibition

R0070149
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STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLANS

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED
AND RESPONSE

The comments received on the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans
(SUSMPs) and Regional Board staff response is divided into two sections. The first
sections, lists main issues and staff response in detail. The second section summarizes
all significant comments received by the Board on SUSMP before December 6, 1999,
and the staff response including any actions taken to address the comment.

A. MAIN ISSUES AND RESPONSE

1. Comment:The Regional Board lacks regulatory discretion to establish a numerical
mitigation measure for storm water treatment.

Response: The municipal storm water permit for Los Angeles County and Cities
requires that SUSMPs achieve specific objectives which include to (i) minimize adverse
impacts to natural communities; (ii) maximize infiltration to the extent practicable; (iii)
minimize parking lot pollution; (iv) provide for appropriate controls to reduce storm water
pollutant loads.1 Staff interprets this provision of the permit, underlying federal law, and
the statutory standard of Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP) as requiring SUSMPs to’
incorporate numerical mitigation measures for development planning projects in order to
achieve compliance with water quality standards. Without a numerical mitigation
measure, developers will select no treatment BMPs because there will be no BMP sizing
guideline. Board Resolution No. 99-03 which states that "The Permittees shall select and
require implementation of the most effective BMPs ..... "will then be without effect.~

The 1987 Clean Water Act amendments give USEPA and States considerable discretion
on establishing provisions for implementation in storm water programs.3 Further, interim
USEPA policy guidelines on BMPs for storm water programs explains that the permitting
authority can require more specific conditions or limitations to meet water quality

Waste Discharge Requirements for Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges within the County
of Los Angeles (Board Order No. 96-054; NPDES No. CAS614001). Part 2. III.A.2)

The Regional Board adopted Resolution No. 99-03 approving BMPs for Development Planning and
Development Construction on Apdl 22, 1999.

33 U.S.C. Section 1342(p)(B)(iii). "require controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximim
extent practicable, including management practices, control techniques and systems, design and
engineering methods, and such other provisions as the Administrator or the State determines appropriate
for the control of pollutants."

R0070160
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standards where adequate information exists? In addition, courts accord administrative
agencies a high degree of deference in the areas of law they regulate?

2. Comment: Anti-degradation policy prohibits new construction when water quality is
already impaired.

Response: The municipal storm water permit in agreement with federal storm water
regulations requires controls on new development to reduce storm water pollution. There
is no prohibition on new construction.

3. Comment: The numerical mitigation criteria mandates the capture of storm water
which will require expensive land acquisition cost.

Response: The numerical mitigation measure defines the definite volume of storm water
that must be treated for water quality benefits. Treatment is the application of any
physical, biological, or chemical method that can be used to remove pollutants in storm
water. Providing storage volume for the runoff or capture is one form of treatment. It is
not mandatory and other options may be considered such as reducing impervious cover
and promoting infiltration.

4. Comment: The proposed numerical mitigation measure is not based on science and
is an arbitrarily agreed to number in settlement of a lawsuit.

Response: The proposed numerical measures are technically defensible. The measures
are based on the principle that most rainfall events are in the smaller range and higher
rainfall runoff producing events are less frequent. Designing storm water treatment
controls for the smaller events will reduce storm water pollutant loads significantly while
optimizing BMP costs. The primary numerical method to determine BMP design criteria
is the maximized water quality treatment volume method recommended by the American
Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE). The 0.75-inch rainfall event method happens to be
also the one that was agreed to in a lawsuit settlement agreement between the NRDC
and the County of Los Angeles. The four methods proposed as choices are equivalent
variants and in a technical comparison were in agreement to within 10% of one another.
It is highly probable that parties that settle a litigation select a numerical criterion that is
reasonable and factual.

5. Comment: The numerical mitigation measure will require implementation of BMPs
that have not been proven to be effective in the region.

Response: The proposed numerical mitigation measure defines the quantity of storm
water (volume) that has to be treated to remove pollutants. This criterion does not in
anyway describe the effectiveness of BMPs to be used. The effectiveness of any
particular BMP is dependent on design parameters and the range for its applications.
Physical geography has little influence on the effectiveness of BMPs while proper

4 61 Fed. Register 43761. "The interim permitting approach uses best management practices in first-round

strom water permits, and expanded or better-tailored BMPs in subsequent permits, where necessary, to
provide for the attainment of water quality standards. In cases where adequate information exists to
develop more specific conditions or limitations to meet water quality standards, these conditions or
limitations are to be incorporated into storm water permits, as necessary and appropriate."

~ See, e.g., Chevron U.S.A.v. Natural Res. Def. Council, (1984) 467 U.S. 837

Comments Received and Response
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maintenance is a big factor. Information on BMP effectiveness can be found in research
reports and national BMP databases. The numerical mitigation measure in combination
with the effectiveness of a BMP determines the overall annual load of pollutant that can
be removed.

6. Comment: The post-construction treatment BMPs will require costly maintenance

Response: Treatment BMPs do require proper maintenance and maintenance costs are
BMP specific. Poor or non-existent maintenance will result in an ineffective BMP.
Information on BMP maintenance costs can be obtained from national databases and
reports. See references in the Record of Decision. A cursory review indicates that
maintenance costs are reasonable.

7. Comment: The Regional Board did not perform an economic analysis required by
State and Federal law.

Response: The implementation of a federal regulation does not require separate
economic analysis. A relative quantitative comparison performed with similar criteria for
storm water management or flood control, sediment removal from construction,
combined animal feedlot operations, and State of Washington water quality criteria
indicated that the numerical mitigation criteria would cost about three to ten times less.
In addition, staff performed BMP cost calculations for an actual site in Los Angeles in the
process of development and determined that the mitigation criteria cost is less than 0.5
percent of the project cost.

8. Comment: The Regional Board did not provide adequate public notices to interested
parties.

Response: Regional Board action was not contemplated at the September Regional
Board meeting and thus no public notice was necessary. Nevertheless, Board staff
provided a 30-day public notice and mailed a copy to all parties on file. Staff was unable
to verify the claim by some that they did not receive copies of the public notice or provide
an explanation. Staff will again provide 30 day-notice of the proposed action on the
SUSMPs scheduled by the Regional Board for January 6, 2000.

B. SUMMARY OF ALL SIGNIFICANT COMMENTS AND RESPONSE

COI~IBIENTER COI~IltlENT RESPONSE ACTION
1. Conduct first a quantitative The categories are designated in

General review of the basis of designation the permit and were selected based No action
City of Los Angeles, Western of selected categories as priority- on risk sources data compiled in necessary
States Petroleum Association planning projects, the first term of permit

implementation.
Los Cerritos Channel Task Force 2. Provide level playing field for Four methods of determining the Four equivalent

unincorporated and incorporated mitigation measure are provided to methods included
cities within LA County ensure some flexibility. The as mitigation

methods are equivalent. See ROD criteda in SUSMP

Comments Received and Response
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COMMENTER COMMENT RESPONSE ACTION
Bellflower, Claremont, Commerce, 3. No other MS 4 permits in All MS4 permits are required to
Covina, Diamond Bar, Downey, California require numerical criteria have controls on new development No action
Huntington Park, Industry, for runoff mitigation and redevelopment that will reduce necessary
Irwindale, Lakewood, La Mirada, pollutants to the MEP. The USEPA
Lomita, Lynwood, Maywood, has identified the lack of specific
Montebello, Paramount, Norwalk, criteda as a deficiency in its Report
Rancho Palos Verdes, Santa Fe to Congress ON Phase II (1999)
Springs, Whittier
SCAG 4. Provide the opportunity for the May be considered by Board in a Will suggest

development of regional BMPs Resolution interest to
instead of site by site requirements Recjional Board

SCAG 5. Make the numerical mitigation Federal laws and regulations No action
measure voluntary pilot program for require that controls on new necessary
the first two years, development and redevelopment

be enforceable
Santa Monica 6. More studies not necessary to We agree that there exists No action

establish mitigation criteria and sufficient information to establish necessary
evaluate BMPs numerical mitigation criteria and to

design BMP for optimum
performance and effectiveness.

Bellflower, Claremont, Commerce, 7. Numerical mitigation measure is Implementation of a federal permit No action
Covina, Diamond Bar, Downey, an unfunded mandate program is not an unfunded necessary
Huntington Park, Industry, mandate as described in the State
Irwindale, Lakewood, La Mirada, constitution. See memo from legal
Lomita, Lynwood, Maywood, counsel.
Montebello, Paramount, Norwalk,
Rancho Palos Verdes, Santa Fe
Springs, Whittier
Bellflower, Claremeont, Commerce, 8. Numerical mitigation measure ~s Disagree. Our review of local data References to
Covina, Diamond Bar, Downey, not based on sound science and implementation programs in impoffant
Huntington Park, Industry, states such as WA, FL, and MD documents
Irwindale, Lakewood, La Mirada, indicates that the approach to provided in the
Lomita, Long Beach, Los Angeles, establishing numerical mitigation SUSMP. A
Lynwood, Maywood, Montebello, measure is scientific and bibliography of
Paramount, Norwalk, Rancho Palos reasonable. The methods have references
Verdes, Santa Clarita, Santa Fe also been endorsed by national reviewed for the
Spri~gs, Vernon, Whittier, BIA, science and engineering action is included
EAC, New Hall Land and Farming, associations, in the ROD.
Long Beach Chamber of
Commerce
Bellflower, Cerritos, Claremont, 9. Treatment controls will be Site conditions will determine what Waiver provision
Commerce, Covina, Diamond Bar, required irrespective of siting BMPs are appropriate. A provision has been included
Downey, Hunting~on Park, Industry, factors limiting application, for waiver is provided where in the SUSMP
Irwindale, Lakewood, La Mirada, mitigation may be infeasible, where
Lomita,, Long Beach, Lynwood, Mitigation banking may be an impracticability is
Maywood, Montebello, Paramount, alternative, established.
Norwalk, Rancho Palos Verdes,
Santa Fe Spdngs, Whittier
Covina, Irwindale, La Mirada, 10. Provide sufficient time for Staff will mail and e-mail copies to Staff will mail
Lomita, Norwalk, Whittier Council of Governments to review SCAG for distribution to COGs. public notice of

and comment proposed action to
SCAG and COGs.

Cerritos, Diamond Bar 11. Developers will move to build in The mitigation measure No action
counties without numerical requirement for new development necessary.
mitigation measures, is based on federal law. Other

Regional Boards are likely to
develop and evaluate compliance
using similar criteria. The USEPA
considers the absence of numerical
storm water BMP design criteria for
new development a deficiency.
See USEPA Phase II Final Rule
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COMMENTER COMMENT RESPONSE ACTION
Bellflower, Cerrito~, Claremont, 12. BMPs will require costly Maintenance of BMPs is essential No action
Commerce, Covine, Diamond Bar, maintenance and strategies to support necessary.
Downey, Huntington Park, Industry, maintenance activities are
Irwindale, Lakewood, La Mirada, discussed in USEPA’s Phase II
Lomita,, Long Beach, Lynwood, Final Rule.
Maywood, Montebello, Paramount
Glendora,, Norwalk Rancho Palos
Verdes, Santa Fe Springs, Whittier,
Truxaw and Associates, Long
Beach Chamber of Commerce
Azusa, Claremont, EAC 13. Perform cost benefit analysis The implementation of federal law No action

does not require a separate cost necessary
benef’d analysis. Relative cost
comparisons and BMP cost
calculations performed indicate that
the cost of the mitigation measure
is reasonable for the water quality
benefits it will bring.

Centex Homes, Desert Partners, 14. SUSMP is stringent enough Without the numerical mitigation No action
Bill Ehrlich, FORMA, Engineering without the numerical mitigation measure the SUSMP does not necessary.
Contractors Association, Greystone measure provide adequate guidance on
Homes, John Laing Homes, Mid- design criteria for BMPs. Thus no
cities Escrow, JTL, New Hall Land treatment BMPs or BMPs
and Farming, New Urban West, inadequately sized may be selected
Pace Engineering, Pacific bay with no benefit to water quality. The
Homes, Pacific Soils Engineering, USEPA in the preamble to Phase II
David Placek, Psomas, Ramseyer, Final Rule makes the same
Rasmussen, Shea Homes, Sikand, observation.
Southern California Contractors,
Southem California Ready Mix
Concrete Assoc., South Place
Corp., SunCal Co., Taylsor
Woodrow., Tetra Tech, Van Tilburg
and Associates, Warmington
Homes, Western Pacific Housing,
LA County Supervisor Knabe,

Technical 15. Establish for all municipalities in The proposed criteria provide for Criteda is madeHeal the Bay, American Oceans LA County the 0.75-inch mitigation the treatment of 0.75 inch or applicable to all
Campaign, Friends of the LA River, measure or similar criteria for equivalent volume of runoff from MS4 permittees in
NRDC, Kudo and Daniels, Fusion development planning currently in new development for all areas of LA county
Films, Santa Monica BayKeeper, effect for the unincorporated areas. LA County within the jurisdiction of
Ballona Wetlands Foundation, the Regional Board.
AHHA, H & K Interiors, Kinsella &
Associates, AKERS Entertainment,
Ballesteros, Stenstrom-UCLA,
Chatten Broan & Assoc., South
Bay SurfRider (13 members), Shatz
Heal the Bay, American Oceans 16. Require SUSMPs for The requirement is included for the This category has
Campaign, Friends of the LA River, development in environmentally City of Long Beach but was not one been added to the

sensitive areas of the priority categories specifically SUSMP.
identified in the LA County MS4

Heal the Bay, American Oceans 17. Require mitigation of runoff This is not one of the priority This category has
Campaign, Friends of the LA River, from parking lots separately in each categories specifically identified in been added to the

SUSMP the LA County MS4 permit. SUSMP.
Commercial categories specifically
included have indicated that they
are no different than parking lots. In
addition, the Coastal Commission
has often consulted the Board for
appropriate BMPs and criteria.

Comments Received and Response
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COMMENTER COMMENT RESPONSE ACTION
NRDC 18. Apply SUSMP requirement A BMP checklist is already required Two categories

broadly rather than limit it to seven for other priority projects, have been added:
categories Expanding the SUSMP requirement locations in

may be appropriate once TMDLs environmentally
have been allocated and other sensitive areas,
significant sources need to be and parking lots.
controlled.

County of Ventura and cities 19. Include an alternative method An equivalent volumetric method is Eight five percent
based on volumetric and flow which provided based on annual volume treatment of
uses capture of annual runoff and capture. Flow rate controls are left annual runoff
peak flow rate control to the judgement of the local volume is provided

agency, as an equivalent
mitigation criteria.

Heal the Bay, American Oceans 20. Define hillside development and Will provide a general definition. Defined in
Campaign, Friends of the LA River, not defer definition to the local SUSMP.

municipality
Heal the Bay, American Oceans 21. Apply requirements for retail This is not one of the priority No action
Campaign, Friends of the LA River, gasoline outlets to any facility with categories specifically identified in necessary

a fuelling dispenser, the LA County MS4 permit.
Expansion of the applicability may
be appropriate once TMDLs have
been allocated and other significant
sources need to be controlled.

WSPA, San Gabriel Basin Water 22. Requirement for infiltration will Risks for ground water A section is
Quality Authority promote pathways for groundwater contamination exist under certain included in the

and soil contamination situations. These are identified in a SUSMP describing
report by the USEPA (1993). Pre- the limitations of
treatment of storm water will reduce infiltration BMPs.
such risks. The soil acts as a
natural filter and self regenerates

Truxaw and Associates 23. Promote non structural BMPs SUSMPs already require source No action
control BMPs in addition to necessary.
structural BMPs and treatment
control BMPs

Land Tech Engineering 24. Provide design specifications Expect that BMP design No action
for BMPs based on criteria specification will be developed by necessary.

the municipalities based on the
numerical mitigation measure.
Interim BMP design information
may be obtained from manuals
developed by other states.

Centex Homes, Engineering 25. Staff proposal requires capture Storm water capture is not No action
Contractors Assoc., John Laing which is not the same as infiltration mandatory. The proposal only necessary.
Homes, Land Tech Engineering, or treatment requires that a certain quantity of
Pace Engineering, Pacific Soils storm water be treated with BMPs
Engineering, David Placek, to remove pollutants in one of
Ramseyer, Rasmusen, Sikand, several ways.
Southern California Contractors,
Southern California Ready Mix
Concrete Assoc., Tetra Tech,
South Place Corp., Taylor
Woodrow, Weatem Pacific
Housing, LA New Car Dealers Ass.
Vernon, Los Angeles 26. Require similar criteria for The requirements are for new Will propose to the

USEPA Phase I industrial facilities development in selected Board to consider
categories. Expansion to other in its Resolution
categories may be considered for that the same
the next permit term. Will
recommend application to
construction permits in the LA
Region covered by the State
General Storm Water permit for
construction activity.

Brash, 27. Filter media is not an effective    Disagree. Filter media are effective No action
BMP BMPs if propedy configured. See necassar~.

letter to Brash from RB Executive
Officer date Oct. 19, 1999.

Comments Received and Response
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COMMENTER COMMENT RESPONSE ACTION
Santa Clarita 28. Provide criteria for flow based Flow based controls which are A statement has

controls in addition to volumetric essential to maintain BMP been included in
based controls effectiveness, reduce flow the SUSMP that

velocities, minimize downstream flow design criteria
erosion potential, and prevent over be determined by
bank flooding are left to the the local agency~
jud~lement of the local a~lency.

Santa Clarita 29. Limit application of criteria to The criterion is applied to the whole No action
impervious surfaces area. Credit for the pervious areas necessary.

is automatically considered through
the runoff coefficient. Roofing areas
have been excluded for commercial
facilities.

Santa Clarita, EAC 30. Provide greater flexibility in The four methods of selecting the Provide in the
application of the mitigation criteria numerical mitigatio through criteria SUSMP four

and waiver procedures offer equivalent
sufficient flexibility in application methods of

determining the
numerical
mitigation
measure.

Los Angeles 31. The numerical mitigation Federal laws and regulations No action
measure should be a guidelines require that controls on new necessary.
and not a requirement for land development and redevelopment
development be enforceable.
32. Setting a numerical mitigation The requirements under an NPDES No action

Le_qal measure is a discretionary action, permit are exempt from review necessary.
Los Angeles Provide cost estimates of impacts under CEQA. Preliminary costing

and benefits and release estimates indicate that they are
documentation for public comment reasonable.
and review under CEQA.
33. Identif~ the regulatory authority, Regulatory requirement is found at

Los Angeles which authorizes the Regional 40 CFR 122.26 (d)(2)(iv)(A) (2).
Board to establish the numerical Statutory authority is at 33 USC No action
mitigation measure. 342(p)(B)(iii). See also court’s necessary.

opinion in Defenders of Wildlife v.
Browner (No. 98-71080) (9~n Cir.
1999) and in NRDC v. USEPA 966
F2d. 1292 (9~" Cir. 1992)

34. Setting a numerical mitigation The requirements under an NPDES No action
Los Angeles measure is a discretionary action, permit are exempt from review necessary.

Provide cost estimates of impacts under CEQA. Preliminary costing
and benefits and release estimates indicate that they are
documentation for public comment reasonable.
and review under CEQA.
35. Postpone consideration A thirty-day notice on this action No action

Western States Petroleum because of inadequate notice, has been provided. A thirty-day necessary.
Association (VVSPA) notice on the September 1999

Board meeting was provided even
though it was not required for a
Regional Board Information item.

Apartment Association, BIA 36. There is no regulatory Disagree. See detailed explanation No action
requirement that there be a under main issues and response, necessary.
numerical measure

NRDC 37. Receiving water limits and anti- Agree that mitigation standards are No action
degradation policies apply separate from the numerical necessary.
independently from mitigation mitigation measure. The Office of
criteria. Chief Counsel confirms that MS4

programs must meet water quality
standards in a memo dated
October 14, 1999

Burke, Williams & Sorenson 38. Provide broad legal authority for We will include legal citations that Relevant laws are
the SUSMP requirement are relevant to the jurisdiction of the cited in the

Regional Board. SUSMP to provide
legal iuatification.

Burke, Williams & Sorenson 39. Delay SUSMP requirements in The USEPA has already submitted No action
light of PL 106-74 requiring USEPA the reports to Congress and thus necessary.
to submit reports to Congress. no delay is warranted.

Comments Received and Response
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COMMENTER COMMENT RESPONSE ACTION
Santa Monica BayKeeper 40. New development can be Disagree. See detailed explanation No action

prohibited under the Federal Anti- under main issues and response, necessary.
degradation policy if it degrades or
adds pollutants to local waters

EAC, Downey, Lakewood 41. Provide authority in the Clean The U.S. Supreme Court has held No action
Water Act to regulate flow to that regulation of flow to protect necessary.
address water quality, beneficial uses is within the

authority of the Clean Water Act
PUD No. 1 v. WA Dept. of Ecology,
511 U.S. 700 (1994)

Comments Received and Response
December 7, 1999 Page 8 of 8 R0070157
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AMERICAN OCEt NS CAMPAIG 

KeJth A(;Idl$ September 8, 1999
Sharon Benjamin

Gerald Bre~lauer Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
Skip Bdttenham California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Pierce Broanan LOS Angeles Region
Werner Chabot 320 W. 4"~ Street, Suite 200

R,char~ C,=~t,, LOS Angeles, California 90013

Kelsey Grammar

Brigitta Guehr
RE: Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plana

Vwliam Hamner i’I
Hardy Jones Dear Mr. Dickerson: "~

Draw Murphy On behalf of the members and Board of 9 rectors of Amenca~Dceans Camp~zign,
Jimmy Oleos submit the following brief comments on the St=mdard Urban Stormv~ter Mitigation Plans
Chriztophar Reeve (SUSMPs) submitted for approval under the Los Angeles County Munici~,al Stormwater ~ermit
H. Defano Roosevelt (~]6-05~). This topic wilt be considered as Agenda tern #14 at the Septer~ber 16. 1999 m ,=eting
Robert S,gal of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Contr ~l Board.
Simon Slclamon-

ō,~ Include a Numerical Mitigation Measure in th. SUSMPs.

~.,~ Irvine Smith

Bob Talbot AS currently drafted, the SUSMPs fail to in lude specific numeric~ mitigation measures
for stormwater. Many of the SUSMPs fail to in~ lude even a narrative mitigation me =sure.M~hsel V~b,~
Numerically based performance measures are needed to implement a~ ieffective storm~ater

David Younkn’~n management program that will gain the support :~f the public. Standa~’d Urban Storm~vater
=....,,,,o~,,,,~, Mitigation Plans with measures would assist permittees in selecting appropriate Best

Management Practices for managing stormwater ~d would provide enfoi:ement agencies and
members of the public with the benefit of clearer, ~nforceable standards.

~ a minimally acceotable standard, Americ ;}n Oceans Campaign ~upports the Re~iona!
Board staff recommendation to include a numerica mitigation measure f~,r each SUSMP. The
staff recommendation for a numerical mitigation n=easure is to be determined by either:

a. the 85t" percentile, 24-hour runoff event determined as the:i maximized capture
stormwater volume for the area, or ~ I,
b. a historical-record based reference 24-~our rainfall criterion i~.75 inch for thl~ Los
Angeles County area) that achieves the s;lme or greater reduct!0n in pollutant toads
achieved by the 85’~ percentile 24-hour rut off event.          :’

Along with other environmental groups, /re believe that the ~umerical mitig tion
measure which is derived should be applied witt-in the boundaries of i:he cities as w~ll as
unincorporated areas in Los Angeles County.                        ,.

"" = =’"*’" R0070158
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Protect Environmentally Sensitive Areas.                          ~,~

led by the recently a~’proved permit ~ r Long
The SUSMPs ~hould follow the precedent establi~ ~mentatiy sensitive ar~as. There are~e~ain

Bea~ City and provide additional protections for enviro=
areas where the impacts of stormwater have an exce~ ional/y detrimental i~act on water ~uality,
habitat, or ecological ~ndJtions. These sensitive areas s ~ould re~ive additiona! protections from the
impa=s of development and polluted urban stormwater. We agree with other’~nvironmentat~roups

Thank you for considering these comments. I look lobar, ~ to the September 16’ meeting where these
and other concerns can be raised.

Sincerely.

Ted Modon                                                       ~
California Policy Director                                          ~
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STATEMENT OF EDUARDO OLIVO
(ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY, CITY OF VERNON)

TO REGIONAL QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

SUSMP - September 16, 1999

As you may be aware, the City of Vernon has been involved

with the L.A. River Watershed Management Committee since 1995 and

has participated in a number of subcommittees including the SUSMP

subcommittee. The question of exactly how to reduce the level of

pollutants from stormwater has been at the forefront of these

discussions.

With regard to the SUSMPs there has been much debate over

the contents and meaning of these documents. By far, the most

important topic of debate has been with regard to stormwater

mitigation. During the course of development, the stormwater

mitigation requirements of the SUSMPs have taken many forms.

Early on, the subcommittee discussed whether the plan should

contain prescriptive requirements for mitigation or general

guidelines for BMP applications. Eventually, a hybrid version

emerged. The County proposed a version that included 0.75

mitigation requirement.

I am informed that subcommittee members inquired as to how

the number was derived and were told that it was designed to

capture all of the runoff from a certain percentage of all storm

events (I believe 85%). Nevertheless, there was apparently no

real consideration over how this related to actual pollutant
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loads, or how this requirement would impact the beneficial uses

of the receiving waters.

It is the City of Vernon’s opinion, and I believe that the

majority of permittees share this opinion, that it is bad public

policy and improper to require major structural treatment BMPs

without first determining that these BMPs will actually have the

intended effect. A recently released document from the Southern

California Coastal Water Research Project reiterates this fact by

stating:

Best Management Practices ("BMPs") have been,

and still are, being applied without regard

to whether the change in stormwater quality

will have any meaningful impact on beneficial

use protection. Stormwater managers need to

know which BMPs are effective at reducing

loads and concentrations for individual

constituents. Next, managers need to assess

what the most efficient use of BMPs within

their watershed will be whereby the greatest

improvement in stormwater quality is achieved

at the most reasonable cost. Finally, there

will need to be an evaluation of these

expenditures on BMPs and improvement in

stormwater quality will promote beneficial

use protection.

2
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The SUSMPs provide a laundry list of BMPs that could be used

to control pollutants in stormwater, yet few if any of these BMPs

have ever been evaluated. The cost of implementing these BMPs on

a county-wide basis will be many millions of dollars over the

llfe of the permit, and it is improper to mandate .such

expenditures without first having a good idea of the actual

benefits of these programs.

In the past, Vernon has requested BMP implementation

accompanied by an investigation of BMP effectiveness combined

with a receiving water study. In this way, structural treatment

BMPs will only be required for those developments that, based

upon actual evidence, present a clear stormwater pollution

threat. Such information or evidence is needed in order to avoid

arbitrary and capricious decision-making by this Board. An EIR,

which evaluates the environmental impacts of this Board’s

decision, should also be prepared.

In closing, it appears that we are all in favor of reducing

pollutants in stormwater. Nevertheless, the challenge is to do

so in a legal manner and without causing undue economic

disruption. This can be accomplished with a sound scientific

approach which will define the problem in such a way that we can

achieve the greatest environmental benefit possible with the

limited funds available.

3
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Outline of Comments In Support of Staff’s
~ i Recommendation Regarding Approval of SUSMPs

w th Numeric Perform~n(~ ~;t~n~lan;fCOMMENTS ON PROPOSED STANDARD URBAN
STORM WATER MITIGATION PLANS (SUSMPs) L The Los An~elu Region ~ t~e Pr~ecaon Prodded by the

SUSMPs Targeted to Treat or InfllVate Sub~tential Quanlflties
of Runoff from New and Redevelopment.

Los Angeles Regtonel Watt’ Q~ Control Bo~d
September 16, 1~99 A. The Region’s Severe Storm Water Problem

B. The Ro~e of New and Redevelopment in CreaUng the
Problem

Presented by: II. 111e Proposed Numeric Performance Standard Are Based on
Careful, Expert Analysis and the Experience of MunicipalitiesNaturel Resources Defense Council Across the CounbyHeaJ the Bay

Santa Monica Beykseper A. Other Municipalities Across the Country are AdoptingFriends of the Los Angeles River Similar StandardsAmerican Oceans Campaign

I
IlL The Permit and the Clean Water Act "MEP Standard" Provide a -~- ¯

Strong Legal Foundation for the Staff’s Proposal

IV. Staff’s Propo~el Must be Sb’engthened Further to Addrses lssu.THE LOS ANGELES REGION
of Coverage and Required Water QuaJlty-Based Umlts

NEEDS THE PROTECTIONA.    Staff’s Proposal Should Apply to a Broader Scopeof Proj.=, PROVIDED BY THE SUSMPs
B. FederelClsenWaterActAnti-Oegradation Requiremente

AND A NUMERIC
C. Clean Water Act Prohibition on New Sources to Impelmd~o3,d),,at.)w.~. PERFORMANCE STANDARD
D. Clean Water Act Prohibition on Discharges that "Cause

or Contribute" to V]olaUon of Water Quality Standards

ILOS ANGELES AREA WATERS
ARE EXTREMELY POLLUTED ~- Southern California Coastal Water Research

Project reports that storm water and urban
runoff are the leading source of water pollution

The LA region has been recognized by experts and in the LA area, and that storm water pollution

government officials as having perhaps the most for pollutants of concern has increased between

severe storm water pollution problem in the Nation two and seven hundred percent during the last
two decades.

[Los Angeles Times (September 5-6, 1999)]                                  [SCCWRP Annua/Reports; see~ Los Angeles
Times, supra]
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THE ROLE OF NEW AND REDEVELOPMENT
EPA officials have stated that the LA region IN CREATING THE PROBLEM
lags behind "virtually everyplace" in the nation
in reducing storm water pollution. ~ Storm water pollution has two main causal

components, increased volume and velocity
~ of surface runoff and the concentration of

Los Angeles, while covering a small part of pollutants in runoff.
the land area of the State, is home to over ~ Development contributes directly to both50% of all impaired waters in California. factors.

[1998 California Section 303(d) List] ~ In particular, by creating impervious surface,
development has dramatic effects on
increasing the quantity and quality of

~ storm water runoff: ~

A 1-inch rainstorm The same storm on a ~ On a larger scale such as the LA area, theon a 1 -acre natural 1-acre paved parking impact is even more dramatic, with pre- andmeadow typically lot produces:
post-development discharges in a watershedproduces:
increasing by 200 times or more [e.g., Des
Plaines River, Illinois].

218 cubic feet of      3,450 cubic feet of
runoff (enough to fill runoff, neady sixteen [Sou.;e: Storm Water Strategies: Communit-f Resp0n~;es
a standard office to times the meadow to Runoff Pollution (NRDC. 1999)]
a depth of 2 feet) (and enough to fill

three
offices completely)

STAFF ARE NOW ESSENTIAL

THE PROPOSED NUMERIC ~ "A fundamentally different approach toward
development [is] needed to reliably protect

PERFORMANCE STANDARD streams and other aquatic resources."

IS BASED ON CAREFU L, [Site Rannina for Urban SVeam Protection. (Center for
Watershed Protec~on), 1995]

EXPERT ANALYSIS AND THE ~ "...structural best management practices (BYPs)

EXP E RI E N C E O F for atormwater quality enhancement is the
cornerstone of stormwater management in newly

MUNICIPALITIES ACROSS developing and redeveloping urban areas."
[U~oan Runoff Quality Manaoement. AmericanTHE COUNTRY    ~ ~=.~Ovi, E~=~l ~
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Structural BMPs have been thoroughly teated and are ~ Cities Across the Country are implementing structural
highly effective, stormwater control requirements similar to or more

sffingent than that proposed by Staff.
Common storm water treatment methods, including wet
and extended-detention ponds, oil separators, vegetated v" Alexandria, Virginia (zero pollutant loading standard)
swales and filter strips, constructed wetlands, various
infiltration practices, and media filters can capture 75% to / Mont(:lomerv County, Maryland (treatment for l-Inch
as much as 90% of the solids and lead. storm)

~" Denver, Colorado (80th percentile runoff event)
Copper and zinc reductions of half or more are the rule in
these facilities, v" Santa Monica, California (1-inch124 hour parking lot

standard)
Infiltration can stop the discharge to surface waters of v" County of Los Angeles (.75 inchlbroader scope of
more than 95% of the solids, metals, and bacteria, subject development)

THE STANDARD PROPOSED BY STAFF HAS BEEN1
TAILORED TO LOCAL CONDITIONS BY EXPERTS ] ~- Proposed Standard is Less Stringent

~ Bases of the standard:
than NRDC Experts Believe Necessary

~Consent Decree in NRDCIBaykeeper v. Los Angeles                  ~" Proposed Standard is Less Stringent
County                                                     than Adopted by County

v, Dr. Richard Homer, national storm water expert

¯ / County of Los Angeles Experts (Woodward-Clyde)

/ Independent expert~ from Camp Dresser and McKee

~" Empirical data from leading texts (Califomla Storm
Water BMP handbook, STORM model)       ~                                                 ~

III F~ The Clean Water Act specifically contemplates structural
¯ controls

[40 C.F.R Section 122.26]

THE PERMIT AND THE
~- MEP Standard places burden on dischargers to ImplementCLEAN WATER ACT BMPs unless they can showthey am unneceesary:

"MEP STANDARD" PROVIDE ~ "[A Discharger] ehall have the burden of showing
that It hae met the "m=ximum extent practicable"

A STRONG LEGAL standard in proposing or rejecting .MPs for
implementation."FOUNDATION FOR [NROC/BayKeeper v. Caltrans, United

States District Court, Central District ofSTAFF’S PROPOSAL California ("o. CV 93-6073-ER)]
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1996 Storm Water Permit for Los Angeles County provides:
IVe

~ SUSMPs and guidelines for their preparation must
be developed. [Section II.A.1.C (page 34)]; STAFF’S PROPOSAL MUST

BE STRENGTHENED
-~ "at the minimum, SUSMPs and guidelines shall be

prepared forthe following development categories FURTHER TO ADDRESS
[those at issue In Staff’s proposal]."

ISSUES OF COVERAGE AND
"/all permlttees must "implement [] a program for REQUIRED WATER

planning measures consistent with the [SUSMPs]."[Section ,,,.A. and A.2] QUALITY-BASED LIMITS

MORE PROJECTS MUST BE COVERED WATER-QUALITY BASED LIMITS       I
ARE ALSO NECESSARY I

~> Staffs Proposal would apply to a narrow
slate of projects ~- The SUSMP standards are performance-based .

and do not represent water quality-based effluent
limits, which may impose more stringent

,/An Additional SUSMP for Environmentally requirements on development.
Sensitive Areas is Necessary

,/The County of Los Angeles is applying ~ Many provieions of law may require that no new
development be authorized when it will impact

the treatment/infiltration standards to a polluted watare and/or that additional limits be
broad array of development projects, imposed so that discharges do not "cause or

contribute" to violations of water quality
~ standards. ~

Federal Cleen Water Act Anti-Degradation
Requirements

Clean Watar Art Prohibition on New CONCLUSION
Sources to Impaired (303(d) listed) Watare

Clean Water Act Prohibition on Discharges
that "Cause or Contribute" to Violation of
Water Quality Standards.
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Storm Water Program

.............. Background
Standard Urban Storm Water

Mitigation Plans ¯ Clean Water Act Amendments- 1987

(SUSMPs) ¯ MS4 Permit Issued - 1990; Reissued - LA
County 1996 and Long Beach 1999

¯ Statutory standard - reduce pollutants to the
Xavier Swamikannu Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP)

California Regional Water Quality ¯ Water quality standards must be attained
Control Board, Los Angeles Region

September 16, 1999
424th Regular Board Meeting

Standard Urban Storm Water
Development Planning Mitigation Plans

¯ Regulatory requirement ¯ Definition - Model guidance document for the
¯ implement and enforce controls for new selection of post-construction BMPs

development / significant redevelopment 40CFR
122.26 (d)(2)(iv)(A)(2)

¯ Development Planning Model Program ¯ Purpose - To ensure that potential adverse
water quality impacts are addressed during

~ System for designating project as priority project planning
~ Master List of BMPs
~ Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans
~ Guidelines on storm water for CEQA documents ¯ Method - Affirmative review and approval by a
~ Information program for developers municipality of a written plan

Standard Urban Storm Water Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plans (continued) Mitigation Plans (continued)

¯ Submitted for Executive Officer approval
Recent Board Action ¯ Consensus document
¯ Approved BMPs List for municipalities to ¯ SUSMP categories:

select from and require implementation ¯ lO-99 Home Sub-division projects
(Resolution No. 99-03) ¯ lOO+ home sub-division projects

¯ Adopted MS4 permit for Long Beach with ¯ 10o,o00 sq. feet commercial developments
prospective applicability of SUSMP ¯ gas stations
requirements approved for LA County ¯ restaurant
(Board Order No. 99-060) ¯ automotive repair

¯single family hillside dwelling

1
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Standard Urban Storm Water Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plans (continued) Mitigation Plans (continued)

Positive Features Deficiencies
¯ Requires flow management where erosion ¯ Limit =treatment- BMPs to

may occur. >> 10-99 Home Sub-division projects
¯ Provides guidance on structural and source ~> 100+ home sub-division projects

control BMPs. ~ 100,000 sq. feet commercial developments
¯ Lists "treatment" control BMPs for home sub-

divisions and commercial development ¯ Omit numerical mitigation measure for BMP¯ "Treatment" - Engineered systems that utilize
physical or chemical processes for pollutant application
removal such as filtration, settling, adsorption etc.

Recommendation No. 1 Recommendation No. 2

¯ Require consideration of =treatment" control ¯ Approve for Los Angeles County a numerical
BMPs for automotive repair facilities, gas mitigation measure that requires application of
stationS, restaurants, and hillside single family °treatment- BMPs to:
dwellings

¯85th and lower percentile runoff events based on
the ASCE/WEF method of calculation: or

¯ equivalent rainfall criteria for LA County of all
events up to and including 0.75 in.; or

Recommendation No. 3 Criteria Application

¯ Review alternative language provided by Example - 100+ Home sub-division
some commenters for SUSMP text ¯ Select source control and structural BMPs
where it adds clarity or otherwise from guidance in SUSMP
improves the understanding and ~ Select a set of =treatment" control BMPs
readability from guidance to affect pollutants in total

runoff from the first 0.75 inch of rainfall.
(Note: No BMP or Efficiency is prescribed)

~ Size BMPs for respective drainage area
¯Submit Plan to municipality for approval.
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Criteria Application
(continued) Issue and Analysis

¯ Hypothetical "Treatment" Control BMPs Inadequate Public Notice
to select from: ~ Provided 30 day notice where none is
~ Swale (along parkway) required

~ Infiltration basin (at end of swale) ~ Mailed notice to all interested parties on file
~ Biofilters (around parking lot) ~ Noticed and conducted a technical
~ Greenbelt (between rear yards) workshop on August 10 prior to the hearing

~ Detention basin (as a lake) notice to inform and educate

~ Catch-basin inserts (for trash)
(Note: BMPs approved by Board)

Issue and Analysis (continued) Rainfall Criterion

Inappropriate Numerical Measure ¯ Eight-five percent of rainfall events are equal
0.75 in Rainfall to or less than the criterion
)~ Technically defensible ¯ Further increase in value results in fewer and
~) Alternative sizing criteria based on storm water fewer rainfall events being captured. (=point of

runoff provided using ASCE/VVEF Method diminishing returns")
)~ Criteria in use by other communities range from ¯ Criterion is averaged for local communities

0.5 to 2 inches (TX, FL, WA, MD, CO)
~ Criteria in use by Santa Monica, Calabasas,

Ventura County, and unincorporated LA County
~ Standard is averaged for local communities

Runoff Criterion Cumulative Rainfall Runoff

The Design Storm ,.~ ¯ Largest volumes of
runoff are produced by

Po = a.C.PA smaller storms
Po - Maximized water quality =treatment" volume
a - "Treatment" volume coefficient ¯ Criteria promotes BMP
C - Area runoff coefficient application to smaller
PA - Mean storm precipitation volume more frequent storms

Range in coastal CA for 85% annual runoff "treatment"                            ~,N
¯ 0.12 inch - 0.86 inch

R0070174
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Load Reduction - Example Issue and Analysis
Copper (continued)

.... ¯ Ballona Creek flow from Inappropriate Numerical Measure’=~’= March 25, 1998 storm

=ii ~~iii~

¯ For storm event aboVeload is affected. Ineffective BMPs
..... criteria < 50 % of copper ¯ Effectiveness is distinct from mitigation measure

¯Regional Board Resolution requires

~ ~!/’~x/ ! \~.. ¯ Mitigation criteria for "implementation of most effective BMPs" ,
._ ~_~, new development is a Resolution No. 99-03

, ~ ~ ~o ~ ~ ,~ 22 i first step ¯ Effectiveness dependent on proper application

...... ~ ¯ EPA-ASCE National BMP Database

Staff Analysis Staff Analysis
(continued) (continued)

Inappropriate Numerical Measure Inappropriate Numerical Measure
Mandates Capture of Storm Water Costly BMP Maintenance

~ Intent is for a set of "treatment" BMPs to be * Maintenance of BMPs essential
applied to definite quantity of rainfall or runoff. ¯ Costs dependant on BMP type

¯Storm water capture is one type of application of a ¯ =When Best Management Practices become Worst
=treatment" BMP whose use may be not Management Practices" - CE News
appropriate where space is limited.

~ Will modify language to clarify the intent.

Staff Analysis
Numerical Criteria (continued)

¯ A starting point to remove pollutants of No Economic Analysis
concern in storm water Criterion facilitates >> None required when implementing a federalBMP sizing and design regulation

¯ Pollutant load is reduced
¯ Pollutant concentration peaks are reduced ¯ Economically reasonable when compared

("first flush") with similar criteria for storm water
¯ BMP effectiveness will determine actual

removal

R0070175 4



Staff Analysis
Relative Cost Comparison (continued)

¯ Relative cost much less SUSMPs For Too Few Pdority Categories
-- than similar storm water

~,, criteria. >> Phase 1 industrial facilities not listed as
priority category in MS4 permits

~"0" ¯ I ¯ Comparable criteria for >> Other types of commercial and state/
=,* wet regions, e.g., Pacific federal facilities are not listed as priorityI2~,,,,=,~ I Northwest is higher, category in MS4 permits

¯ >1 Ecologically Sensitive Areas is a priority
category in city of Long Beach MS4 permit

Staff Analysis
(continued) Conclusion

Anti-degradat on Policy Prohibits New Why Now?
Development ¯ A decade since first implementation
ii Storm water permits are means to attain ¯ Public and media awareness

TMDLs for impaired waters. ¯ Science has progressed
>1 NPDES permits authorize conditions on ¯ Specificity aids BMP sizing and design

new development but not prohibition ¯ Give effect to BMP List adopted by Board
¯ Permit requires implementation now

Issue and Analysis Issue and Analysis

Regulatory authority Numerical Mitigation Measure
)) Regional Board may "require controls to reduce the Unfunded Mandatedischarge of pollutants ... and such other provisions

... determines appropriate.." 33 U.S.C. 342(p)(B)(iii) ¯ State Constitution provision does not cover permits
issued imposing federal requirements~ EPA’s Interim Permitting Policy authorizes "more

specific conditions or limitations to be incorporated ¯ Exempt where the "statute implemented a federal
into storm water permits as necessary and law or regulation and resulted in costs mandated
appropriate" 61 Fed. Register 43761 by the Federal government, Govt. Code 17556(c)

¯Administering agency accorded high degree of
deference in areas of law they regulate. Chevron v.
NRDC (1984) 467 U.S. 837

R0070176 5
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/
ST~A~ U~ STO~ATER ~GA~ON~S

.

The SUSN~ gu.idelines a.~ not ~ yet but may be as early as the rt’gkmal
heari~ on ~-pt~,mb~r 16, 199~.
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1. Regional Board authority to adop% ~J~ proposed sUSRp.

Regional BOard Order NO. 96-054 (| Waste Dis~mrge

Requireaents for~unioipol Stone Water ~ld Urban Runoff

Dis~arqes Within tJte County of Lo~ Anqeles| ) requlres, that

each of the Per~tt!~es develop an Urban 8toraWater

Mitigation Plml following the

Executive Officer, (Part Ill.&., at Page 31.) The proposed

action would adopt ~hs ~odel, or Stan~rd Stor~Water

Mitigation Plan for the Per~ittees to follow.

AI~J~O~/h Oz~r No. 96-054 provides that l~ha ~xe~utive

officer has ~~ity ~ a~~ ~e ~1 ~~, as

~~, ~e c~t ~~al iS ~ a~ ~e ~ i~if to

oonsider ~£ng ~e ~S at ~ ~~ ~ti~.

The proposed SUS~PSwould require, inter a~la, (a) that

the Permittees provide Eor runoff ret~mtlon and (b) that

they comply with specified numerical llmlt~. Theme

requirements a~e l~sed upon the s~aff~m aPplioatio~ of

R0070189
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(ii) shall ~nclude a requir~sen~ to e£fectlvsly ~rohibit
nu~-stora wa~er disohar~es into sto~ mrs; and

(ii~) shall require oontrols to reduce the disuhar~e of
pollut~nts tO ~hs ~axhn~ extent pra~doable, including
~neqe~t ~ra~t~es, oo~trol techniques and system, design
and.enqtneer~ng~ethods, ......

i
control of -,~h _~o_llu_~qt~.s [section 402(p)(3)(B), US~
section 1342(p)(3)(B), e~hasis added.]

The proposal~is an effort to~et these requtreaents. In a

1992 deoisio~, the U.S. Corot of AIN~eals for the Ninth

Circuit (NPJ~_v. us E~, 966 F. ad 1292) ~nterpreted the

above language as Prov~d!ng~JleAd~tn~strator or ~he State

wi~h a subst~ntlal a~ount of diS~Tet£on=

I [t}he language in ~bove, requires the

EPA on ~at~ers ~uch ~ ~i~, ~ ~A ~s ~u~li~ a
reasoned e~l~tion of its ~i~.E

R0070190
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The ~SIIP3 i~OpoSal is an effo~c to mt the CIIA ~on

402(p) ~~ ~ ~ s~ft ~a ~vi~ a i re~on~

SU~S r~r~~ are ~II wi~n ~e R~i~l ~ard’s

au~or~ty ~

2-Compllanob with the California gnv£rormen~.al Quality Act.

R0070191
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The City Of Los Angeles has requested the |Regional

Board’s analysts of the potential ~-ltl-aed~a environ~ntal

impacts f~m the l~ropomed req~ire~ent ~ (i.e. the Cal1~or~ia

Envirormmntal qttalityAo~ domumn~atlon and supporting

Infor~atlon developed for this spe~Iflc disoretionary

regulatory a~tlon.| The proposed a~tlon is a~quire~ent

of Order No. 96-0~4. T~le issuance of the o~der itself, and

~he requlr-~ents ~on~alned An ilia order, are exempt fro~

CgQA doounen~atto~ has been prepared for this p~oposal.

Nonetheless, the staff has prepared prellalnary ooet-beneflt

analyses and the~e can be provided.

3. A Party~mmnted that insuffio~ent notice has been

provide~ to the publlo re~ardinq ~his ~atter.

As noted above, this proposal ls An co~ltan~e with the

requirements of Order No. 96-054. ,The ~tor~ Water Permit

uontemplatee that the Exe~u~Ive Offl~er ~ould approve the

susMPs. The origlnal SUS~PS proposal was imuea to the

ptlbLiG o~ XR2~, 1999. WhAle the only applicable legal

notice requirelmnt is 10 days (Govt. Code Section 11125),

the Regtor~l BOard staff has provided 30 days public notice

of the no, tried version.

4. I~plenen~ation D~te.

Order No. 96-054 ~cmte~plates that i~plenem~atton of the

SUSNPS requtrenents comic, no la~er~hat July 30, 1999.

R0070192
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Plea~e l~t ~e ~noe IZ ~are are a~dltlonal o~ments

that need to be addressed.
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STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN8

The calculation to determine ~he equivalent cr~tedon using ~he percent vtWume caplure

quality Veatment volume meltK~ and the 85~ percent~e rainfal eve~, ~’eaixnent volt.he
for Los Angeles County (0.75 in~). The unit barn s~orage volumes were det~rr ined
horn ~he Califo~nla Stormwml~r BMP H~ndbook- Indusl]tal/Commerce, Pg. D7.

(0) For 90 percent annua~ runoff volume captLre for 40 hours

=~ Unit basin storage volume = 0.075 ac-fl/ac

= 0.075 ac-ft/ac x 5.51 ac
= 0.4133 ~
=  e,oo  = g/.

(b) For85 percent annual runoff volume capM~ for 40 houri

~ Unitbasinstofage~e=0.06ac.ft/ac ~f, D :~’~’ 0. 0~"

~ Requlredslomgevolume =Un~bas~storagaxAma~sit~
- 0.06 ao-Wac x 5.51 ac

- 14,401 ~ = 107,719 gal.

Required storage volume - Unit bl~n ~torag~ x Area o~ sit=
= 0.0~ ao-lt/ac x 5.51 e¢

1                              R0070198
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Step 4. Select BMPs

The most ~ot’t.effective BMP scenario is sea�cirri using Worksheet 2 in Chapter 3. The first
step in settiag ~ Woes, sheet 2 is ~ detez~tine the aventge annual pollt~nt loa~in8 from the
site prior to development (Le, pastm~ with no BMPs), the atma~l polluta~t load increase chae to
the develot~am~L and the average ammal pollutant loading trader each of the three BMP
scemitios idem£fied in Step 3. The purpose is to �omlmre lm’ojeO~i non-point $ourc~ pollutant
io.~d~ before trot ~ development in order to iflent~ the load reductions that could M
ac.hi¢ved by placing different BMP olxiot~. The NXJRP data and/Or other local ~cudies could
be used for pollutant load estimate, runoff eatimam,, or removal

For this example, ~llutant loads were simulated usi~ tiae Camp Dresser & McKee inc.
(CDM) Watta~h~ Managetl3eat Model (WMM). WMM is a sl~eadsheet-based tool for ~
and/or masonal load evaluations based on the methodology outlined in tI~ Guidance Manual
for the Prepara. ti0n of Part 1.o.f the NPDES Permit Al~lication f~. Di .$gl, lar~ from Mtmicipa]
~e~mT~e_ Storm Sewer_$,Cstems, EPA, 1991. F.MCs and imlxtvious values for WMM are
shown ia Table 2. These are based upon NURP data and CDM experience. For WMM.
ammal rtmoff volumes for the pervious/’~ous areas in each land use cat¢gory are
calculated by multiplying t~ average antmal rainfall volume by a runoff coefficient. A runoff
¢oe~cient of 0.9 is ty~cally used for impervious areas (i.e.. 90 lx’rcent of the rainfall is
assumed to be converted to runoff f~m tim impervious Raction of eacla land use). A lxa-vious
area runoff coefficient of 0.15 is typically aseO. The total average aroma1 surface tamog from
a given land use L is calculated by weighting the impervious and 13etwious area Amoff factors ~
for ea~la land use c~tegory as follows:

R~=[G+(G’C’)1MPLI’I

~, Where: Pc. = total average ammal surface nmof~ frvm land use L (in/w) --~
~ IMPt. = f’tactional imlmrvioustmss of land use L fa’om T~ble 2

I = long-term avetagt ammal ~ecipitation (’m/.vr)
~ = pervious area rtmoff coefficient = 0.15
Cz = impervious area nmoff coefficient = 0.90

~ tiM gstmrates nonpoint sottt’ee pollution loads (exlxt~s~d as llrdy-r) treat vary by land
~ imrrce~t imlx~ious~ess asso~iat, d wi~ eac~ lamt use. ~ pollmJon loading

~. is comlmtrd for lind ~.~ L by tlz following ~p~atio~’

Whe~: Mt ,, loading factor for land use L (lb/yr)
~ EMC~ event mean ~xmcena-alion or" rtmo~ from la~ use L (mg/L);

EMCt. varies by iami me and by pollm~t

K ,~ 0.2266, a trait ctmve~ioe c.otmant ~0070199& = atta of land use L (acres).

a’he lm0s are then smnmed for a given area or scenario to lxoduce summary results without

loads.



Table 2

Event Mean Concentrations And Impervious Percentages
Assigned For The Watershed Managemen! Model

...... Oxygen Demand & Sediment ..... Nuu, ien|s .... | leavy Melals
Land Use Percen! BOD COD "rss; TDS TP SP TKN NO23 Pb Cu Zn Cd

¯ I,npervious mg/L, mg/L mg!L mg/L mgjL mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mglL mg/L rag/!!
FoRsl]Open ...            0.5% 8.0 51 216 1O0 0.23 0.06 1.36 0.73 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Agricullure/Paslul¢ "0,5% 8,0 51 216 IO0 0.23i 0.06 1~36 0.73 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(~ropland .... 0.5% 8.0 51 216 100 0.23 0.06 1.36 0.73 0.00 0.00 ’ 0.00 0.00
LoW Dcngil] Resideulial..    iO.0g 10.8 83 140 100 0,4"/ 0.I6 2.35 0.96 0. I 8 0.05 0.1.8. 0.00~

�~ Medium Densily ....
, Residential 30.0% 10,8 83 140 100 0.47 0.16 2.35 0.96 0.18. 0.05 0.18 0.002
~" High Den[ity Residential 50.0% 10.Sl 8~ fii~ 100 0.47 0. i 6 2.35 0.9~ 0. ! 8 0.05 0.18 0.002

Commen:ia 90.0% 9.7 61 91 100 0.24 0.10 1.28 [ 0.63! 0.13 0.04 0~33 0.002
Office/Ligh~ Industrial ...... 70.0% 9,7[ 61 91 100 0~24 0.10 1.28; 0.63: 0.13 " 0.~4 0.33 . O.0D21
He,~,1 Industrial 80.0% 9.7 61 91 100 0.24 O. 10 1~28 0.63 0,13 0.04 0.33 ¯0.002

;o     Water 100.0% 3.0 22 26 100i 0.03;, 0.01 ....... 0.60 0~60 ’ 0.00 .... 0.00 O. 11 0.000
o Wedmd’s 03% 8.0 5t 216 100i 0.23 0.06 1.36:’0.73 0.00 0.0(I 0.00 0.00~lo [Maj0rHighway 900%[ 9,7 103 142 100 0.44 0.17 1.78 0.83 0~53 0.05 0.37 0.002

Source: EPA. 1983 and CDM exL~rience
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B
Ventura Countywide
S torm water Quality
Management Program

Participating Ascnc~es

September 13, 1999
camarillo

California Itegional Wat~ Quality control Board, Los Angeles ft~gionCounty of’V~lttlra
320 W. 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Subject: Regional Beard Staff Recommendation - No~iee of I~,blie Hearing -
Cea~leratiea of Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan,

Moorp~ Submitted for Approval ~o the Executive Offlr, er Under the Los
Angeles Ceanty Municipal Stem Water Permit

Dear ~r,

Attached ~ ~ docum©nt that d~c~ib~ tl~ m~hodology ~ to develop tha ~ppro~ch ~o~
desig~ of both volum~t~c and ~ow-b~ u~mcm ~ntrol ~t Man~,~-~t

po~ Hae~mc G~idelines for Land Development.

This methodology has been su~y utilized in the design ofBMPs 3n new
san 8u~mra development projects throughout Veatura County. A great deal oftimv and energy was

put into development of these standards and it has been determined thal they are
comparable to those listed in the subject dooument.

Santa Pauia

We therefore ask that you appropriately include the following addition~l third option for

simi Valley derivation of numerical mitigation measures.
3. umt ba,vin ~ora~ volume de,~gn bas~ on 70~ cg~a’e of annual nmoff and flo~
based design criteria based on 10~ of tl~ pea~ 50-y~ar fl~ rate fro~.,

Thous~ Oak~ areas calculated u~ng standard flood control ~drology.

If you have any questions or need additional L, formation, please c.all r~¯. at (805) 654-
venawa co~e! 2040 or Vidd Musgrove at (805) 654-505 l
Flood Control
Disu-i~

Very truly yours,

Alex Shcydayi, Chair
Management Committee
Ventura Countywide Stormwater Quality Management Program

~) L #~60o, see South viola Av~e, Venture, CA ~3009 R0070202
(805) 654-2002 FAX {805) 654-2424 ~
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Stormwater Treatment
A Design Approach for

Volumetric and Flow Based
Best Management Practices

Prepared by
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc.

Jeffrey D. Endicott, P.E.
Donald J. Schroeder, P.E.

Larry A. Roesner, Ph.D., P.E.

General Theory for Volumetric Controls

of slowly moving or quiescent water, those sedingnts have a chance to fall out of

~f this ph~omm~ ~zple ~ in vohanc~e ~rol~ such as detention basins can I~: an eff~tiv~
tmatm~ mechanism for stormwater nmoff. However, for very fine particles, other fiu~ors nmy come into
play, and eve~ m motionless water, particles may rgmmin susignded indefinitely. Therc~re, ther~ is a

A ~ fair also affects sedinu~ removal by settla~ andis m|ated to the gquence in which storms
enlgr the basin. If a basin has ac, hance to ~npty c~3pletely from otg storm event before tt~: ~ ~,

introduce. First, the ~ volume of the basin available to capture wa~ from the mgot~d event is
redu~ by the reskhud volum~ from the first ever. Heuc~ an ~ (basra ~ ex~d) is more

remove a mix of settleabte matm~ that is ~ less prime to settling.

flows are held~ the more likely it is that ~ will occur. It is ~ L-nportant to ~tttempt to size

h~sic principle is that a balan~ of factors ~ rmnova~ effecfivcne~.

R0070203
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~ xince wa~r hekl over a period of days a]nmst in~,viW.bly resul~ in in~r ev~ mixing, and removal
does no~ oc~r. In fact, inter ~ent eff~ts conmxmly becom~ qui~ significant ff b~in mi~ ~ I~
~um 2 to 3 days, xince rainf~ frequea~-y is typically of ~ order during smnny p~’icds, l-lo~er, ~
water for Ires than I day m problmntti¢ fromtho stmtdpoi~ ofwsmr quality itap~ $i~ for typical
siz~ and depflm avail~ble fm basd~ dur~icm oflcss dmn ap~y 2 days n~ fl~ opportunity to

Exp~mce shov~ th~ c~~ ~ in fl~ mn~ o~ 24 to 48 hou~ are Iil~y ~> provi~ the

~o achieve ~i~¢~y long~r de~ntica 6m~. I~ ~ b~ ~ th~ ~ �onoq~t of d~m/ic,~ time is c~ly
~I ~t c~e par~io.dar ~ ~ and runoff volume~ whil© in ~emality, rtmoff volum~ ~d pa~r~

40-hour ~ when th~ basra is ~II, d~ av~rag~ ~ over all storms i~ ~k~- W be
clout to 24 hours. The California BMP Hmxlbo~k (Municipal) dc~rib~ a ~ approach for basin

Origin of G~llfomi~ BMP Fl~ndbook (Muni¢ip~l) Grlteri~ for Volum~ri¢ Controls
The California 8MP l-hmdbook (Mtmi~ip~) ~ w~e d~-v~loped as fotlows, l~a.~d ~m a ~ of the

long term hourly rainfall records w~re ~ by th~ project testa hydr~logists as being n~~ivc of

the I~ ~a~dons analyzed, th~ rainfall ~s6cs of~ix of the ~icm we~ similar to anothe~ st~m in rite se~

hydrol~ic/wl~ ~ for ~he m~e. TI~ ar~ ~aown ~d d~u~bed in Appmdix D of ~ California

sim~ of numff ~ ~xamin~ ~ rite US. Army Corps of Engineer’ SWn~, Tmnmm~
Overflow l~unoff Modal (STORM). STORM is a hydrolo~c mod~l th~ ~ a ~ ~’z’i~ ofhoudy

shown in Appmdix D of th~ ~ BMP Handbook (Mumcipai), and ar~ ate:bed for r ~ermc~. Th~
~ used in ~h~ STOI~M modali~ for this ~on ~ a 40-Ix~r d~wdowa ~ ini~ia~

It is worthwhi~ to tram dim ~tlm ~ the California BM~ Handbook (Muaicip~) was pttptr~ ¯ strim
of STORM rims ~-r. al~o mad~ for th~ sam~ �~nditimm ami statioas not~ ~, ~ m~ a 24 ~
fail.than a 40 hour dmwdown. Th~ rtsultant ~in tt~uiredbasin vohmm ringed f,.’om otdy 10w
20 p~x~.

~~"~’~ ’~ R0070~04
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Suggested Flow-Based BMP Design Criteria

flow from smatl ~Umas will re~lt in ~ of-, ~bf, am:ial majorit3’ of all rumff from a paxtictdar

be that which will result in the peak rate of runoff fiom a faxm of giv~ imettdty, and is ~i m ~ ~©

target perveat captun~ rate,, which will typically be on the ocder ofa 6 month or I y~r storm,

(for impervious areas) of ~ peak 50 year flow calcula~l using smnda~ flood euutroi hydx~lo~. Thi~
suggested desisn sumdard aad multipti~" can be ~ th.,x~Sh a thoroush input from local :~ood �~uu~

level.
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Stormwater Qua~

Fre~ ~ D~k el..,

R0070208
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Traditional Drainage

to

Stormwater Qua!ity Drainage
¯ Surface drainage to

detention basin
¯ Example project

-

- ,st~le F~n~J Residence
¯ 22.7 ~c
¯ 23% impendou~ area

- Ru~otf Coeflk:tent
¯ impe~ous = 0.9
¯ per~ietm -- 0.15

1

R0070209
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Typical Basin Parameters

¯ Detention Basin Design
- 40 ~’s drawdown time
- bottom width - 30 ft minimum
- L:W ratio 2:1 minimum
- sk~e slope 3:1 or flatter

Basin Sizing Criteria

¯ Venture County Method
-- Water Environment Federation Method
- Los Angeles County Method

2

R0070210
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NOU-- 17-1999 17=43                                                                              P.04

Ventura County Method

¯ Modeled after CA BMP Handbooks
¯ Target "70% annual ~ptum"
¯ Example Project

_ Vb -- 20,038 fP = 0.46 ac-fl
- Basin Dimensions

¯ W= 601t
. L= 120fl
¯ D=41t
¯ 2:--3

WEF Method

¯ Modeled after Urban Runoff Quality
Management

¯ Target "85~ percentile 24-hr runoff event
determined as the maximized capture storm
water volume for the area"

¯ Example Project
- V~(~..~) = 15,497 fP = 0.36
- V~i~me) "- 19,468 fP = 0.45 ac-fl
- Basin Dimensions (W x L x D), z---3

¯ event capture ra~ (54’ x108’ x4")
¯ volume Cal:~Um ratio (~O’x 120’ x4~

3
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LA County Method
¯ Target "historical-record based reference 24-

hr rainfall criterion (0.75" for LA County area)
that achieves the same or greater reduction
in pollutant loads achieved by the 85~
percentile 24-hr runoff event"

¯ Example Project
- vb = 20,255 fP = 0.46 ac-ft
- Basin Dimensions

¯ W=60fl
¯ L = 120tt
¯ D=4~
¯7--3

Basin Size Summary

Conclusion - For example project, these methods
produce generally similar results

4
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region

\Vinston H. Hickox 320 W. 4th Street. Suite 200. Los Angeles. CA 90013 Gra) Davis

TO: Los Angeles CounD" Municipal Storm Water and Urban RunoffNPDES Permittees
Long Beach Municipal Storm Water and Urban RunoffNPDES Permittees
Interested Parties

FROM: Dennis A. Dickerson
Executive Officer ’ "°

DATE: December 7, 1999

SUBJECT: Proposed Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan and Supporting Regional
Board Resolution

On September 16th. at the Regional Board meeting. I advised the Regional Board that additional time to
develop a revised Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan proposal would be in the best interest to
ensure that the proposal were more fully documented and supported by the record. At that time, 1
indicated that Regional Board staffwould develop a revised proposal at the earliest opportunity but
probably not less than 90 days later. This proposal has been developed and is beingnoticed through this
memorandunl to Permittees and Interested Parties. The proposal is also being mailed and placed on the
Regional Board’s Internet \vebsite.

The proposed Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plata is designed to ensure that storm water
pollution is addressed in one of the most effective ways possible, i.e., by incorporating Best Management
Practices (BMPs) in the design phase of new development and redevelopment. The proposal also
provides for numerical design standards to ensure that storm water runoff is managed for water quality
concerns in addition to flood protection and that pollutants carried by storm water are retained and not
delivered to waterways.

The proposed Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plata adds two additional categories for controls,
parking Ic’ts and environmentally sensitive areas. The proposal also attempts to respond to various
concerns by incorporating provisions that allow for flexibility thereby recognizing that a single
numerical standard may not be appropriate in every case. Also, the proposed Standard Urban Storm
Water Mitigation Plan has taken the original language offered by the Principal Permittee and eliminates
much of the duplication allowing for a more concise and understandable document.

A Tentative Resolution is also being offered to the Regional Board for their consideration at the January’
6. 2000 Board Meeting. This Tentative resolution acknowledges the structure of both the Los Angeles
and Long Beach Municipal Storm Water Permits by allowing the Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plan approval to be accomplished by the Executive Officer for the Los Angeles permit while
the Regional Board itself would approve the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan pursuant to
the City of Long Beach permit. If adopted by the Regional Board, the Tentative resolution would
approve the Long Beach Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan while encouraging the Executive
Officer to approve the Los Angeles Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan. In addition, the
Regional Board is being asked to adopt the numerical design standards as the minimum standards for
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,-~ Permittees and Interested Parties - 2 - December 7, 1999

post-construction BMPs required by the statewide general permit for construction activity for
construction projects in the Los Angeles Region.

The September 16, 1999 public hearing was lengthy with many commentors. It is understood that many
interested parties \\-ill again wish to speak before the Regional Board. In an effort to ensure that the
Regional Board is provided with a comprehensive understanding of the concerns associated with this
proposal, special arrangements for the presentation of comments are being considered. Specific details
on the presentation arrangements for the Janua~’ 6th Board meeting will be provided in the regular
agenda notice. Interested parties are encouraged to contact the Executive Officer to suggest
consolidation of comments from many’ parties into a more comprehensive presentation \vith an extended
time limit.

lfvou represent a Permittee or other interested part)’, it \vould be helpfid that by December 20, 1999 y’ou
would coordinate \vith other co-interested individuals and notify this office of (l) lead designated
speaker: (2) amount of time needed by the lead speaker: and (3) your request for time for additional
speakers and the identity of such additional speakers. The Board will announce tile amount of time
a\ ailable for the submission of oral comments in this matter and for discussion among the Board
members in the formal notice of the Board’s agenda. Upon receipt of the abo\e information, tile staff
x~ ill recommend an allotment of time for all interested parties, based upon the information received.
Parties \vho have not submitted the requested infomlation \rill be provided any remaining time follox\ing
allotment.

CC: Regional Board Members
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY URBAN RUNOFF AND STORSI WATER NPDES PER~MIT

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

BACKGROUND
The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
\Vater Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996. requires the development and
implementation of a program addressing storm ,‘vater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects. The same requirements are applicable to the City of Long Beach under its
separate municipal storm water permit, which was issued on June 30. 1999.

The requirement to implement a program for development planning is based on. federal and state
statutes including: Section 402 (p) of the Clean Water Act, Section 6217 of the Coastal Zone
Act Reauthorization Amendments of 1990 ("CZARA"), and the California Water Code. The
Clean \Vater Act amendments of 1987 established a framework for regulating storm water
discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under the NPDES program.
The primary objectives of the municipal storm water program requirements are to:

¯ Effecti\ ely prohibit non-storm water discharges, and
¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from storm water conveyance systems to the Maximum Extent Practicable.

The Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
municipal storm water program to address storm water pollution from new Development and
Redevelopment by the private sector. This SUSMP contains a list of the minimum required Best
Management Practices (BMPs) that must be used for a designated project. Additional BMPs
may be required by ordinance or code adopted by the Permittee and applied generally or on a
case by case basis. This SUSMP applies to projects that are Priority Projects (Discretionary
Projects) as defined by the NPDES Permit. The Permittees are required to use this SUSMP to
de.velop their own citywide SUSMP. Developers must incorporate appropriate SUSMP
requirements into their, project plans. Each Permittee ,,’,,ill approve an Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plan as part of the development process and prior to issuing building and grading
permits for the projects covered by the SUSMP requirements.

Discretionary projects, that fall into one of seven categories are identified in the NPDES Permit
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as requiring SUSMPs. These categories are:

Single-Family Hillside Residences
100,000 Square Foot Commercial Developments
Automotive Repair Shops
Retail Gasoline Outlets
Restaurants
Home Subdivisions with >10 housing units*

* (Note: this category is tv,,o separate categories in the NPDES Permit)

The Regional Board Executive Officer has designated two additional categories subject to
SUSMP requirements. These categories are:                                    ~

Location adjacent to or discharging to an env ronmentally sensitive area, and
Parking lot 5.000 square feet or more or with 25 or more parking spaces and potentialli’ exposed to storm water
runoff

DEFINITIONS
"’Greater than (>) 9 unit home subdivision" means any’ subdivision being developed for 10 or
more 10 single-family or multi-family dwelling units.

"100.000 Square Foot Commercial Development" means Developments based on total
impermeable area, including parking areas, as opposed to lot size or building footprint.

"’Retail Gasoline Outlet" means a facility primarily’ engaged in selling gasoline and lubricating
oils. These establishments frequently’ sell other merchandise, such as tires, batteries, and
automobile parts. Frequently’. these establishments also perform minor automotive repair work.
Gasoline stations combined with other activities, such as grocery’ stores, convenience stores, or
car wash facilities, are classified according to the primary activity.

"’Hillside" means property’ located in an area with "known erosive soil conditions, where the
development contemplates grading on any’ natural slope and where grading contemplates cut or
fill slopes.

"’Automotive Repair Shop" means a facility that is categorized in any one of the following
Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codes: 5013, 5014, 5541, 7532-7534, or 7536-7539.
Exceptions do apply’ for SIC codes 5013, 5014, and 5541. For SIC code 5013. if the business
has no outside storage of any recycled oil or other hazardous substances, it is not included. For
SIC code 5014, if the business does not engage in any repair work, it is not included. For SIC
code 5541. if the business does not engage in any onsite repair work, it is not included.

"Restaurant" means a facility’ that sells prepared foods and drinks for consumption, including
stationary lunch counters and refreshment stands selling p~epared foods and drinks for immediate
consumption. (SIC code 5812)
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"’Parking Lot" means land area or facility for the parking of commercial or business or private
motor vehicles.

"’Environmentally Sensitive Area" means an area designated as an Area of Special Biological
Significance by the State \Vater Resources Control Board or an area designated as a Significant
Natural Area by the California Resources Agenc.v or an area designated as an area of Ecological
Significance by the County of Los Angeles.

"Best Management Practice (BMP)" means any program, technology, process, siting criteria.
operational methods or measures, or engineered systems, which when implemented prevent,
control, remove, or reduce pollution.

"Source Control BMP" means any schedules of activities, prohibitions of practices, maintenance
procedures.., managerial practices or operational practices that aim to prevent storm water
pollution by reducing the potential for contamination at the source of pollution.

"Treatment Control BMP" means any engineered system designed to remove pollutants by
simple gravity settling of particulate pollutants, filtration, biological uptake, media adsorption or
any other physical, biological, or chenaical process.

"Structural BMP" means any structural facility designed and constructed to mitigate the adverse
impacts of storm water and urban runoff pollution (e.g. canopy, structural enclosure). The
category may include both treatment control BMPs and source control BMPs.

"’Treatment" means the application of engineered systems that use physical, chemical, or
biological processes to remove pollutants. Such processes include, but are not limited to,
filtration, gravity settling, media adsorption, biodegradation, biological uptake, chemical
oxidation and UV radiation.

’qnfihration’" means the downward entry of water into the surface of the soil.

"Directly Connected Impervious Area (DCIA)" means the area covered by pavement, building
and other impervious surfaces which drain directly into the storm drain without first flowing
across pervious areas (e.g. lawns).

"New Development" means land disturbing activities; structural development, including
construction or installation of a building or structure, creation of impervious surfaces; and land
subdivision.

Redevelopment" means, on an already developed site, the creation or addition of impervious
surfaces: the expansion of a building footprint or addition or replacement of a structure;
structural development including an increase in gross floor area and/or exterior construction or
remodeling: replacement of impervious surface that is not part of a routine maintenance activity:
land disturbing activities related with structural or impervious surfaces.
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"’Discretionary Project" means a project which requires the exercise of judgement or deliberation
when the public agency or public body" decides to approve or disapprove a particular activity, as
distinguished from situations \vlaere the public agency or body merely." has to determine whether
there has been confornaitv with applicable statutes, ordinances, or regulations.

CONFLICTS \VITH LOCAL PRACTICES
\Vhere provisions of the SUSMP requirements conflici vdth established local codes . (e.g..
specific language of signage used on storm drain stenciling), the Permittee may continue the
local practice and modify the SUSMPs contained herein to be consistent with the code, except
where those practices would defeat or circumvent the intent of the SUSMP requirements.

SI_S: IP PROVISIONS APPLICABLE TO ALL CATEGORIES

1. PEAK STORM \VATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed estimated pre-
development levels for developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate may
result in a foreseeable increased potential for downstream erosion.

2. CONSERVE.NATU1L&L AREAS

If applicable, the following items are required and must be implemented in the site layout during
the subdivision design and approval process, consistent with applicable General Plan and Local
Area Plan policies:

¯ Exery effor~ shall be made to concentrate or cluster development on portions of a site while leaving the
remaining land in a natural undisturbed condition.

¯ Limit clearing and grading of native vegetation at a site to the minimum amount needed to build lots, allow
access, and provide fire protection.

¯ Maximize trees and other vegetation at each site by planting additional vegetation, clustering tree areas, and
promoting the use of native and/or drought tolerant plants. Wherever practical, promote natural vegetation by
using parking lot islands and other landscaped areas.

¯ Preserve riparian areas and wetlands.

3. MINISIIZE STORM WATER POLLUTANTS OF CONCERN

Storm water runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids,
metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the. stormwater conveyance system. The
development must be designed so as to minimize, to the maximum extent practicable , the
introduction of pollutants of concern that may result in significant impacts, generated from site
runoff of directly connected impervious areas (DCIA), to the storm water conveyance system as
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approved bv tlae building official. Pollutants of concern, as defined by the Permit, consist of any
pollutants that exhibit one or more of the following characteristics: current loadings or historic
deposits of the pollutant are impacting the beneficial uses of a receiving water, elevated levels of
the pollutant are found in sediments of a receiving water and/or have the potential to
bioaccumulate in organisms therein, or the detectable inputs of the pollutant are at a level high
enough to be considered potentially toxic to humans and/or flora and fauna.

In meeting this specific.requirement, "minimization of the pollutants of concern’" will require the
incorporation of a BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of
pollutant loadings in that runoff to the Maximum Extent Practicable. Those BMPs best suited
for that purpose are those listed in the California Storm Water Best Management Practices
Hcmdbooks: Caltrans Storm Water QualiO, Handbook. Planning and Design Staff Guide;
o\icmual for Storm II’ater Management in Washington State: The Ma~3,1and Stormwater Design
Mamml: Florida Development Manual: A Guide to Sound Land and Water Management: and
Guidance S]~ec!~,ing Management Measures for Sources of :Vonpoint Pollution in Coastal
II’a~ers . USEPA Report No. EPA-840-B-92-002. as "’likel.v to have significant impact"
beneficial to water quality for targeted pollutants that are of concern at the site in question..

Examples of BMPs that can be used for naininaizing the introduction of pollutants of concern
generated fiom site runoff are identified in Table 2. Any BMP not specifically approved by the
Regional Board in Resolution No. 99-03, "Approving Best Management Practices for Municipal
Storm \Vater and Urban Runoff Programs in Los Angeles County", for development planning
may be used if they have been recommended in one of the above references.

4. PROTECT SLOPES AND CHANNELS

If applicable, project plans must include BMPs consistent with local codes and ordinances to
decrease the potential of slopes and/or channels from eroding and impacting storm water runoff:

¯ Convex runoff safely from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.
¯ S~abilize permanent channel crossings.
¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.
¯ Install energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of new storm drains, culverts, conduits, or channels that

enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable specifications to minimize erosion, with the approval of
all agencies with jurisdiction, e.g.. the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the California Department of Fish
and Game

5. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.
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* All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the project area must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such
as: "’NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and’or ~raphical icons to discouraae ille~al dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and’or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be posted at public
access points along channels and creeks within the project area.

¯ Legibilit5 of stencils and signs must be maintained.

6. PROPERLY DESIGN OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

Outdoor material storage areas refer to storage areas or storage facilities solely for the storage of
materials.
Improper storage of materials outdoors may provide an opportunity for toxic compounds, oil and
grease, heavy metals, nutrients, suspended solids, and other pollutants to enter the stormwater
conveyance system. \Vhere proposed project plans include outdoor areas for storage of materials
that may contribute pollutants to the stormwater convevance system, the following structural
BMPs are required:

¯ Areas \~ here materials are to be stored must be: (1) placed in an enclosure such as, but not limited to, a cabinet.
shed, or similar structure that prevents contact with runoffor spillage to the storm water conveyance system: or
(2) protected by secondary containment structures such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently irnpervious to contain leaks and spills.
¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of stormwater within the

secondar\ containment area.

7. PROPERLY DESIGN TRASH STORAGE AREAS

A trash storage area refers to an area where a trash receptacle or receptacles are located for use as
a repository for solid wastes.
Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All trash container areas must meet the following strttctural
B.\IP requirements:

¯ Trasi’3 container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around the area(s).
¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

8. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

hnproper maintenance is one of the most common reasons why water quality controls will not
function as designed or which may cause the system to fail entirely. It is important to consider
who ,,’,ill be responsible for maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to
perform the maintenance properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included.
or is required to include, treatment control BMPs in project plans, the Permittee shall require
that the applicant provide verification of maintenance provisions through such means as may be
appropriate, including, but not limited to legal agreements, covenants, CEQA mitigation
requirements and!or Conditional Use Permits.
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)       For all properties, this verification will include the developer’s signed statement, as part of its
project application, accepting responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the
property is transferred and. where applicable, a signed agreement from the public entity assuming
responsibility for structural BMP maintenance. This transfer of property must have conditions
requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for maintenance of an)’ treatment control BMPs
to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that property, and will be the owner’s
responsibility. For residential properties where the treatment control BMPs are located within a
common area v,’hich ’,’,’ill be maintained by a homeov,-ner’s association, language regarding the
responsibility for maintenance must be included in the projects conditions, covenants and
restrictions (CC&R’s). Printed educational materials will be required to accompany the first
deed transfer to highlight the existence of the requirement and to provide information on v,’hat
stormwater management facilities are present, signs that maintenance is needed, how the
necessary maintenance can be performed, and assistance that the Permittee can provide. It will
also encourage the transfer of this information with subsequent sale of the property.

If treatment control BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the Count)’ or other
appropriate public agency. Treatment control BMPs proposed for transfer must meet design
standards adopted bv the public entity for the BMP installed and should be approved by the
County or other appropriate public agency prior to its installation.

9. DESIGN STANDARDS FOR TREATMENT CONTROL BMPS

Treatment control BMPs selected for use at ant,’ project covered by this SUSMP shall meet the
design standards of this Section unless specifically exempted.

Post-construction Treatment Control BMPs shall be designed to:

A. n:i.’,i2.ate (infiltrate or treat) storm water runoff from either:

1.each runoff event up to and including the 85’~ percentile 24-hour runoff event determined as the
maximized capture storm water volume for the area, from the formula recommended in Urban Runoff
QualiO, Management, WEF Mamml of Practice No. 23/ ASCE Mamml of Practice No. 87, (1998), or

2.the volume of annual runoff based on unit basin storage water quality volume, to achieve 85 percent or
more volume treatment by the method recommended in California Stormwater Best Management
Practices Handbook - h~dustrial/ Commercial, (1993), or

3.the volume of runoff produced from each and every storm event up to and including 0.75 inch of
rainfall, prior to its discharge to a storm water conveyance system, or

4.the volume of runoff produced from each and every storm event up to and including a historical-record
based reference 24-hour rainfall criterion for "’treatment" (0.75 inch average for the Los Angeles County
area) that achieves approximately the same reduction in pollutant loads achieved by the 85’~ percentile
24-hour runoff event,
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AND

B. control peak flow discharge to provide stream channel and over bank flood protection, based
on flow design criteria selected by the local agency.

The area of roofing surfaces may be excluded from the total area for calculation of rainfall or
runoff volume to be treated provided:

a. the roofing materials ‘‘\’ill not be a source of pollutants of concern in storm water, and

b. storm water from the roofing surfaces is diverted directly to a storm v,ater conveyance
system, and

c. roof based exhaust systems, vents, filters, and air pollution control devices ‘‘‘‘ill not
present a significant source of pollutants of concern in storm water, and

d. the storm water conveyance system does not directly or indirectly discharge to a natural
stream or unlined channel or channel segment scheduled for restoration.

Exclusions

Restaurants. ,,’,’here the land area for development or redevelopment is less than 5,000 square
feet. are excluded from the requirements of this Section.

10. PROVISIONS APPLICABLE TO INDIVIDUAL PRIORITY PROJECT
CATEGORIES

A. 100,000 SOUARE FOOT COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENTS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN LOADING/UNLOADING DOCK AREAS

koadin~.,’unloading dock areas have the potential for material spills to be quickly transported to
the storm water convey’ance system. To minimize this potential, the following design criteria are
required:

¯ Cover loading dock areas or design drainage to minimize run-on and runoffofstorm water.
¯ Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks (truck wells) are prohibited.
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2. PROPERLY DESIGN REPAIR/MAINTENANCE BAYS

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid. coolant and gasoline from the repair/maintenance bays
can negatively impact storm water if allowed to come into contact with storm water runoff.
Therefore. design plans for repair bays must include the following:

¯ Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allo\v storm water runon or
contact with storm water runoff.

¯ Design a repair:maintenance bay drainage system to capture all washwater, leaks and spills. Connect drains to a
sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the repair/maintenance bays to the storm drain system is
prohibited. If required by local jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit.

3. PROPERLY DESIGN VEHICLE/EQUIPMENT WASH AREAS

Vehicle"equipn~ent washing!steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease.
solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the storm water conveyance system. To alleviate
this problem, consider including in the project plans an area for washing/steam cleaning of
vehicles and equipment. If such an area is included in the site design, it must meet the following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment facility, and properly
connected to a sanitar.v sex\er.

B. RESTAURANTS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN EQUIPMENT/ACCESSORY WASH AREAS

Outdoor equipnaent~accessory washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil
and grease, solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the storm water conveyance system.
To alleviate this problem, include in the project plans an area for the washing/steam cleaning of
equipment and accessories. This area must meet the following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, equipped with a grease trap, and properly connected to a sanitary sewer.
¯ If this \rash area is to be located outdoors, it must be covered, paved, have secondary containment, and be

connected to the sanitary se\ver.

C. RETAIL GASOLINE OUTLETS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN FUELING AREA

Fueling areas have the potential to contribute oil and grease, solvents, car batteB’ acid, coolant
and ~asoline to the storm water conveyance system. The project plans must include the
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following BMPs:

¯ Fuel dispensing areas should be covered with an overhanging roof structure or canopy. The canopy’s minimum
dimensions must be equal to or greater than the area within the grade break. The canopy must not drain onto
the fuel dispensing area. and the canopy downspouts must be routed to prevent drainage across the fueling area.

¯ Fuel dispensing-areas must be paved with portland cement concrete (or equivalent smooth impervious surface),
and the use of asphalt concrete shall be prohibited.

¯ The fuel dispensing area must have a 2% to 4% slope to prevent ponding, and must be separated from the rest
of the site by a grade break that prevents run-on of storm water to the extent practicable.

¯ At a minimum, the concrete fuel dispensing area must extend 6.5 feet (2.0 meters) from the comer of each fuel
dispenser, or the length at which the hose and nozzle assembly may be operated plus 1 foot (0.3 meter),
whichever is less.

D. AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR SHOPS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN FUELING AREA

Fueling areas have the potential to contribute oil and grease, solvents, car batter), acid, coolant
and gasoline to the storm water conveyance system. Therefore, design plans, which include
fueling areas, must contain the following:

¯ Fue! dispensing areas should be covered \vith an overhanging roof structure or canopy. The cover’s minimum
dimensions must be equal to or greater than the area within the grade break. The cover must not drain onto the
fuel dispensing area and the downspouts must be routed to prevent drainage across the fueling area.

¯ Fuel dispensing areas must be paved \\ith portland cement concrete (or equivalent smooth impervious surface).
and the use of asphalt concrete shall be prohibited.

¯ Tile fuel dispensing area must have a 2% to 4% slope to prevent ponding, and must be separated from the rest
of the site by a grade break that prevents run-on of storm water.

¯ At a nainimum, tile concrete fuel dispensing area must extend 6.5 feet (2.0 meters) from the comer of each fuel
dispenser, or the length at which the hose and nozzle assembly may be operated plus 1 foot (0.3 meter),
x~ hichexer is less.

2. PROPERLY DESIGN REPAIR/MAINTENANCE BAYS

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and gasoline from the repair/maintenance bays
can negatively impact storm water if allowed to come into contact with storm water runoff.
T]~ere!’ore. design plans for repair bays must include the following:

¯ Repair maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow storm water run-on or
contact with storm water runoff.

¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all washwater, leaks and spills. Connect drains to a
sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the repair/maintenance bays to the storm drain system is
prohibited. If required by local jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit.

R0070226
Final Tentative Page 11 of 17
December 7, 1999



3. PROPERLY DESIGN VEHICLE~QUIPMENT WASH AREAS

\;ehicle!equiprnent washing!steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease,
solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the storm water conveyance system. To alleviate
this problem, consider including in the project plans an area for washing/steam cleaning of
vehicles and equipment. If such an area is included in the site design, it must meet the following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment facility’, and properly’
connected to a sanitary’ se\ver or to a permitted disposal facility’.

4. PROPERLY DESIGN LOADING/UNLOADING DOCK AREAS

Loading/unloading dock areas have the potential for material spills to be quickly transported to
the storm water conveyance system. To minimize this potential, the following design criteria are
required:

¯ Cover loading dock areas or design drainage to minimize run-on and runoffof storm water.
¯ Direct connections to stoma drains from depressed loading docks (truck wells) are prohibited.

E. PARKING LOTS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN PARKING AREA

Parkin~ lots contain pollutants such as heavy metals, oil and grease, and polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons that deposit on these surfaces from motor vehicle traffic. These pollutants are
directly transported to surface waters.

¯ Reduce impervious land coverage of parking areas
¯ Infi I~ra~e runoff before it reaches storm drain system.
¯ Treat runoff before it reaches storm drain system

2. PROPERLY DESIGN TO LIMIT OIL AND PERFORM MAINTENANCE

Parking lots may accumulate oil, grease, and water insoluble hydrocarbons from vehicle
drippings and engine system leaks.

¯ Treat to remove oil and petroleum hydrocarbons at parking lots that are heavily used (e.g. fast food outlets, lots
with 25 or more parking spaces, sports event parking lots, shopping malls, grocery stores, discount warehouse
stores)

¯ Ensure adequate operation and maintenance of treatment systems particularly sludge and oil removal, and
system fouling and plugging prevention conlrol

Final Tentative Page 12 of 17 R0070227
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11. WAIVER

A Permittee may. through adoption of an ordinance or code inc incorporating the treatment
requirements of the SUSMP, provide for a waiver from the requirement if impracticability for a
specific property can be established. Recognized situations of impracticability include (i)
extreme limitations of space for treatment on a redevelopment project. (ii) unfavorable or
unstable soil conditions at a site to attempt infiltration, and (iii) risk of ground water
contamination because an underground source of drinking water is less than 10 feet from the soil
surface. An’,’ other justification for impracticability must be separately approved by the Regional
Board Executive Officer before it becomes recognized and effective. A waiver granted to ant.’
development or redevelopment project may be revoked by the Regional Board Executive Officer
for cause and with proper notice upon petition.

If a waiver is granted for impracticability, the Permittee must require the project proponent to
transfer the savings in cost. as determined by the Permittee. to a stoma water mitigation fund to
be used to promote regional or alternative solutions for storm water pollution in the storm
watershed and operated by a public agency or a non-profit entity.

12. LIMITATION ON USE OF INFILTRATION BMPS

Three factors significantly influence the potential for storm water to contaminate ground water.
They are (i) pollutant mobility, (ii) pollutant abundance in storm water. (iii) and soluble fraction
of pollutant. The risk of contamination of groundwater mav be reduced by pretreatment of storm
water. A discussion of limitations and guidance for infiltration practices is contained in, Potential
Grom~dwater Contamination f!’om Intentional and Non-Intentional Stormwater Infiltration,
Report .\"o. EPA/600/R-94/051, USEPA (1994).

In addition, the distance of the groundwater table from the infiltration BMP may also be a factor
determining the risk of contamination. A water table distance separation of ten feet depth in
Calitbr::ia presumptively poses negligible risk for storm water not associated with industrial
activity or high vehicular traffic.

Infiltration BMPs are not recommended for areas of industrial activity or areas subject to high
vehicular traffic (25,000 or greater average daily traffic (ADT) on main roadway or 15,000 or
more ADT on any intersecting roadway) unless appropriate pretreatment is provided to ensure
froundwater is protected and the infiltration BMP is not rendered ineffective by overload.

13, ALTERNATIVE CERTIFICATION FOR STORM WATER TREATMENT
MITIGATION

A Permittee may elect to accept a signed certification that the plan meets the criteria established
herein and that the plan preparer has undergone training on designing BMPs to meet the
numerica! mitigation criteria, in lieu of conducting detailed BMP revie~v to verify treatment
control BMP adequac),’. The training must have been conducted by an organization with storm
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::~ water BMP design expertise (e.g., a University, American Society of Civil Engineers. American
.... ) Society of Landscape Architects. or the California Water Environlnent Association) with the

training and curriculum accepted by the Regional Board Executive Officer. For the certification
to be valid, training must have been received not more than two .’,’ears prior to the signature date
on the plan.

R0070229
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SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1999) by Bay Area StormwaterBay’ Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland. CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

EIlicott City. MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different    410-461-8323
storm~\ater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City. MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design )lanual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Storm~ater ~lanagement (1993) \Vatershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.Landover. MD 20785

Operation, 51aintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormxvater ~lanagement (1997) 410 9,rhite Oak Drive

Crawfordville. FL 32327
Pro\ ides a thorough look at storm\rater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations.
programn~a~ic and regulator)’ aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Nlunicipal. and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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TABLE 1 (Continued)

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Second Nature: Adapting LA’s Landscape for Tree People
Sustainable Living (1999) by Tree People 12601 Mullholland Drive

Beverly Hills, CA 90210
Detailed discussion of BMP designs presented to 818-753-4600 (?)
conserve water, improve water quality, and achieve
flood protection.
Florida Development Manual: A Guide to Sound Florida Department of the Environment 2600 Blairstone
Land and Water Management (1988 Road, Mail Station 3570

Tallahassee, FL 32399 850-921-9472
Presents detailed guidance for designing BMPs

Storm~vater Management in Washington State Department of Printing
(1999) \.;ols. 1-5 State of Washington Department of Ecology

P.O. Box 798
Presents detailed guidance on BMP design for new Ol,vmpia. WA 98507-0798
development and construction. 360-407-7529

MaDland Stormwaler Design Manual (1999) Maryland Department of the Environment
2500 Broening Highway

Presents guidance for designing storm water BMPs. Baltimore, MD 21224
410-631-3000

Guidance Specifying Management Measures for National Technical Information Service U.S.
Sources of Nonpoint Pollution in Coastal Waters Department of Commerce
(1993) Report No. EPA-840-B-92-002. Springfield, VA 22161

800-553-6847
Provides an overview of. planning and design
considerations, programmatic and regulatory aspects,
maintenance considerations, and costs.

Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbook: PlanningCalifornia Department of Transportation
and Design StaffGuide (Best Management PracticesP.O. Box 942874
Ha ndbooks (1998) Sacramento, CA 94274-0001

916-653-2975
Presents guidance for design of storm water BMPs
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TABLE 2: Example Best Management Practices (BMPs)
The following are examples of BMPs that can be used for minimizing the introduction of
pollutants of concern that may result in significant impacts, generated from site runoff to the
storm water conveyance system. (See Table 1: Suggested Resources for additional sources of
information):

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas bet~veen sidewalks and streets.
However. sidewalk widths must still comply with regulations for the Americans with Disabilities Act and other
life safety requirements.

¯ Design residential streets for the minimum required pavement widths needed to comply with all zoning and
applicable ordinances to support travel lanes; on-street parking: emergency, maintenance, and service vehicle
access: sidewalks: and vegetated open channels.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to minimize the number of residential street cul-de-sacs and
incorporate landscaped areas to reduce their impervious cover. The radius of cul-de-sacs should be the
minimum required to accommodate emergenc.v and maintenance vehicles. Alternative turnarounds should be
considered.

¯ Use permeable materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lots. or interior road\vay surfaces (examples:
hx brid lots. parking groves, permeable overflow parking, etc.).

¯ Use open space development that incorporates smaller lot sizes.
¯ Reduce building density.
¯ Compl5 with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce overall lot imperviousness by promoting

alternative drive\va\ surfaces and shared driveways that connect two or more homes together.
¯ Comply \vith all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce the overall imperviousness associated with parking

lots b5 providing compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions, incorporating efficient parking lanes, and
using pervious ma~,erials in spillo’,.er parking areas.

¯ Direct rooftop runoff to pervious areas such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas, and avoid routing
rooftop runoff to the roadway or the storm water conve.vance system.

¯ Vegetated swales and strips
¯ Extended dr\ detention basins
¯ Infiltration basin
¯ Infiltration trenches
¯ \\at ponds
¯ Conslructed wetlands
¯ Oil Water separators
¯ Catci~ basin inserts
¯ Continuous flow deflection.! separation systems
¯ Storm drain inserts
¯ Media filtration
¯ Bioretention facility
¯ Dr\-\sells
¯ Cisterns
¯ Foundation planting
¯ Catch basin screens
¯ Normal flow storage/separation systems
¯ Clarifiers
¯ Filtration systems
¯ Primal: waste water treatment systems
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STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLANS

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED
AND RESPONSE

The comments received on the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans
(SUSMPs) and Regional Board staff response is divided into two sections. The first
sections, lists main issues and staff response in detail. The second section summarizes
all significant comments received by the Board on SUSMP before December 6, 1999,
and the staff response including any actions taken to address the comment.

A. MAIN ISSUES AND RESPONSE

1. Comment:The Regional Board lacks regulatory discretion to establish a numerical
mitigation measure for storm water treatment.

Response: The municipal storm water permit for Los Angeles County and Cities
requires that SUSMPs achieve specific objectives which include to (i) minimize adverse
impacts to natural communities; (ii) maximize infiltration to the extent practicable; (iii)
minimize parking lot pollution; (iv) provide for appropriate controls to reduce storm water
pollutant loads.~ Staff interprets this provision of the permit, underlying federal law, and
the statutory standard of Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP) as requiring SUSMPs to
incorporate numerical mitigation measures for development planning projects in order to
achieve compliance with water quality standards. Without a numerical mitigation
measure, developers will select no treatment BMPs because there will be no BMP sizing
gu;,deline. Board Resolution No. 99-03 which states that "The Permittees shall Select and
require implementation of the most effective BMPs ..... "will then be without effect.-~

The 1987 Clean Water Act amendments give USEPA and States considerable discretion
on establishing provisions for implementation in storm water programs? Further, interim
USEPA policy guidelines on BMPs for storm water programs explains that the permitting
authority can require more specific conditions or limitations to meet water quality

Waste Discharge Requirements for Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges within the County
of Los Angeles (Board Order No. 96-054; NPDES No. CAS614001). Part 2. III.A.2)

The Regional Board adopted Resolution No. 99-03 approving BMPs for Development Planning and
Development Construction on April 22, 1999.

33 US.C. Section 1342(p)(B)(iii). "require controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximim
extent practicable, including management practices, control techniques and systems, design and
engineering methods, and such other provisions as the Administrator or the State determines appropriate
for the control of pollutants."

Comments Received and Response
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standards where adequate information exists? In addition, courts accord administrative
agencies a high degree of deference in the areas of law they regulate.-~

2. Comment: Anti-degradation policy prohibits new construction when water quality is
already impaired.

Response: The municipal storm water permit in agreement with federal storm water
regulations requires controls on new development to reduce storm water pollution. There
is no prohibition on new construction.

3. Comment: The numerical mitigation criteria mandates the capture of storm water
which will require expensive land acquisition cost.

Response: The numerical mitigation measure defines the definite volume of storm water
that must be treated for water quality benefits. Treatment is the application of any
physical, biological, or chemical method that can be used to remove pollutants in storm
water. Providing storage volume for the runoff or capture is one form of treatment. It is
not mandatory and other options may be considered such as reducing impervious cover
and promoting infiltration.

4. Comment: The proposed numerical mitigation measure is not based on science and
is an arbitrarily agreed to number in settlement of a lawsuit.

Response: The proposed numerical, measures are technically defensible. The measures
are based on the principle that most rainfall events are in the smaller range and higher
rainfall runoff producing events are less frequent. Designing storm water treatment
controls for the smaller events will reduce storm water pollutant loads significantly while
optimizing BMP costs. The primary numerical method to determine BMP design criteria
is the maximized water quality treatment volume method recommended by the American
Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE). The 0.75-inch rainfall event method happens to be
also the one that was agreed to in a lawsuit settlement agreement between the NRDC
and the County of Los Angeles. The four methods proposed as choices are equivalent
variants and in a technical comparison were in agreement to within 10% of one another.
It is highly probable that parties that settle a litigation select a numerical criterion that is
reasonable and factual.

5. Comment: The numerical mitigation measure will require implementation of BMPs
that have not been proven to be effective in the region.

Response: The proposed numerical mitigation measure defines the quantity of storm
water (volume) that has to be treated to remove pollutants. This criterion does not in
anyway describe the effectiveness of BMPs to be used. The effectiveness of any
particular BMP is dependent on design parameters and the range for its applications.
Physical geography has little influence on the effectiveness of BMPs while proper

4 61 Fed. Register 43761. "The interim permitting approach uses best management practices in first-round
strom water permits, and expanded or better-tailored BMPs in subsequent permits, where necessary, to
provide for the attainment of water quality standards. In cases where adequate information exists to
develop more specific conditions or limitations to meet water quality standards, these conditions or

_~         limitations are to be incorporated into storm water permits, as necessary and appropriate."
See, e.g., Chevron U.S.A.v. Natural Res. Def. Council, (1984) 467 U.S. 837

Comments Received and Response R0()70234
December 7, 1999 Page 2 of 8



maintenance is a big factor. Information on BMP effectiveness can be found in research
reports databases. The numerical mitigation measure in combinationand national BMP
with the effectiveness of a BMP determines the overall annual load of pollutant that can
be removed.

6. Comment: The post-construction treatment BMPs will require costly maintenance

Response: Treatment BMPs do require proper maintenance and maintenance costs are
BMP specific. Poor or non-existent maintenance will result in an ineffective BMP.
Information on BMP maintenance costs can be obtained from national databases and
reports. See references in the Record of Decision. A cursory review indicates that
maintenance costs are reasonable.

7. Comment: The Regional Board did not perform an economic analysis required by
State and Federal law.

Response: The implementation of a federal regulation does not require separate
economic analysis. A relative quantitative comparison performed with Similar criteria for
storm water management or flood control, sediment removal from constru~stion,
combined animal feedlot operations, and State of Washington water quality criteria
indicated that the numerical mitigation criteria would cost about three to ten times less.
In addition, staff performed BMP cost calculations for an actual site in Los Angeles in the
process of development and determined that the mitigation criteria cost is less than 0.5
percent of the project cost.

8. Comment: The Regional Board did not provide adequate public notices to interested
parties.

Response: Regional Board action was not contemplated at the September Regional
Board meeting and thus no public notice was necessary. Nevertheless, Board staff
provided a 30-day public notice and mailed a copy to all parties on file. Staff was unable
to verify the claim by some that they did not receive copies of the public notice or provide
an explanation. Staff will again provide 30 day-notice of the proposed action on the
SUSMPs scheduled by the Regional Board for January 6, 2000.

B. SUMMARY OF ALL SIGNIFICANT COMMENTS AND RESPONSE

COMMENTER COMMENT RESPONSE ACTION
1. Conduct first a quantitative The categories are designated in

General review of the basis of designation the permit and were selected based No action
City of Los Angeles, Western of selected categories as priority- on risk sources data compiled in necessary
States Petroleum Association planning projects, the first term of permit

implementation.
Los Cerritos Channel Task Force 2. Provide level playing field for Four methods of determining the Four equivalent

unincorporated and incorporated mitigation measure are provided to methods included
cities within LA County ensure some flexibility. The as mitigation

methods are equivalent. See ROD criteria in SUSMP

Comments Received and Response
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COMMENTER COMMENT
i RESPONSE j ACTION

Bellflower, Claremont, Commerce, 3. ’No other MS 4 permits in All MS4 permits’are required to
Covina, Diamond Bar, Downey, California require numerical criteria have controls on new development No action
Huntington Park. Industry, for runoff mitigation and redevelopment that will reduce necessary
Irwindale, Lakewood, La Mirada, pollutants to the MEP. The USEPA
Lomita, Lynwood, Maywood, has identified the lack of specific
Montebello, Paramount, Norwalk, criteria as a deficiency in its Report
Rancho Palos Verdes. Santa Fe to Congress ON Phase II (1999)
Springs, Whittier
SCAG 4. Provide the opportunity for the May be considered by Board in a Will suggest

development of regional BMPs Resolution interest to
instead of site by s, ite requirements Regional Board

SCAG 5. Make the numerical mitigation Federal laws and regulations No action
measure voluntary pilot program for require that controls on new necessary
the first two years, development and redevelopment

be enforceable
Santa Monica 6. More studies not necessary to We agree that there exists No action

establish mitigation criteria and sufficient information to establish necessary
evaluate BMPs numerical mitigation criteria and to

design BMP for optimum
performance and effectiveness.

Bellflower, Claremont, Commerce. 7. Numerical mitigation measure is Implementation of a federal permit No action
Covina, Diamond Bar, Downey, an unfunded mandate program is not an unfunded necessary
Huntington Park. Industry, mandate as described in the State
Irwindale. Lakewood. La Mirada. constitution. See memo from legal
Lomita, Lynwood, Maywood, counsel.
Montebello. Paramount, Norwalk,
Rancho Palos Verdes, Santa Fe
Springs. Whittier
Bellflower, Claremeont. Commerce, 8. Numerical mitigation measure is Disagree. Our review of local data References to
Covina Diamond Bar, Downey. not based on sound science and implementation programs in important
Huntington Park, Industry, states such as WA, FL, and MD documents
Irwindale. Lakewood, La Mirada, indicates that the approach to provided in the
Lomita. Long Beach, Los Angeles, establishing numerical mitigation SUSMP. A
Lynwood, Maywood, Montebello, measure is scientific and bibliography of
Paramount. Norwalk, Rancho Palos reasonable. The methods have references
Verdes, Santa Clarita, Santa Fe also been endorsed by national reviewed for the
Springs, Vernon, Whittier, BIA, science and engineering action is included
EAC, New Hall Land and Farming, associations, in the ROD,
Long Beacl~ Chamber of
Commerce
Bellflower. Cerritos, Claremont, 9, Treatment controls will be Site conditions will determine what Waiver provision
Commerce, Covina. Diamond Bar, required irrespective of siting BMPs are appropriate. A provision has been included
Downey. Huntington Park, Industry, factors limiting application, for waiver is provided where in the SUSMP
Irwindale. Lakewood. La Mirada, mitigation may be infeasible, where
Lomita. Long Beach. Lynwood, Mitigation banking may be an impracticability is
Maywood, Montebelto, Paramount. alternative, established.
Norwalk, Rancho Palos Verdes,
Santa Fe Springs, Whittier
Covina, Irwindate, La Mirada, 10. Provide sufficient time for staff will mail and e-mail copies to Staff will mail
Lomita, Norwalk, Whittier Council of Governments to review SCAG for distribution to COGs. public notice of

and comment proposed action to
SCAG and COGs.

C~rr]tos, Diamond Bar 11. Developers will move to build in The mitigation measure No action
counties without numerical requirement for new development necessary.
mitigation measures, is based on federal law. Other

Regional Boards are likely to
develop and evaluate compliance
using similar criteria. The USEPA
considers the absence of numerical
storm water BMP design criteria for
new development a deficiency.
See USEPA Phase II Final Rule

Comments Received and Response
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COMMENTER COMMENT RESPONSE ACTION
I Bellflower, Cerritos, Claremont, 12. BMPs will require costly Maintenance of BMPs is essential No action

Commerce, Covina, Diamond Bar, maintenance and strategies to support necessary
Downey, Huntington Park, Industry, maintenance activities are
Irwindale, Lakewood. La Mirada, discussed in USEPA’s Phase II
Lomita,, Long Beach, Lynwood, Final Rule.
Maywood, Montebello, Paramount
Glendora,, Norwalk Rancho Palos
Verdes, Santa Fe Springs, Whittier,

i Truxaw and Associates, Long
Beach Chamber of Commerce
Azusa. Claremont, EAC 13. Perform cost benefit analysis The implementation of federal law No action

does not require a separate cost necessary
benefit analysis. Relative cost
comparisons and BMP cost
calculations performed indicate that
the cost of the mitigation measure
is reasonable for the water quality
benefits it will bring.

Centex Homes, Desert Partners, 14. SUSMP is stringent enough Without the numerical mitigation No action
Bill Ehrlich, FORMA. Engineering without the numerical mitigation measure the SUSMP does not necessary.
Contractors Association. Greystone measure provide adequate guidance on

i Homes, John Laing Homes, Mid- design criteria for BMPs. Thus no
~ cities Escrow, JTL, New Hall Land treatment BMPs or BMPs

and Farming, New Urban West, inadequately sized may be selected
I Pace Engineering, Pacific bay with no benefit to water quality The
i Homes. Pacific Soils Engineering, USEPA in the preamble to Phase II

David Placek. Psomas, Ramseyer, Final Rule makes the same
Rasmussen, Shea Homes, Sikand, observation.

=~ Southern California Contractors,
i Southern California Ready Mix

i Concrete Assoc., South Place~ Corp., SunCal Co.. Taylsor
Woodrow., Tetra Tech. Van Tilburg

i and Associates. Warmington
Homes. Western Pacific Housing,
LA County Supervisor Knabe.

I Technical 15. Establish for all municipalities in The proposed criteria provide for Criteria is made
I Heal the Bay. American Oceans LA County the 0.75-inch mitigation the treatment of 0.75 inch or applicable td all
I Campaign. Friends of the LA River, measure or similar criteria for equivalent volume of runoff from MS4 permittees in
i NRDC, Kudo and Daniels. Fusion development planning currently in new development for all areas of LA county

Fitms, Santa Monica BayKeeper, effect for the unincorporated areas. LA County within the jurisdiction of
Ballona Wetlands Foundation, the Regional Board.
AHHA, H & K Interiors. Kinselta &
Associates AKERS Entertainment,

! Ballesteros, Stenstrom-UCLA,
I Chatten Broan & Assoc., South

Bay SurfRider (13 members), Shatz
Heal the Bay, American Oceans i6. Require SUSMPS for Ther requirement is included for the This ca’tegory has

I Campaign, Friends of the LA River, development in environmentally City of Long Beach but was not one been added to the

i sensitive areas of the priority categories specifically SUSMP.
identified in the LA County MS4
permit.

Heal the Bay, American Oceans 17. Require mitigation of runoff This is not one of the priority This category has
Campaign, Friends of the LA River, from parking lots separately in each categories spe¢ifica!ly identified in been added to the

SUSMP the I_P, County MS4 permit. SUSMP.
Commercial categories specifically
included have indicated that they
are no different than parking lots. In
addition, the Coastal Commission
has often consulted the Board for
appropriate BMPs and criteria.

Comments Received and Response __.
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COMMENTER I COMMENT RESPONSE ACTION
NRDC 18. Apply SUSMP requirement A BMP checklist is already required Two categories

broadly rather than limit it to seven for other priority projects, have been added:
categories Expanding the SUSMP requirement locations in

may be appropriate once TMDLs environmentally
have been allocated and other sensitive areas.
significant sources need to be and parking lots.
controlled.

County of Ventura and cities 19. Include an alternative method An equivalent volumetric method is Eight five percent
based on volumetric and flow which provided based on annual volume treatment of
uses capture of annual runoff and capture. Flow rate controls are left annual runoff
peak flow rate control to the judgement of the local volume is provided

agency, as an equivalent
mitigation criteria.

Heal the Bay. American Oceans 20. Define hillside development and Will provide a general definition. Defined in
Campaign. Friends of the LA River, not defer definition to the local SUSMP.

municipality
Heal the Bay. American Oceans 21. Apply requirements for retail This is not one of the priority No action
Campaign. Friends of the LA River, gasoline outlets to any facility with categories specifically identified in necessary

a fuelling dispenser, the LA County MS4 permit.
Expansion of the applicability may
be appropriate once TMDLs have
been allocated and other significant
sources need to be controlled.

WSPA Ss~ Gabriel Bas=n Water 22. Requirement for infiltration will Risks for ground water A section is
Qua;,ty Authority promote pathways for groundwater contamination exist under certain included in the

and soil contamination situations. These are identified in a SUSMP describing
report by the USEPA (1993). Pre- the limitations of
treatment of storm water will reduce infiltration BMPs.
such risks. The soil acts as a
natural filter and self regenerates.

Truxaw and Associates ’ 23. Promote non structural BMPs SUSMPs already require source No action
control BMPs in addition to necessary.
structural BMPs and treatment
control BMPs

Land Tech, Engineering I 24. Provide design specifications Expect that BMP design No action
for BMPs based on criteria specification will be developed by necessary.

the municipalities based on the
numerical mitigation measure.
Interim BMP design information
may be obtained from manuals
developed by other states.

Ce.qtex Homes, Engineering 25. Staff proposal requires capture Storm water capture is not No action
Contractors Assoc.. John Laing which is not the same as infiltration mandatory. The proposal only necessary.
Homes. Land Tech Engineering, or treatment requires that a certain quantity of
Pace Engineering, Pacific Soils storm water be treated with BMPs
Eng,nee:~ng David Placek, to remove pollutants in one of
Ramseyer. Rasmusen, Sikand, several ways.
Southern California Contractors,
Southern California Ready Mix
Concrete Assoc., Tetra Tech,
South Place Corp., Taylor
Wc~,drow. Western Pacific
Housing L.A New Car Dealers Ass.
Ve:r, or,. Los Angeles 26. Require similar ~riteria for The requirements are for new Will propose to the

USEPA Phase I industrial facilities development in selected Board to consider
categories. Expansion to other in its Resolution
categories may be considered for that the same
the next permit term. Will
recommend application to
construction permits in the LA
Region covered by the State
General Storm Water permit for
construction activity.

Brash. 27. Filter media is not an effective Disagree. Filter media are effective No action
BMP BMPs if properly configured. See necessary.

Officer date Oct. 19, 1999.

Comments Received and Response
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COMMENTER I COMMENT t RESPONSE ACTION
Santa Clarita 28. Provide criteria for flow based Flow based controls which are A statement has

controls in addition to volumetric essential to maintain BMP been included in
based controls effectiveness, reduce flow the SUSMP that

velocities, minimize downstream flow design criteria
erosion potential, and prevent over be determined by
bank flooding are left to the the local agency.
judgement of the local agency.

Santa Clarita 29. Limit application of criteria to The criterion is applied to the whole No action
impervious surfaces area. Credit for the pervious areas necessary.

is automatically considered through
the runoff coefficient. Roofing areas
have been excluded for commercial
facilities.

Santa Clarita. EAC 30. Provide greater flexibility in The four methods of selecting the Provide in the
application of the mitigation criteria numerical mitigatio through criteria SUSMP four

and waiver procedures offer equivalent
sufficient flexibility in application methods of

determining the
numerical
mitigation
measure.

Los Angeles 31. The numerical mitigation Federal laws and regulations No action
measure should be a guidelines require that controls on new necessary.
and not a requirement for land development and redevelopment
development be enforceable.
32. Setting a numerical mitigation The requirements under an NPDES No action

Le.qal measure is a discretionary action, permit are exempt from review necessary.
Los Angeles Provide cost estimates of impacts under CEQA Preliminary costing

and benefits and release estimates indicate that they are
documentation for public comment reasonable.
and review under CEQA.
33. Identify the regulatory authority, Regulatory requirement is found at

Los ,~,ngeles which authorizes the Regional 40 CFR 122.26 (d)(2)(iv)(A) (2).
Board to establish the numerical Statutory authority is at 33 USC No action
mitigation measure. 342(p)(B)(iii). See also court’s necessary.

opinion in Defenders of Wildlife v.
Browner (No. 98-71080) (9’" Cir.
1999) and in NRDC v. USEPA 966
F2d. 1292 (9’" Cir. 1992)

34. Setting a numerical mitigation The requirements under in NPDES No action
Los Angeles measure is a discretionary action, permit are exempt from review necessary.

Provide cost estimates of impacts under CEQA. Preliminary costing
and benefits and release estimates indicate that they are
documentation for public comment reasonable.
and review under CEQA.
35. Postpone consideration A thirty-day notice on this action No action

western States Petroleum because of inadequate notice, has been provided. A thirty-day necessary.
Association (WSPA) notice on the September 1999

Board meeting was provided even
though it was not required for a
Regional Board Information item.

Apartment Association, BIA 36. There is no regulatory Disagree. See detailed explanation No action
requirement that there be a under main issues and response, necessary.
numerical measure

NRDC 37. Receiving water limits and anti- Agree that mitigation standards are No action
degradation policies apply separate from the numerical necessary.
independently from mitigation mitigation measure. The Office of
criteria. Chief Counsel confirms that MS4

programs must meet water quality
standards in a memo dated
October 14, ,1999

Burke, Williams & Sorenson 38. Provide broad legal authority for We will include legal citations that Relevant laws are
the SUSMP requirement are relevant to the jurisdiction of the cited in the

Regional Board. SUSMP to provide
legal justification.

Burke, Williams& Sorenson 39. Delay SUSMP requirements in The USEPA has already submitted No action
light of PL 106-74 requiring USEPA the reports to Congress and thus necessary.
to submit reports to Congress. no delay is warranted.

Comments Received and Response
December 7, 1999 Page 7 of 8
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COMMENTER i COMMENT RESPONSE ACTION
Santa Monica BayKeeper ] 40. New development can be Disagree. See detailed explanation No action

prohibited under the Federal Anti- under main issues and response, necessary.
degradation policy if it degrades or

~ adds pollutants to local waters
EAC. Downey. Lakewood ~ 41. Provide authority in the Clean TheU.S. Supreme Court has held No action

Water Act to regulate flow to that regulation of flow to protect necessary.
, address water quality, beneficial uses is within the

authority of the Clean Water Act
PUD No. 1 v. WA Dept. of Ecolo.qy,
511 U.S. 700 (1994)

Comments Received and Response
December 7, 1999 Page 8 of 8 R0070240



TENTATIVE
State of California

CALIFORNIA REGIONAL \VATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, LOS ANGELES

REGION

Resolution No. xx-xx

APPROVING THE RECORD FOR
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

FOR
MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND URBAN RUNOFF MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS

IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY

WHEREAS, THE CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD,
LOS ANGELES REGION FINDS:

1. Or, July 15, 1996. a municipal storm water permit was issued to the County of Los Angeles and i5
incorporated cities to control and minimize the discharge of pollutants associated with storm water and
urban runoff. This permit became Regional Board Order No. 96-054, Waste Discharge Requirements
for Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges within the County of Los Angeles.

2. On June 30. 1999, a municipal storm water permit was issued to the City of Long Beach which
removed the City of Long Beach from Board Order No. 96-054, giving the City of Long Beach its own
distinct Municipal Storm Water and Urban RunoffNPDES permit. Regional Board Order No. 99-060.
Waste Discharge Requirements for Municipal Storm \Vater and Urban Runoff Discharges within the
City of Long Beach.

3. On .August 19, 1999, a state\vide genera! storm water permit for construction activity was adopted by
the State Water Resources Control Board (State Board). This permit became State Board Order No.
99-08-DWQ. and applies to construction projects that disturbs five acres or more or is part of a larger
common plan of sale in the Los Angeles region.

4. Many of the rivers and streams in Los Angeles Count), are formally designated as impaired, pursuant
to Section 303 (d) of the federal Water Pollution Control Act, for specific pollutants that are commonly
found in storm \\ater and urban runoff.

5. Storm water runoff carries with it man.’,’ pollutants in varying concentrations that are suspended in, and
or dissolved, in the runoff. The sources of these pollutants include nearly all properties that have been
developed since the pollutants originate through the many diverse activities of habitation and land use.
Pollutants generated from individual property developments vary greatly in the concentration or
loading of each pollutant. Generally, the relative contribution of the pollutant from runoff from any
individual property development will represent only a small portion of the entire loading of a water
body given the many square miles of land upon which storm water runoff is generated. When the
individual contributions from tens of thousands of discrete property units are aggregated, the pollutant
loading becomes significant. The resultant pollutant loads results in the impairment of that water body
and the conveyance of pollutants, including sediments, metals, complex organic compounds, oil and
grease, nutrients, and pesticides to the ocean and harbors within Los Angeles County. The loading of
pollutants generated in the Los Angeles area are being measured through the monitoring program
being conducted by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works in conformance with its
obligations as the Principal Permittee under the Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water and
Urban RunoffNPDES permit.

Tentative Resolution 1 of 4
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6. The nature of property use is related to the types and quantities of pollutants that are transported from
that property during a rainfall event.

7. As property is developed or redeveloped, the utilization of Best Management Practices provide an
opportunity to reduce the loading of pollutants to water bodies. This is accomplished by various
techniques and can be passive (source reduction) or active (treatment). As property is developed from
undisturbed lands, the project can be designed to incorporate structural BMPs that would normally not
be available or practical to use on property that has been in urban use.

8. BMPs are effective means of reducing pollutants and treatment control BMPs can be "designed-into" a
project in a cost effective way and in a manner that is either transparent to or which enhances the use to
\\’hich the property has been placed. Some BMPs encourage the setting aside of areas as a greenbelt to
allow storm water runoffto flow over areas which are permeable, thereby allowing all or a portion of
the runoffto infiltrate. Other BMPs can be designed and built into structures such as catch basins that
incorporate replaceable filters to absorb oil) wastes or by installing screens to prevent litter from
passing through the s)stem and into the water body.

9. Arra\s of treatment control BMPs are available to developers of both new and redevelopment
properties. The use of BMPs is already required by the terms of the Los Angeles Count.’,’ and Long
Beach Municipal Storm \Vater and Urban RunoffNPDES permits.

10. The ability of an) BMP to be effective is limited by the volume of water that the BMP is exposed to in
all\ discrete period of time, A BMP that can only be effective for a small volume of storm water
runoff is inherently less effective than one sized to accommodate a larger volume of water.

1 l. Storm water runoffwill norma!lv convey a disproportionate loading of pollutants in the initial period
runoff is generated during a storm event. Storm events generating up to 0.75 inches of precipitation,
measured over a 24-hour period, constitute 85 percent of the total amount of runoff that can be
expected during all average wet season. Designing a BMP to be able to accommodate this amount of
runoff\vi!! result in the application ofa BMP intervention to all but 15% of the total runoffduring a
year, and usually all of the critical runoffthat occurs in the earl)’ phase of the precipitation event,
commonly referred to as tile "’first Flush."

12. Both tile Los Angeles County (Part III.A.I .c) and the Long Beach Municipal Storm Water and Urban
Runoff perm its contain provisions related to the adoption of Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation
Plans (SUSMPs) requiring their development and implementation.

13. Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans are required for a specified set ofdiscretionar3’ "Priority
Projects" and the permit specifically identifies seven distinct categories for which SUSMPs are
required to be prepared. The permit specifically states that the seven categories of"Priority Projects"
are tile minimum categories requiring SUSMPs.

14. Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans are also required for development or redevelopment of
Parking Lots 5.000 square feet or greater and Locations in Environmentally Sensitive Areas. These
categories have been added to advance efforts to control storm water pollution beyond the minimum in
Los Angeles Count)’.

15. Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans are required to be approved by the Regional Board
Executive Officer following which they are to be implemented by the Permittees and used by the
Permit~ees as the minimum criteria for the approval of project specific Urban Storm Water Mitigation
Plans and the issuance of grading or building permits to project applicants.

16. Tile state\vide general storm water permit for construction activity requires that Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plans (State SWPPPs) contain post-construction BMPs that will be implemented after
construction is complete.

Tentative Resolution 2 of 4
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17. Section 402 (p) of the Clean Water Act requires the Administrator of the United States Environmental
Protection Agency or her designated agent, in this instance, the Regional Board, to require as part of
the storm \rater program "controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent
practicable, including management practices, control techniques and system, design and engineering
methods, and such other provisions as the Administrator or the State determines appropriate for the
control of such pollutants." [USC Section 1342 (p)(3)(B)].

18. A recent decision of the United States 9th Circuit Court of Appeals, Defenders of Wildlife v. Browner
(1999) Case No. 98-71080, provides additional support and clarification of the authority of the
Administrator and the Regional Board to impose additional controls on storm \vater pollution. The
Court in Defenders of Wildlife v. Browner said that the USEPA and the States have discretion under
the law to determine what pollution controls are appropriate to achieve compliance.

19. Pursuant to the requirements of Regional Board Order No. 96-054, Waste Discharge Requirements for
Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges within the County of Los Angeles. the Regional
Board Executive Officer received a proposal for Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans
submitted by the Principal Permittee.

20. L!pon the review of the Regional Board Executive Officer. the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation
Plan submitted for the seven applicable categories was deemed inadequate. A revised SUSMP
proposal was developed subsequent to a discussion of the proposal’s conceptual foundation at a public
\sorkshop held on August 10. 1999. This workshop \vas well attended with over 80 municipal
representatives and interested parties participating.

21. On August 16. 1999. a public notice was issued indicating that the Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plans proposed by the Principal Permittee would be augmented by the addition of criteria
related to specifying numerical design criteria for BMP construction. The matter was noticed for the
Regional Board’s September meeting to allow the issue to be discussed before the Board although no
formal action of the Re~ional Board itself is required for SUSMP approval.

22. On September 16. 1999. tlae Regional Board conducted a public hearing on the Standard Urban Storm
\Va~er Mitigation Plan proposal as amended by the Executi~,e Officer. At that hearing, the Regional
Board Executive Officer suggested additional time would be necessary to develop a more
comprehensive proposal incorporating the comments received at the public hearing.

23 Betxveen September 16 and December 3, 1999, the Regional Board Executive Officer met with
interested parties to discuss comments and concerns from interested parties.

24. The Southern California Council of Governments (SCAG) has indicated its interest in obtaining
funding to prepare a regional plan(s) to address storm water pollution and identify regional treatment
solutions for implementation.

25 On December 7. 1999, the Regional Board Executive Officer released a revised Standard Urban Storm
Water Mitigation Plan document to interested parties.

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT:

1. The Regional Board endorses the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan prepared by the
Regional Board Executive Officer and noticed to the public on December 7, 1999 and the concepts
therein relating to numerical storm water mitigation standards for Best Management Practices; and

2. The Regional Board encourages the Regional Board Executive Officer to approve the Standard Urban
Storm Water Mitigation Plan at the earliest opportunity incorporating an)’ specific changes
recommended and formally approved by the Regional Board at the January 6, 1999 Board Hearing;
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3. The Regional Board adopts the approved requirements as provisions applicable to the SUSMP
requirements for the City’ of Long Beach.

4. The Regional Board adopts the numerical mitigation standards for storm water, endorsed herein, as the
minimum design criteria for review of post-construction BMPs in the Los Angeles Region for
construction projects subject to coverage under the state sto~ water general permit for construction
activity.

5, The Regional Board encourages the Permi~ees and all interested pa~ies to work together in a spirit of
cooperation to effect the implementation of the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan at the
earliest possible date, and

6. The Regional Board encourages the effo~s by the Somhern California Council of Governments and
area Council of Governments (COGs) to develop regional plans and identify regional solutions to
address storm water pollution from new development and redevelopment.

I, Dennis Dickerson, Executive officer, do hereby ce~ify that the foregoing is a ful!, true and co~ect copy
of a Resolution adopted by the California Regional Water Quality’ Control Board, Los Angeles Region. on
January 6. 2000.

DENNIS A. DICKERSON
Executive Officer
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~TAN~’I~ A DUb ITDI~ANJ ~T~’~DA/I" ,AIAT~D "~TTT~"~ A TI~-~NJ- DI    A~"

LOS ANGELES COUNTY UP.BAN P.UNOFF AND £TORMWATEP. NPDE$ PERMIT
LOS ANGELES COUNTY URBAN RUNOFF AND STORM WATER NPDES PERMIT

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, ~ requires the
development and implementation of a program addressing storm water pollution issues in
development planning for private projects. The same requirements are applicable to the City
of Long Beach under its separate municipal storm water Fermi’. ;vh’~chpermit, which was
issued on ~ June 30-x-~, 1999.

The requirement to implement a program for~ development planning is based on,
federal and state statutes including ameng -’~’-- *~-;--o .~- ~: ..... ~.:.~÷: ..... r Section
402 (p) of the Clean Water Act, Section 6217 of --the Coastal Zone Act
~t~fi~Reauthor~ation Amendments of 1990 ("CZAr"), and the California
Water Code. ~The !9~7 =mendm~nt~ to the Clean Water Act amendments of 1987 ~
established a fr~ework for regulating storm water discharges from municipal, industrial, and
construction activities under the NPDES program~. -The primary objectives of the
municipal storm water program requirements are to:

Eff~cfi:’:ly F.mhiblt non :t~.~.. ".;’:ter di~charge~, and
¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from storm water conveyance systems to the Maximum Extent Practicable.



~TAI~Tr’~ADn ITDI~AI~ G~Td-~DNtl AX/ATE’D I~/IITI~ A TII’~I~T DI    A’~

Thgse Standard Urban Storm W~ater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
municipal storm water program to addressing storm water pollution from new Development
and Redevelopment P!aaning for by the private sector. Thise SUSMP contains a listi+,,g of the
minimum required Best Management Practices (BMPs) that must be used for a designated
project. Additional BMPs may be required by ordinance or code adopted by the Permittee and
applied generally or on a case by case basis.?-- This~ SUSMP applies to ~
projects that are Priority Projects (Discretionary Projects) as defined by the NPDES Permit. The
Permittees are required to use this SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Developers
must ~ incorporate ~appropriate SUSMP requirements into their project
plans. Each Permittee will is *,ken required tc approve an Urban Storm W~ater Mitigation Plan
as part of the development process and prior to issuing building and grading permits for the
projects covered by the SUSMP requirements,-.

Discretionary projects (as_~....~_~-~’--a ~’"v: ,~,aA~.<..~, that fall into one of ~ seven categories
;~,~ ~o a~,~.,~ ~,,, ~A ~ are identified in the NPDES Permit as requiring

SUSMPs. These categories are:

Single-Family Hillside Residences
100,000 Square Foot Commercial Developments
Automotive Repair Shops
Retail Gasoline Outlets
Restaurants
Home Subdivisions with >10 housing units*

* (Note: this category is two separate categories in the NPDES Permit)

The Regional Board Executive Officer has designated two additional categories subject to
SUSMP requirements. These categories are:

Location adjacent to or discharging to an environmentally sensitive area, and

Parking lot 5,000 square feet or more or with 25 or more parking spaces and potentially exposed to storm
water runoff

DEFINITIONSg

A:!:,.,-_ .m.~.a.dccp:!,_~.,,u.U.H~.D:.: p!,..C..,L.u.~!;at!c.., u .......~ .......z.~..o~ ~c.,,~..~.-,...~ ~�. Tentative
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Greater than (>) 9 unit home subdivision" ismeans any subdivision being developed for 10 or
more 10 single-family or multi-family dwelling units.

I00.000 Square Foot Commercial Developments" means Developments a-r-~b~based on total
impermeable area, including parking areas, as opposed to lot size or building footprint.

A-~Retail gGasoline ÷Outlet" means a facility, i-s-primarily engaged in selling gasoline and
lubricating oils. These establishments frequently sell other merchandise, such as tires, batteries,
and atttomobile parts. Frequently, these establishments also perform minor automotive repair
work. Gasoline stations combined with other activities, such as grocery stores, convenience
stores, or car wash facilities, are classified according to the primary activity.

as-a-means property located in an area with known erosive soil conditions, where the
development contemplates grading on any natural slope that is 25% or g:eater, and wlaere
grading contemplates cut or fill slopes -.n r~, higk .........

"AA-n-~utomotive ~Repair sShop" ~means a facility that is categorized in any one of the
following Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codes: 5013, 5014, 5541, 7532-7534, or 7536-
7539. Exceptions do apply for SIC codes 5013, 5014, and 5541. For SIC code 5013, if the
business has no outside storage of any recycled oil or other hazardous substances, it is not
included. For SIC code 5014, if the business does not engage in any repair work, it is not
included. For SIC code 5541, if the business does not engage in any onsite repair work, it is not
included.

"RA--restaurant" ismeans a facility that sells prepared foods and drinks for consumption,
including stationary lunch counters and refreshment stands selling prepared foods and drinks for
immediate consumption. (SIC code 5812)

"A-Parking Lot" means land area or facility for the parking of commercial or business or
private motor vehicles.

"Environmentally Sensitive Area" means an area designated as an Area of Special
Biological Significance by the State Water Resources Control Board or an area designated
as a Significant Natural Area by the California Resources Agency or an area designated as
an area of Ecological Significance by the County of Los Angeles.

R0070248
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~ "Best Management Practice (BMP)" means any program, technology, process, siting
criteria, operational methods or measures, or engineered systems, which when
implemented prevents, controls, removes, or reduces pollution.

Source Control BMP" means any schedules of activities, prohibitions of practices,
maintenance procedures,, managerial" ;-o*;’-.’:~--~practices ...............or operational practices that
aim to prevents storm water pollution by reducing the potential for contamination at the
source of pollution.

Treatment Control BMP" means any engineered or-system designed to remove pollutants
by simple gravity settling of particulate pollutants, filtration, biological uptake, media
adsorption or any other physical, biological, or chemical process.

Structural C~.".:r~! BMP" means any structural facility designed and constructed to
mitigate the adverse impacts of storm water and urban runoff pollution (e.g. canopy,
structural enclosure). The category otmmay include both treatment control BMPs and
source control BMPs.

"Treatment" means the application of engineered systems that use physical, chemical, or
biological processes to remove pollutants. Such processes include, but are not limited to,
filtration, gravity settling, media adsorption, biodegradation, biological uptake, chemical
oxidation and UV radiation.

!nfi!tratL~n"lnfiltration" means the downward entry of water into the surface of the soil.

"Directly Connected Impervious Area (DCIA)" means the area covered by pavement,
building and other impervious surfaces which drain directly into the storm drain without
first flowing across pervious areas (e.g. lawns).

New Development" means land disturbing activities; structural development, including
construction or installation of a building or structure, creation of impervious surfaces; and
land subdivision.

R0070249
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Redevelopment" means, on an already developed site, the creation or addition of
impervious surfaces; the expansion of a building footprint or addition or replacement of a
structure; structural development including an increase in gross floor area and/or exterior
construction or remodeling; replacement of impervious surface that is not part of a routine
maintenance activity; land disturbing activities related with structural or impervious

#,-"Discretionary. Project" means a project which requires the exercise of judgement or
deliberation when the public agency or public body decides to approve or disapprove a
particular a~i~activity, as distinguished from situations where the public agency or body
merely has to determine whether there has been conformity with applicable statutes,
ordinances, or regulations.

CONFLICTS WITH LOCAL PRACTICES

Where ptarovisions of thes~ SUSMP requirements may,..~+ *;--~o_...~o, ~’~ in conflict with established
local codes ~, (e.g., specific language of signage used on storm drain stenciling), .---4:the
Permittee may continue the local practices and modify the SUSMPs contained herein to compo~
be consistent with th~se ~ code, except where those practices would ~
n~4~defeat or circumvent the intent of the mandated SUSMP requirements.

SUSMP PROVISIONS APPLICABLE TO ALL CATEGORIES

REQUIREMENTS



~TANDARD URRAN STOR~ WATER ~-!T!CAT!ON PLAN

1. PEAK STORM WATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

Post-development t~peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed estimated pre-
development levels for developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate may
result in a foreseeablei~ increased potential for downstream erosion.

2. CONSERVE NATURAL AREAS

If applicable, the following items are required and must be implemented in the site layout during
the subdivision design and approval process, consistent with applicable General Plan and Local
Area Plan policies:

Every effort shall be made to concentrate or cluster development on portions of a site while leaving the
remaining land in a natural undisturbed condition.

¯ Limit clearing and grading of native vegetation at a site to the minimum amount needed to build lots, allow
access, and provide fire protection.

¯ Maximize trees and other vegetation at each site by planting additional vegetation, clustering tree areas, and
promoting the use of native and/or drought tolerant plants. Wherever practical, promote natural vegetation by
using parking lot islands and other landscaped areas.

¯ Preserve riparian areas and wetlands.

3. MINIMIZE STORM WATER POLLUTANTS OF CONCERN

Storm water runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids.
metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the stormwater conveyance system. The
development must be designed so as to minimize, to the maximum extent practicable ~, the
introduction of pollutants of concern that may result in significant impacts, generated from site
runoff of directly connected impervious areas (DCIA), to the storm water conveyance system as
approved by the building official. Pollutants of concern, as defined by the Permit, consist of any
pollutants that exhibit one or more of the following characteristics: current loadings or historic
deposits of the pollutant are impacting the beneficial uses of a receiving water, elevated levels of
the pollutant are found in sediments of a receiving water and/or have the potential to
bioaccumulate in organisms therein, or the detectable inputs of the pollutant are at a level high
enough to be considered potentially toxic to humans and/or flora and fauna.
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In meeting this specific requirement, "’minimization of the pollutants of concern" will require the
incorporation of a BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of
pollutant loadings in that runoff to the ~gP-Maximum Extent Practicable. Those BMPs best
suited ["or that purpose are, at a minimum, are those listed in the California Storm Water Best
,\4ana,~ement Practices Handbooks,; Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbook: Planning and
Design Staff Guide; Manual for Storm Water Management in Washington State;~ The
Maryland ~-P-Stormwater Design Manual; ~-Florida Development~ Manual: A Guide to
Sound Land and Water Management; ~-and Guidance Specifying Management Measures for
Sources of Nonpoint Pollution in Coastal Waters ~, USEPA Report No. EPA-840-B-92-
002, ~--as "likely to have significant impact" beneficial to water quality for targeted pollutants
that are of concern at the site in question.

--Examples of BMPs that can be used for minimizing the introduction of pollutants of concern
generated from site runoff are identified in Table 2. Any BMP not specifically approved by
the Regional Board in Resolution No. 99-03, "Approving Best Management Practices for
Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Programs in Los Angeles County", for
development planning may be used if they have been recommended in one of the above
references.

4. PROTECT SLOPES AND CHANNELS

If applicable,-t-l~ project plans must include BMPs consistent with local codes and ordinances to
decrease the potential of slopes and/or channels from eroding and impacting storm water runoff:

¯ Convey runoff safely from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.

¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.

¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.

~....., !Iinstall energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of new storm drains,
culverts, conduits, or channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable specifications to
minimize erosion, with the approval of all agencies with jurisdiction, e.g., the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers and the California Department of Fish and Game,
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5. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the project area must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such
as: "NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be posted at public
access points along channels and creeks within the project area.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

6. PROPERLY DESIGN OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

Outdoor material storage areas refer to storage areas or storage facilities solely for the storage of
materials.

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow may provide an opportunity for toxic
compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals, nutrients,-an4 suspended solids, and other pollutants
to enter the stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed project plans include outdoor areas
for storage of materials that may contribute pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the
following structural BMPs are required:

¯ Areas where materials are to be stored must be: (1) placed in an enclosure such as, but not limited to. a cabinet,
shed, or similar structure that prevents contact with runoff or spillage to the storm water conveyance system; or
(2) protected by secondary containment structures such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of stormwater within the
secondary containment area.

7. PROPERLY DESIGN TRASH STORAGE AREAS

A trash storage area refers to an area where a trash receptacle or receptacles are located for use as
a repository for solid wastes.
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Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All trash container areas must meet the following structural
BMP requirements:

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

8. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

hnproper maintenance is one of the most common reasons why water quality controls will not
function as designed or which may cause the system to fail entirely. It is important to consider
who will be responsible for maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to
perlbrm the maintenance properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included,
or is required to include, stru=tural treatment control BMPs in project plans, the Permit-tee shall
require that the applicant provide verification of maintenance provisions through such means as
may be appropriate, including, but not limited to legal agreements, covenants, CEQA
mitigation requirements and/or Conditional Use Permits.

For all properties, this verification will unclude ........~" ~’~";~’,--, ,-r, the developer’s -sigta-a-signed
statement, as part of its project application, accepting responsibility for all structural BMP
maintenance until the time the property is transferred and, where applicable, a signed agreement
from the public entity assuming responsibility for structural BMP maintenance. This transfer of
property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for maintenance of
any str’ae:ura! treatment control BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility. For residential properties where the °o’,m=’~’aral
treatment control BMPs are located within a common area which will be maintained by a
homeowner’s association, language regarding the responsibility for maintenance must be
included in the projects conditions, covenants and restrictions (CC&R’s). Printed educational
materials will be required to accompany the first deed transfer to highlight the existence of the
requirement and to provide information on what stormwater management facilities are present,
signs that maintenance is needed, how the necessary maintenance can be performed, and
assistance that the Permittee can provide. It will also encourage the transfer of this information
with ,subsequent sale of the property.

If ~tr’a=tura! treatment control BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they
will be the responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or
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rainfall, prior to its discharge to a storm water conveyance system, or

4. the volume of runoff produced from each and every storm event up to and including a historical-
record based reference 24-hour rainfall criterion for "treatment" (0.75 inch average for the Los
Angeles County area) that achieves approximately the same reduction in pollutant loads achieved
by the 85’h percentile 24-hour runoff event,

-AND

B. control peak flow discharge to provide stream channel and over bank flood protection,
based on flow design criteria selected by the local agency.

:n~" The area of roofing
surfaces may be excluded from the total area for calculation of rainfall or runoff volume to
be treated provided:

a. the roofing materials will not be a source of do .~ot contribute to pollutants of concern in
storm water, ~ and

b. storm water-r-~,~g from the roofing surfaces-ar-~ is diverted directly to a storm water
conveyance system,, and

c. roof based exhaust systems, vents, filters, and air pollution control devices will not
b~present a significant source of pollutants of concern in storm water, and

d. the storm water conveyance system does not directly or indirectly discharge to a
natural stream or unlined channel or channel segment scheduled for restoration.

Exclusions

~where~ the land area for development or redevelopment is less than 5,000
square feet, -are excluded from the requirements of this Section. r2

R0070256
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STAN~AR~ UP.~AN STO~ WATE~ ~!T!CAT!ON PLAN

10. --PROVISIONS APPLICABLE TO INDIVIDUAL PRIORITY PROJECT
CATEGORIES

A. 100,000 SQUARE FOOT COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENTS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN LOADING/UNLOADING DOCK AREAS

Loading/unloading dock areas have the potential for material spills to be quickly transported to
the storm water conveyance system. To minimize this potential, the following design criteria are
required:

¯ Cover loading dock areas or design drainage to minimize run-on and runoff of storm water.
¯ Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks (truck wells) are prohibited.

2. PROPERLY DESIGN REPAIR/MAINTENANCE BAYS

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and gasoline from the repair/maintenance bays
can negatively impact storm water if allowed to come into contact with storm water runoff.
Therefore, design plans for repair bays must include the following:

¯ Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow storm water runon or
contact with storm water runoff.

¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all washwater, leaks and spills. Connect drains to a
sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the repair/maintenance bays to the storm drain system is
prohibited. If required by local jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit.

3. PROPERLY DESIGN VEHICLE/EQUIPMENT WASH AREAS

Vehicle/equipment washing!steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease, .
solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the storm water conveyance system. To alleviate
this problem, consider including in the project plans an area for washing/steam cleaning of
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vehicles and equipment. If such an area is included in the site design, it must meet the following:

¯ This area must be sell-contained, covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment facility, and properly
connected to a sanitary sewer.

B. RESTAURANTS

I. PROPERLY DESIGN EQUIPMENT/ACCESSORY WASH AREAS

gOutdoor equipment/accessory washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals,
oil and grease, solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the storm water conveyance system.
To alleviate this problem, include in the project plans an area for the washing/steam cleaning of
equipment and accessories. This area must meet the following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, equipped with a grease trap, and properly connected to a sanitaW sewer.

¯ If this wash area is to be located outdoors, it must be covered, paved, have secondary containment, and be
connected to the sanitary sewer.

C. RETAIL GASOLINE OUTLETS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN FUELING AREA

Fueling areas have the potential to contribute oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid. coolant
and gasoline to the storm water conveyance system. The project plans must include the
fbllowing BMPs:

¯ FWhere feaz!~!a, fuel dispensing areas should be covered with an overhanging roof structure or canopy. The
canopy’s minimum dimensions must be equal to or greater than the area within the grade break. The canopy
must not drain onto the fuel dispensing area, and the canopy downspouts must be routed to prevent drainage
across the fueling area.

¯ Fuel dispensing areas must be paved with portland cement concrete (or equivalent smooth impervious surface),
and the use of asphalt concrete shall be prohibited.

¯ The fuel dispensing area must have a 2% to 4% slope to prevent ponding, and must be separated from the rest
of the site by a grade break that prevents run-on of storm water to the extent practicable.

R0070258
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¯ At a minimum, the concrete fuel dispensing area must extend 6.5 feet (2.0 meters) from the comer of each fuel
dispenser, or the length at which the hose and nozzle assembly may be operated plus 1 foot (0.3 meter),
whichever is less.

D. AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR SHOPS

l. PROPERLY DESIGN FUELING AREA

Fueling areas have the potential to contribute oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant
and gasoline to the storm water conveyance system. Therefore, design ~1 ......
g~N,~plans, which include fueling areas, must me, Pa~¢ontain the following:

¯ FWhere feasible, fuel dispensing areas should be covered with an overhanging roof structure or canopy. The
cover’s minimum dimensions must be equal to or greater than the area within the grade break. ]’he cover must
not drain onto the fuel dispensing area and the downspouts must be routed to prevent drainage across the
fueling area.

¯ Fuel dispensing areas must be paved with portland cement concrete (or equivalent smooth impervious surface),
and the use of asphalt concrete shall be prohibited.

¯ The fue! dispensing area must have a 2% to 4% slope to prevent ponding, and must be separated from the rest
of the site by a grade break that prevents run-on of storm water te

¯ At a minimum, the concrete fuel dispensing area must extend 6.5 feet (2.0 meters) from the corner of each fuel
dispenser, or the length at which the hose and nozzle assembly may be operated plus 1 foot (0.3 meter),
~vhichever is less.

2. PROPERLY DESIGN REPAIR/MAINTENANCE BAYS

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and gasoline from the repair/maintenance bays
can negatively impact storm water if allowed to come into contact with storm water runoff.
Therefore, design plans for repair bays must include the following:

¯ Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow storm water run-on or
contact with storm water runoff.

¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all washwater, leaks and spills. Connect drains to a
sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the repair/maintenance bays to the storm drain system is
prohibited. If required by local jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit.

~.:~.:,.,:.-_p3.dccp:!,j...u.,jH~.D¢,; p!ncn~..u..!t!;:~..c.,’ u .......
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3. PROPERLY DESIGN VEHICLE/EQUIPMENT WASH AREAS

Vehicle/equipment washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease,
solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the storm water conveyance system. To alleviate
this problem, consider including in the project plans an area for washing/steam cleaning of
vehicles and equipment. If such an area is included in the site design, it must meet the following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment facility, and properly
connected to a sanitary, sewer or to a permitted disposal facility.:

4. PROPERLY DESIGN LOADING/UNLOADING DOCK AREAS

Loading/unloading dock areas have the potential for material spills to be quickly transported to
the storm water conveyance system. To minimize this potential, the following design criteria are
required:

¯ Cover loading dock areas or design drainage to minimize run-on and runoff of storm water.
¯ Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks (truck wells) are prohibited.

E. PARKING LOTS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN PARKING AREA

Parking i~ u~u=!!~ ........ a~+~a ..... ~.~, ........ ,~ ~_a +~,..o p~r!~ag lots contain
...... ¯ ~ ~n, ~ a:.~n,~ ........ ,~a ~mpem’!~U~ ....Ppollutants such as hea~ metals, oil
and grease, and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons that deposit on these surfaces from
motor vehicle traffic. These pollutants arc ~h-aa can be directly transposed to surface
waters.

¯ Reduce impervious land coverage of parking areas
¯ a-nd-flnfilte~rate runoff before it reaches storm drain system.
¯ Treat runoff before it reaches storm drain system

2. PROPERLY DESIGN TO R~,MOgr-KLIMIT OIL AND PERFORM MAINTENANCE

A:~,s’-’:.,-,~.~.decP:~,LA,U.’JH~,D¢’: r!=g.%.u.~!.gat.:,’:..~:a .............e.~a-,~....,..~ ~,,. ¯ Tentative R0070260
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STANDARD URBAN STOP.R~ WATER R~!T!CAT!ON PLAN

Parking lots *.ha: ha;’c hca:’:,’ ’J~c may accumulate oil, grease, and water insoluble
hydrocarbons from vehicle drippings and engine system leaks.

¯ Treat to remove oil and petroleum hydrocarbons at parking lots that are heavily used (e.g. fast food
~ outlets, lots with 25 or more parking spaces c~.’:;’c.’:!c.~cc s:.Ircs, sports event parking lots,
shopping malls, grocery stores, discount warehouse stores)

¯ Ensure adequate operation and maintenanc-i~ce of treatment systems particularly sludge and oil
removal, and system fouling and plugging prevention control

LOCATION !N ENV!RON~.ENTALLY SENSITIVE AREAS

11. VAR!ANCES WAIVER

A Permittee may, through adoption of an ordinance or code inc incorporating the treatment
requirements of thes. SUSMPs, provide for a waiver,.~-fi.~[~ from the requirement if
impracticability .......... ~.~, ¢I TC~JD ..... : ....... ,1~ are ~’ aFFropr~at¢ for a specific
property ~ can be established. Recognized situations of impracticability include
(i) extreme limitations of space for treatment on a redevelopment project, (ii) unfavorable
or unstable soil conditions at a site to attempt infiltration, and (iii) risk of ground water
contamination because an underground source of drinking water is less than ~10 feet
from the soil surface. Any other justification em~s~ for impracticability ~
variance i~oo’aed by the P~_"rrdtt~e must be separately approved by the Regional Board’s
Executive Officer before it becomes recognized and effective~. A waiver granted to
any development or redevelopment project may be revoked by the Regional Board
Executive Officer for cause and with proper notice upon petition.,

If a waiver is granted for impracticability, the Permittee must require the project
proponent to transfer the savings in cost, as determined by the Permittee, to a storm water
mitigation fund to be used to promote regional or alternative solutions for storm water
pollution in the storm watershed and operated by a public agency or a non-profit entity.,

12. -1-~LIMITATION ON gUSE OF INFILTRATION BMPS
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h--..O.~ctcd. Three factors significantly influence the potential for storm water to
contaminate ground water. They are (i) pollutant mobility, (ii) pollutant abundance in
storm water, (iii).and soluble fraction of pollutant. The risk of contamination of
groundwater may be reduced by pretreatment of storm water. 3, discussion of limitations
and guidance for infiltration practices is contained in, Potential Groundwater
Contamination from Intentional and Non-Intentional Stormwater Infiltration, Report No.
EPA/600/R-94/051, USEPA (1994).

In addition, the distance of the groundwater table from the infiltration BMP may also be a
factor determining the risk of contamination. A water table distance separation of ten feet
depth in California presumptively poses negligible risk for storm water not associated with
industrial activity+ or high vehicular traffic.

Infiltration BMPs are not recommended for areas of industrial activity or areas subject to
high vehicular traffic (25,000 or greater average daily traffic (ADT) on main roadway or
15,000 or more ADT on any intersecting roadway) unless appropriate pretreatment is
provided to ensure groundwater is protected and the infiltration BMP is not rendered
ineffective by overload.

13. ALTERNATIVE CERTIFICATION FOR STORM WATER TREATMENT
MITIGATION

A Permittee may elect to accept a signed certification that the plan meets the criteria
established herein and that the plan preparer has undergone training on designing BMPs
to meet the numerical mitigation criteria, in lieu of conducting detailed BMP review to
verify treatment control BMP adequacy. The training must have been conducted by an
organization with storm water BMP design expertise (e.g., a University, American Society
of Civil Engineers, American Society of Landscape Architects, or the California Water
Environment Association) with the training and curriculum a’.:th+r:.-+JC~ccepted by the
Regional Board Executive Officer. For the certification to be valid, training must have been
received not more than two years prior to the signature date on the plan.

R0070262
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SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (199-7-9) by Bay Area StormwaterBay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 839! Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different    410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (I 998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities. Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management Practices Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.

R0070264
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TABLE 1 (Continued)

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Second Nature: Adapting LA’s Landscape for Tree People
Sustainable Living (1999) by Tree People 12601 Mullholland Drive

Beverly Hills, CA 90210
Detailed discussion of BMP designs presented to 818-753-4600 (?)
conserve water, improve water quality, and achieve
flood protection.
Florida Development Manual: A Guide to Sound Florida Department of the EnvironmentCc.~tc: for
Land and Water Management (1981!~n,,~l.P ~:.~::.ql2600 Blairstone Road, Mail Station 3570 ...........

o:~.~.a A r-,~.,~ ....a T~. .... o �~,,l~.. Tallahassee, FL 32399 o~al

Presents detailed c~g;.accr!ag guidance for designing~.!0 ~! ~°~23850-921-9472

Stormwater Management in Washington State Department of Printing
(1999) Vols. 1-5 State of Washington Department of Ecology

P.O. Box 798
Presents detailed guidance on BMP design for newOlympia, WA 98507-0798
development and construction. 360-407-7529

Maryland Stormwater DesignBM~ Manual for--Use Maryland DepartmentPrL~cc Ceergc’~ Ce~.~ty of the
of ~i,~rctc.’:ltlO~, ".’.~ Storm-:,’~ter ~a~agcme~t (19939)Environment

2500 Broening Highway
Presents guidance for designing ~[~rc:ca~oa Baltimore, MD 21224
~storm water BMPs. 410-631-3000 ...........n ......:~- n ....~

L:n~e~’cr, ~9 2978~
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Guidance Specifying Management Measures for National Technical Information Service,"
Sources of Nonpoint Pollution in Coastal Waters
(I 993) Report No. EPA-840-B-92-002.

Springfield, VA 22161
Provides an overview of .......s.- ’~" ~" ~cr~w~cr 800-553-6847~
~r~c:~cc~ ~c~’:~n~, planning and design Cr~wf~r~’~llc, FL ~2327
considerations, programmatic and regulatory
aspects, maintenance considerations, and costs.

CaltransiY,-o+m#a Storm Water Quality Handbook: California Department of Transportation ~=os
Planning and Design StaffGuide (Best ManagementA-ng.~s
Practices Handbooks (199~8) fsr Cc.’::~r.Jc:.~8.-: -P.O. Box 942874
........ : .......... ~--l’ ........................... Sacramento, CA 94274-0001C8".:’1~:y r~F~-* ....~f

Presents guidance for design of storm water BMPs a Ca:h’~cr: ~f.qcc

hou~:!:ccping ~Ps. Alhambra, CA 9!~93
62,6916-653-2975~5E ~959
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TABLE 2: Example Best Management Practices (BMPs)

The following are examples of BMPs that can be used for minimizing the introduction of
pollutants of concern that may result in significant impacts, generated from site runoff ~f DC!A.
to the storm water conveyance system. (See Table 1: Suggested Resources for additional sources
of information):

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewalks and streets.
However, sidewalk widths must still comply with regulations for the Americans with Disabilities Act and other
life safety requirements.

¯ Design residential streets for the minimum required pavement widths needed to comply with all zoning and
applicable ordinances to support travel lanes: on-street parking; emergency, maintenance, and service vehicle
access: sidewalks: and vegetated open channels.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to minimize the number of residential street cul-de-sacs and
incorporate landscaped areas to reduce their impervious cover. The radius of cul-de-sacs should be the
minimum required to accommodate emergency and maintenance vehicles. Alternative turnarounds should be
considered.

¯ Use permeable materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or interior roadway surfaces (examples:
hybrid lots, parking groves, permeable overflow parking, etc.).

¯ Use open space development that incorporates smaller lot sizes.

¯ Reduce building density.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce overall lot imperviousness by promoting
alternative driveway surfaces and shared driveways that connect two or more homes together.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce the overall imperviousness associated with parking
lots by providing compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions, incorporating efficient parking lanes, and
using pervious materials in spillover parking areas.

¯ Direct rooftop runoff to pervious areas such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas, and avoid routing
rooftop runoff’to the roadway or the storm water conveyance system.

¯ Vegetated swales and strips ~ ^--’:~-:’:*" and a,.e:ign

¯ Extended!dry detention basins

¯ Infiltration trenches

¯ ~,:X:’.’~--,.p~.docP:X’..A~U~,gov P!,-.C.’z.X~d;:t!on ................. rm,j~~’,~"~" ~’,,,-~,- ...... ,hal Tentative R0070267
~141-December 7, 1999



¯ Constructed wetlands ~ a ..~;~U;~; .....~ design -’:*~’;~ *~ u~ a .....;-~a by ,u~ loca! jurisdiction)

Oil/Water separators ~ a ..~;~;~;, .... a design

-*    Catch basin " ~ A~;~u;~; .....a

-Continuous ~ow deflection/separation ~systems

-Storm drain insets ~ ~;-~;~; .....~ design ~-;’~-;- "~ ~ ~ .....;-~ by ~ loca! jurisdiction)

¯ Media filtratmn ~, w~ .........~ ....5:sign

¯ Cisterns ; a ~:~;~; .....a deaign o.;,~.;~

pl ; A.~;~;,; ..... a de:ign -’;*~-;~ ’~ be a ....;~a by the ..... ~ ............,-Foundation anting,..ee .........: ..............

¯ Catch basin screens
¯ Normal flow storage/separation systems
¯ Clarifiers
¯ Filtration systems
¯ Primary waste water treatment systems

R0070268
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SUSMP REQUIREMENT FOR STORMWATER RUNOFF MITIGATION
CALCULATIONS

[These calculations are performed as examples to show different approaches of calculating runoff
capture volumes and methodologies of selecting and sizing treatment BMPs]

PREPARED BY; SHOBUZ A. IKBAL
CHECKED BY: WING K. TAM

REQUIREMENT: 85th percentile runoff capture

PROJECT: Light industrial warehouse/office with parking lot in South Central L. A.

PROJECT SIZE: 240,000 ft2 = 5.51 acres

OPTION 1: DETENTION BASIN

(a) WEF Manual of Practice #23 - Chapter 5

Maximized detention volume, Po = a C P6 [WEF, Pg. 175]

For 85th percentile event capture for 24 hours

Regression constant, a = 1.299 [WEF, Table 5.4, Pgo 177]
Mean storm depth, P6 = 0.67 in. [WEF, Figure 5.3, Pg. 176]
(Note: Local precipitation record can be used to calculate more accurate P6 for
the site)
C = 0.9086                                [LAMC, Code 3300]

=> Po = 1.299 x 0.9086 x 0.67 = 0.7908 inch

Required storage volume = Pox Area of the site
= (0.7908 in / 12) x 240,000 ft2
= 15,815 ft3 = 118,296 gal.

Basin size = 40’W x 40’L x 10’ D

(b) Using 0.75" As The 85th Percentile Capture For 24 Hours

Po = 0.75 in.

~ Required storage volume = (0.75 in / 12) x 240,000 ft2
= 15,000 ft3 = 112,200 gal.

-) Basin size = 40’W x 40’L x 9.5’D R0070269
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(c) California Stormwater BMP Handbook

For 85th percentile capture for 40 hours [Industrial Handbook, Pg. D1]

Unit basin storage volume = 0.06 ac-ft/ac [Industrial Handbook, Pg. D7]

~> Required storage volume = Unit basin storage x Area of site
= 0.06 ac-ft/ac x 5.51 ac
= 0.3306 ac-ft
= 14,401 ft3 = 107,719 gal.

-~ Basin size = 40’W x 40’L x 9’D

OPTION 2: VEGETATED SWALE AND INFILTRATION TRENCH

(i) VEGETATED SWALE - For Parking Lot RunOff
[Using WEF Manual of Practice #23]

Area of the parking lot, Ap = 110,000 ft2 = 2.525 ac.

Mean storm, P6 = 0.67 in. [WEF, Fig. 5.3, Pg. 176]

Runoff coefficient, (3 = 1 [WEF, Pg. 191]

Drain time = 12 hours [WEF, Pg. 191]

Regression constant, a = 1.109 [WEF, Table 5.4, Pg. 177]

=> Po = a C P6 = 1.109 x 1 x 0.67 = 0.74 inch

If Po is for 2 hour storm, i = Po / 2 [WEF, Pg. 192]

=> i = 0.74 / 2 = 0.37 in./hr.

Frequency of this storm event is 3 months [BOE, Fig. G212A]

Average slope of the flow line = 1%

=> Velocity, V = 0.7 ft/sec for grass [Gupta, Fig. 12.7, Pg. 625]

Travel distance for runoff, L = 500 ft + 480 ft = 980 ft. [Project site plan]

Time of concentration for runoff, tc = L / V                 [Gupta, Pg. 623]
=> tc = 980 / 0.7 = 1400 sec = 23.3 minutes

R0070270
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For this t~ and 3-month frequent storm
=> Rainfall intensity, i= 0.95 in/hr [BOE, Fig. G212A]

Runoff discharge rate for this rainfall,
Q = C i An: Where, C = runoff coeff.= 0.9086 [LAMC, Code 3800]

=>    Q = 0.9086 x 0.95 x 2.52 = 2.18 cfs

Discharge this runoff over three (3) identical swale with the following
assumed characteristics:                              [WEF, Pg. 192]

Type: Trapezoidal
Center depth, D = 6" = 0.5 R
Vegetation: Grass
Grass height = 4"
Longitudinal slope, S = 4% ’
Side slope ratio, Z = 6
Bottom width, B = 3 ft
Manning’s n = 0.22
Runoff discharge, Q = 2.18 / 3 = 0.73 cfs

=> Flow depth in swale, Y = Grass ht. - 2" = 4" - 2" = 2" = 0.167 ft

Because B >> Y, hydraulic radius, R = Y [WEF, Pg. 194]

Using Manning’s equation for flow velocity, V = (1.486 / n) x R2~3 x S1~2

V = (1.486 / 0.22) x 0.1672~3 x 0.041/2
= 0.41 ft/sec < 0.9 sec O__~K [WEF, Pg. 192]

=> Runoff flow area = Q / V = 0.73 / 0.41 = 1.78 ft2

Cross section area of swale = BD + ZD2

= (3 x 0.5) + (6 x 0.52)
= 3.0 > Runoff flowarea OK

For a 225 ft. long swale,                                    --

=> Hydraulic retention in swale, t~ = Length / Velocity

=> t~ =225/0.41=550sec
= 9.1 min > Minimum of 9 min. suggested for Pacific

Northwest (Note. local data can be used if available)
=> Top width of swale, T = B + 2DZ = 3 + 2 (0.5 x 6) = 9 ft.

Three swales (225’ L x 9’ W x 6" D) required. R1~1}71}271
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(ii) For Rooftop Runoff- INFILTRATION TRENCH
[Using WEF Manual of Practice #23]

Size of the building roof, Ar = 130,000 ft2 = 2.98 acres
Runoff coefficient, C = 0.9086 [LAMC, Code 3300]

Requisite site conditions: [WEF, Pg. 206]

High groundwater must be > 4 ft. below bottom of infiltration trenches
Bedrock must be > 4 ft. below bottom of the trenches
No fill or recompacted soil in and around the trenches
Soil around the trenches must be of HSG Group A or B

Assumptions:                             .

Sandy soil on site
Hydraulic conductivity, k = 3.3x10.3 ft/sec [WEF, Table 5.11, Pg. 205]
Trench is filled with mix of uniform and graded gravel
Porosity of trench fill, p = 35% [WEF, Table 5.12, Pg. 206]
Width of trench, W = 3 ft [WEF, Pg. 206],

"Maximized" storm volume calculated in Vegetative Swale section,
Po = 0.74 in. [WEF, Pg. 209]

~ Volume to runoff to drain into infiltration trench,
Vr = PoA = (0.74 / 12) x 130,000 = 8017 ft3

=> Volume of the required trench with gravel
VT=Vr/p =8017/0.35 =22,905ft3

Total area of the sides of the trenches, AT -- 2 VT / k t [WEF, Eq. 5.7, Pg. 209]

If all.captured runoff (Vr) is to drain out of trench in one day,
t = 24 hours = 86,400 sec [WEF, Pg. 207]

=> AT = 2 X 22,905 / (3.3x103 x 86,400) = 160.6 ft2

-) Required trench will be 3’W x 6’D x 27’ L.

R0070272

November ].0, 1999 4 City of Los Angeles
H:\eng~orojects\model~lanning\rwqcb\Calculations for EAC. do(: Stormwater Management Division



J-°.F\F J

OPTION 3: CATCHBASIN INSERTS

To treat the "maximized" storage volume calculated for detention basin (Option 1) in 24
hours,

~> Outflow rate = 15,815 ft3 / 24 hours = 82 gpm

Commercially available inserts:

-̄~ a. Aquashield Model 300, capacity 855 gpm [Aquashield]

-~ b. Fossil Filter, 2’ x 2’ Rectangular, capacity 76 gpm [Fossil Filter]

Each of these will require a catchbasin to collect runoff and drainage pipings for outflow
from the inserts.

References

Aquashield, Remedial Solutions, Inc., 1999

BOE, Storm Drain Design, City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, 1973.

Fossil Filter, Kristar Enterprise, 1996

Gupta, Ram, Hydrology and Hydraulic Systems, Waveland Press, Inc. 1995.

Industrial Handbook, California Stormwater Best Management Practice Handbooks,
Stormwater Quality Taskforce, 1993.

LAMC, Stormwater Pollution Abatement Charge, Los Angeles Municipal Code 64.51.

WEF, Urban Runoff Quality Management, WEF Manual of Practice No. 23, Joint Task
of the WEF and ASCE, 1998.
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BMP COST

Option 1: DETENTION BASIN

DETENTION BASIN (Unlined)

i. Excavation and haulaway - $22 / yd3 [1]

~>    Warehouse project: 15815 ft3 = 585 yd3 = $12,870

ii. Land cost - $18 / sq.ft. [2]

~>    Warehouse project: 40’x40’ = "~ 600 sq.ft. = $28,800

iii. Maintenance cost: 1 cleanout per year

Event Mean Concentration for Commercial Area - 91 mg/L TSS [3]

=> Total rainfall volume captured in the basin = 70% of 15 in. per year
= (10.5 in/12) x 240,000

= 210,000 ft3 = 5,943,000L
~    TSS collected = 80% (91 mg/L x 5,943,000 L) = 432.6 kg / yr.

If sediment density is 1.5 tons/yd3, total TSS to be removed = 0.29 yd3

Clean-out cost: 1 cu.yd / 3 years = $99 / 3 yrs. = $33/year.

-) Total capital cost - $28,800
-~ Annual maintenance - $ 33

Option 2: INFILTRATION TRENCH & VEGETATED SWALE

a. INFILTRATION TRENCH - For roof runoff

i. Infiltration trench with gravel = $27.77 per ft3 [4]

~    Warehouse project: 3’ W x 6’ D x 27’L = $13,500

ii. Land cost: Negligible

iii. Maintenance cost: Replacement of gravel every 5 years.
= ½ of initial set up = $6750 every 5 years

~    Annual maintenance cost = $1,350 R0070274
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b. VEGETATED SWALE - For parking lot runoff

9 ft wide swale = $6 per linear foot [5]

~>    Warehouse project: 3 (9’ W x 225’ L) = 3 x ($6 x 225) = $4050

Land cost: No extra land required - Swale to be incorporated in
landscaping plan.

Maintenance cost: Routine landscape upkeep will do - No additional
mowing and cleaning.

-) Total capital cost - $17,550
-) Annual maintenance cost - $1,350      ~

Option 3:

CATCHBASIN INSERTS - For the entire project

To treat the "maximized" storage volume calculated for detention basin in
24 hours, outflow = 15,815 ft3/24 hours = 82 gp.m

Aquashield Model 300, capacity 855 gpm = $1335 [6]
Fossil Filter, 2’ x 2’ Rectangular, capacity 76 gpm = $1,000 [6]

~ Warehouse project = $1200

ii. Land cost: Negligible

iii. Storm drain connection cost = $300

iv. Maintenance and disposal cost: 3 cleanings and 3 replacement
= $495 / yr. [7]

-) Total capital cost - $1,500
¯ -) Annual maintenance cost - $495

RooTOZ75
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Cost Bases

1. Earthwork estimate - Bureau of Engineering, City of Los Angeles

2. Real Estate Estimator - Department of General Services, City of Los Angeles.
Estimate varies from $15 to $25 in S. Central L.A.

3. Watershed Model, US EPA 1983

4. Infiltration trench in DOT Parking Lot in Venice by City of Los Angeles
Cost for 5’W x 3’D x 12’L trench = $5,000

5. Bird Rehab Center in San Pedro by Trees People for City of Los Angeles
Cost for 6 ft wide swale = $4 per linear foot.

6. BMP Demonstration projects by City of Los.Angeles

7. Rick Campos - DPS Kristar Enterprise, Cot~ti, CA
Schedule A: Maintenance and disposal cost for 3 cleanings and one
replacement = $200 per year.
Schedule B: 3 cleanings and 2 replacement = $275
= $45/cleaning and $75/replacement

R0070276
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STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLANS

NUMERICAL MITIGATION CRITERIA
FOR DEVELOPMENT PLANNING

SAMPLE CALCULATIONS

Sample calculations for a commercial development project using the numerical mitigation
measure under consideration by the Regional Water Quality Control Board were performed with
the assistance of City of Los Angeles staff. The case examples illustrate that, (i) the three
different numerical mitigation criteria for calculating Best Management Practice (BMP) sizing
dimensions produce values that are within 10 percent of one another; (ii) the sizing criteria for
treatment BMPs (vegetated swales and infiltration trench) based on filtration and adsorption (not
storage) are reasonable and practicable using the numerical mitigation criteria being considered
by the Regional Board; and (iii) commercially available catch-basin inserts are adequately
manufactured to handle and treat flow equivalent to the storage volume that is needed for a
detention basin BMP.

REQUIREMENT: 85th percentile rainfall runoff capture

PROJECT: Light industrial warehouse/office with parking lot in South Central L.A.

PROJECT SIZE: 240,000 ft2 = 5.51 acres

CASE EXAMPLE 1 : DETENTION BASIN: Sample calculation demonstrates the water quality
treatment volume required to size a detention basin using (a) the maximized water quality
treatment volume method and (b) the 85th percentile rainfall event treatment volume for Los
Angeles County and (c) the 85 percent annual runoff volume capture method.

(a) WEF Manual of Practice #23 - Chapter 5

Maximized detention volume, Po = a C P~ [WEF, Pg. 175]

For 85th percentile event capture for 24 hours

Regression constant, a = 1.299 [WEF, Table 5.4, Pg. 177]
Mean storm depth, Ps = 0.67 in. [WEF, Figure 5.3, Pg. 176]

(Note: Loca/ precipitation record can be used to ca/cu/ate more accurate P~ for
the site)

C = 0.9086 [LAMC, Code 3300]

=> Po = 1.299 x 0.9086 x 0.67 = 0.7908 inch

~ Required storage volume = Po x Area of the site
= (0.7908 in / 12) x 240,000 ft2

= 15,815 ft3 = 118,296 gal.

R0070277
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-) Basin size = 40’W x 40’L x 10’ D

(b) Using treatment volume from all events up to and including 0.75" rainfall

Po = 0.75 in.

~ Required storage volume = (0.75 in / 12) x 240,000 ft2
= 15,000 ft3 = 112,200 gal.

-) Basin size = 40’W x 40’L x 9.5’D

(c) California Stormwater BMP Handbook

For 85 percent annual runoff volume capture for 40 hours [Industrial Handbook, Pg. D1]

~ Unit basin storage volume = 0.06 ac-ft/ac [Industrial Handbook, Pg. D7]

~ Required storage volume = Unit basin storage x Area of site
= 0.06 ac-ft/ac x 5.51 ac
= 0.3306 ac-ft
= 14,401 ft3 = 107,719 gal.

-)Basin size = 40’W x 40’L x 9’

CASE EXAMPLE 2: VEGETATED SWALE AND INFILTRATION TRENCH: These calculations
demonstrate sizing of alternative BMPs to achieve storm water treatment without storage
capture as would be required with the detention basin BMP illustrated in case example 1. The
method used is the maximized water quality treatment approach.

(i) VEGETATED SWALE - For Parking Lot Runoff
[Using WEF Manual of Practice #23]

Area of the parking lot, Ap = 110,000 ft2 = 2.525 ac.

Mean storm, Ps = 0.67 in. [WEF, Fig. 5.3, Pg. 176]

Runoff coefficient, C = 1 [WEF, Pg. 191]

Drain time = 12 hours [WEF, Pg. 191]

Regression constant, a = 1.109 [WEF, Table 5.4, Pg. 177]

=> Po = a C P~ = 1.109 x 1 x 0.67 = 0.74 inch

If Po is for 2 hour storm, i = Po / 2 [WEF, Pg. 192]

=> i = 0.74 / 2 = 0.37 in./hr.

R0070278
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Frequency of this storm event is 3 months [BOE, Fig. G212A]

Average slope of the flow line = 1%

=> Velocity, V = 0.7 ft/sec for grass [Gupta, Fig. 12.7, Pg. 625]

Travel distance for runoff, L = 500 ft + 480 ft = 980 ft. [Project site plan]

Time of concentration for runoff, tc = L / V [Gupta, Pg. 623]
=> tc = 980 / 0.7 = 1400 sec = 23.3 minutes

For this tc and 3-month frequent storm
=> Rainfall intensity, i= 0.95 in/hr [BOE, Fig. G212A]

Runoff discharge rate for this rainfall,
Q = C iAp; Where, C = runoff coeff.= 0.9086 [LAMC, Code 3800]

Q = 0.9086 x 0.95 x 2.52 = 2.18 cfs

Discharge this runoff over three (3) identical swale with the following assumed
characteristics:                                          [WEF, Pg. 192]

Type: Trapezoidal
Center depth, D = 6" = 0.5 ft
Vegetation: Grass
Grass height = 4"
Longitudinal slope, S = 4%
Side slope ratio, Z = 6
Bottom width, B = 3 ft
Manning’s n = 0.22
Runoff discharge, Q = 2.18/3 = 0.73 cfs

=> Flow depth in swale, Y = Grass ht. - 2" = 4" - 2" = 2" = 0.167 ft

Because B >> Y, hydraulic radius, R = Y [WEF, Pg. 194]

Using Manning’s equation for flow velocity, V = (1.486 / n) x R2/3 x S1/2

V = (1.486 / 0.22) x 0.167~3 x 0.041/~
= 0.41 ft/sec < 0.9 sec OK [WEF, Pg. 192]

=> Runoff flow area = Q / V = 0.73 / 0.41 = 1.78 ft~

Cross section area of swale = BD + ZD2
= (3 x 0.5) + (6 x 0.52)
= 3.0 > Runoff flowarea OK

For a 225 ft. long swale,

=> Hydraulic retention in swale, td    = Length / Velocity

R0070279
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=> td =225/0.41=550sec
= 9.1 min > Minimum of 9 min. suggested for Pacific
Northwest (Note: local data can be used if available)

=> Top width of swale, T = B + 2DZ = 3 + 2 (0.5 x 6) = 9 ft.

~ Three swales (225’ L x 9’ W x 6" D) required.

(ii) For Rooftop Runoff- INFILTRATION TRENCH
[Using WEF Manual of Practice #23]

Size of the building roof, Ar -- 130,000 ft2 = 2.98 acres
Runoff coefficient, C = 0.9086 [LAMC, Code 3300]

Requisite site conditions: [WEF, Pg. 206]

High groundwater must be > 4 ft. below bottom of infiltration trenches
Bedrock must be > 4 ft. below bottom of the trenches
No fill or recompacted soil in and around the trenches
Soil around the trenches must be of HSG Group A or B

Assumptions:

Sandy soil on site
- Hydraulic conductivity, k = 3.3x10-3 ft/sec [WEF, Table 5.11, Pg. 205]
- Trench is filled with mix of uniform and graded gravel
- Porosity of trench fill, p = 35% [WEF, Table 5.12, Pg. 206]
- Width of trench, W = 3 ft [WEF, Pg. 206]

"Maximized" storm volume calculated in Vegetative Swale section,
Po = 0.74 in. [VVEF, Pg. 209]

~> Volume to runoff to drain into infiltration trench,
Vr = Po A = (0.74 / 12) x 130,000 = 8017 ft3

=> Volume of the required trench with gravel
VT = Vr / p = 8017 / 0.35 = 22,905 ft3

Total area of the sides of the trenches, AT = 2 VT / k t [WEF, Eq. 5.7, Pg 209]

If all captured runoff (Vr) is to drain out of trench in one day,
t = 24 hours = 86,400 sec [WEF, Pg. 207]

=> AT = 2 X 22,905 / (3.3X103 X 86,400) = 160.6 ft2

-~ Required trench will be 3’W x 6’D x 27’ L.

R0070280
Swarnikannu 12/08/99                                    4



CASE EXAMPLE 3: CATCHBASIN INSERTS: This calculation demonstrates that commercially
available catch-basin inserts are adequately designed for flow treatment equivalent to the
storage volume required in case example 1, based on manufacturers product performance
claims.

To treat the "maximized" treatment volume calculated for detention basin (case example 1) in 24
hours,

~ Outflow rate = 15,815 ft3 / 24 hours = 82 gpm

Commercially available inserts:

-) a. Aquashield Model 300, capacity 855 gpm [Aquashield]

-.) b. Fossil Filter, 2’ x 2’ Rectangular, capacity 76 gpm [Fossil Filter]

Each of these will require a catch basin to collect runoff and drainage pipings for outflow from
the inserts.

References

Aquashield, Remedial Solutions, Inc., 1999

Bureau of Engineering (BOE), Storm Drain Design, City of Los Angeles, Department of Public
Works, 1973.

Fossil Filter, Kristar Enterprise, 1996

Gupta, Ram, Hydrology and Hydraulic Systems, Waveland Press, Inc. 1995

Industrial Handbook, Cafifornia Stormwater Best Management Practice Handbooks, Stormwater
Quality Taskforce, 1993.

Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), Stormwater Pollution Abatement Charge, Los Angeles
Municipal Code 64.51.

Water Environment Federation (WEF), Urban Runoff Quality Management, WEF Manual of
Practice No. 23, Joint Task of the WEF and ASCE, 1998.
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STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLANS

NUMERICAL MITIGATION CRITERIA
FOR DEVELOPMENT PLANNING

BMP COST ESTIMATES

Cost estimates for BMPs for a commercial development project using the numerical
mitigation measure under consideration by the Regional Water Quality Control Board
were performed with assistance of the City of Los Angeles staff. The cost estimates
indicate that the capital and maintenance costs associated with treatment BMPs sized to
meet the numerical mitigation measure are reasonable and amount to less than 0.5
percent of the project cost. The total cost of the project was estimated to be $ 6.5 million
and includes the land acquisition, engineering and design, any clean-ups, construction,
permits, etc.

CASE EXAMPLE 1~. DETENTION BASIN

DETENTION BASIN (Unlined)

i. Excavation and haulaway - $22 / yd3 [1]

Warehouse project: 15815 ft3 = 585 yd~ = $12,870

iio Land cost - $18 / sq.ft. [2]

Warehouse project: 40’x40’ = 1600 sq.ft. = $28,800

iii. Maintenance cost: 1 cleanout per year

Event Mean Concentration for Commercial Area - 91 mg/L TSS [3]

=> Total rainfall volume captured in the basin = 70% of 15 in. per year
= (10.5 in/12) x 240,000

= 210,000 ft3 = 5,943,000L
TSS collected = 80% (91 mg/L x 5,943,000 L) = 432.6 kg / yr.

If sediment density is 1.5 tons/yd3, total TSS to be removed = 0.29 yd3

Clean-out cost: 1 cu.yd / 3 years = $99 / 3 yrs. = $33/year.

-) Total capital cost - $28,800
--) Annual maintenance - $ 33
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CASE EXAMPLE 2: INFILTRATION TRENCH & VEGETATED SWALE

a. INFILTRATION TRENCH - For roof runoff

i. Infiltration trench with gravel = $27.77 per ft3 [4]

Warehouse project: 3’ W x 6’ D x 27’L = $13,500

ii. Land cost: Negligible

iii. Maintenance cost: Replacement of gravel every 5 years.
= ½ of initial set up = $6750 every 5 years

Annual maintenance cost = $1,350

b. VEGETATED SWALE - For parking lot runoff

9 ft wide swale = $6 per linear foot [5]

Warehouse project: 3 (9’ W x 225’ L) = 3 x ($6 x 225) = $4050

Land cost: No extra land required - Swale to be incorporated in
landscaping plan.

Maintenance cost: Routine landscape upkeep will do - No additional
mowing and cleaning.

-~ Total capital cost     - $17,550
-~ Annual maintenance cost - $1,350

CASE EXAMPLE 3:

CATCHBASIN INSERTS - For the entire project

To treat the "maximized" storage volume calculated for detention basin in 24
hours, outflow = 15,815 ft3 / 24 hours = 82 gpm

Aquashield Model 300, capacity 855 gpm = $1335 [6]
Fossil Filter, 2’ x 2’ Rectangular, capacity 76 gpm = $1,000 [6]

Warehouse project ~ $1200

ii. Land cost: Negligible

iii. Storm drain connection cost = $300

iv. Maintenance and disposal cost: 3 cleanings and 3 replacement

November 30, 1999 2 R0070283
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= $495 / yr. [7]

-) Total capital cost     - $1,500
-) Annual maintenance cost - $495

Reference for Costs

1. Earthwork estimate - Bureau of Engineering, City of Los Angeles

2. Real Estate Estimator - Department of General Services, City of Los Angeles.
Estimate varies from $15 to $25 in S. Central Los Angeles.

3. Watershed Model, US Environmental Protection Agency. 1983

4. Infiltration trench in Department of Transportation Parking Lot. Venice, Los
Angeles
Cost for 5’W x 3’D x 12’L trench = $5,000

5. Bird Rehab Center in San Pedro.y Trees People for City of Los Angeles
Cost for 6 ft wide swale = $4 per linear foot.

6. BMP Demonstration projects by City of Los Angeles

7. Rick Campos - DPS Kristar Enterprise, Cotati, CA
Schedule A: Maintenance and disposal cost for 3 cleanings and one
replacement = $200 per year.
Schedule B: 3 cleanings and 2 replacement = $275
= $45/cleaning and $75/replacement
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STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLANS

NUMERICAL MITIGATION CRITERIA
FOR DEVELOPMENT PLANNING

TWENTY-FOUR HOUR RAINFALL OCCURRENCE PROBABILITY

Table 1. Summary of 24-hour rainfall total depth historical record for the Civic
Center station (100-year record) and the LAX station (50-year record). (Data
provided by Los Angeles County Department of Public Works)

Total Volume (in) No. of Cumulative Cumulative No. of Cumulative Cumulative
storms storms

Range LAX Percent Civic Center Percent
0 0 0 0 0 0

0.0 and 0.5 508 508 56.6 3330 3330 72.~
0.5 and 1,0 203i 711 79.3 706 4036 88.C

.0 and 1,5 88 799 89.1 276 4312 94.(
,5 and 2.0 36 835 93.1 141 4453 97.1

2.0 and 2.5 25 870 97.0 60 4513 98.4
2.5 and 3.0 8 878 97.9 36 4549 99.1
3.0 and 3.5 12 890 99.2 12 4561 99.4
3.5 and 4.0 1 891 99.3 14 4575 99.7
4.0 and 4.5 1 892 99.4 7 4582 99.9
4.5 and 5.0 1 893 996 3 4585 99.9
5.0 and 5.5 2 895 99.8 1 4586 100.0
5.5 and 6.0 0 895 99.8 2 4588 100.0
6.0 and 6.5 1 896 99.9 0 4588 100 0
6.5 and 7.0 0 896 99.9 0 4588 100.(
7,0 and 7.5 1 897 100.0 0 4588 100.0
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STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLANS

NUMERICAL MITIGATION CRITERIA
FOR DEVELOPMENT PLANNING

TWENTY-FOUR HOUR RAINFALL OCCURRENCE PROBABILITY

CUMULATIVE PROBABILITY
24 HOUR RAINFALL - LAX
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Graphs. Twenty-four hour total rainfall occurrence probability for the Civic Center station
(representing all Los Angeles County) and the LAX station (representing coastal Los
Angeles County). The arrow indicates 85th percentile value, which translates to 0.75 inch
for countywide criterion, and about 1.4 inches for the coastal Los Angeles County.
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VEGETATED SWALES AND
FILTER STRIPS
Biofilters consist primarily of vegetated swales and filter strips. Swales are
shallow channels with flow depths often below the height of the vegetation
that grows within them. Filter strips are vegetated flat surfaces over which
water flows in a thin sheet. Planted vegetation can be turf grasses, emergent
wetland, or high marsh plants. Some infiltration occurs through the underly-
ing soil cover, but that is not the primary mode of treatment. Suspended
solids are removed by filtering through the vegetation and settling. Dissolved
constituents may also be removed through chemical or biological mecha-
nisms mediated by the vegetation and the soil.

PLANNING CRITERIA AND GUIDELINES. Local governments and
stormwater professionals should view biofilters as an element of the
stormwater management infrastructure and as a part of the treatment train.
For example, roadside ditches can be designed as biofilters and as landscap-
ing amenities. Also, when land is limited, surrounding a pond with a biofllter
will treat low flows before they enter the pond. Consider retrofitting biofil-
ters in developed areas.

Effective biofiltration depends on proper design, construction, and main-
tenance. Also, local jurisdictions need to provide for access easements on

private land for their inspection, monitoring, and maintenance, and they need
to enforce long-term maintenance commitments by private parties to the con-
trol facilities owned by private parties.

Every effort should be made to prevent sediment-laden construction
runoff, oil, and grease from entering biofilters. Catch basins, detention
basins, presettling devices, and oil-water separators can be installed
upstream of biofilters to help remove the’se materials before they reach the
biofilter. Any of these devices or controls can improve the performance and
the life of a biofilter.

DESIGN AND INSTALLATION CRITERIA AND GUIDELINES. Pro-
visions Applying Equally to Swales and Filter Strips. It is important to
maximize water contact with the biofilter vegetation and the soil surface.

Graveled and coarse sandy soils are not desirable because they have diffi-
culty sustaining vegetation. Heavy clay so~ls, materials toxic to vegetation,
stones, and debris should also be avoided. When suitable, use on-site materi-
als and scarify and till compacted soils before planting.

Vegetate biofilters uniformly with fine, turf-forming, water-resistant
grasses. In arid and semiarid areas, supplemental irrigation will be needed to
maintain healthy filter strips. Where biofilters intercept groundwater or
where there is little slope for proper drainage, emer.oent herbaceous wetland
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vegetation is an acceptable planting alternative. Whenever possible, use veg-
etation native to the region. It is important to select grass and wetland species
that work best for the region, climate, and native soils. Do not assume that in-
formation from other regions can be used at every site. Also, if wildlife habi-
tat is being provided, select vegetation accordingly.

Use grass seed and mulch application rates specified by the supplier. If at
all possible, do not use animal manure as an amendment and avoid using fer-
tilizers. If fertilizer must be used, apply only the amount needed by the se-
lected plants in the existing soil conditions and use a slow-release fertilizer.

Establish grasses when natural moisture is adequate but irrigate if necessary..
If wetland plants are used, they may need to be protected from predation with
netting during establishment. If possible, divert runoff, other than necessary
irrigation, during the period of vegetation establishment.

Vegetate upslope areas to prevent erosion. Use barrier shrubs to reduce in-
trusion by people and domestic animals. Avoid trees that shade biofilter
grasses, and if trees cannot be avoided, space them at least 6.5 m (20 ft)
apart. Landscape beds near biofilters should be at a slightly lower elevation
than the adjacent ground surface.

Provide for a 1.0 to 2.0% slope in the direction of flow, with 6.0% being
the maximum and 0.5% being the minimum. When the longitudinal slope is
less than 1.0 to 2.0%, install a perforated underdrain or, if moisture is ade-
quate, establish wetland species. If the slope is greater than 2.0%, use check
dams to reduce the effective slope to approximately 2.0%. Install energy dis-
sipating riprap at the toe and for a short distance downstream at the toe of
these check dams to control erosion. When the land slopes more than 6%,
swales can be installed to traverse the grade at a lesser slope. Grade biofilters
carefully to attain uniform longitudinal and lateral slopes and eliminate high
and low spots.

If curb cuts are used to distribute the flow over a biofilter, they should be
at least 0.3 m (12 in.) wide to reduce clogging. Place the pavement slightly
above the adjacent biofilter elevation. Install a flow-spreading device with
sediment cleanouts (such as weirs, stilling basins, and perforated pipes) to
uniformly diswlbute flow at an inlet to a swale or across the width of a filter
strip. Protect inlet areas from erosion by using stilling basins and riprap pads
with rock sized large enough not to be moved by the inflow.

A high-flow bypass is not needed if the biofilter is preceded by a runoff
quantity control device designed to release flow at rates that will not cause
erosion or scour within the biofilter. When a bypass is used, provide it with
an inflow regulating device and use a pipe or a stabilized channel to convey
the flow.

Provisions for Swales. At minimum, design for the peak runoff rate during
the "maximized" storm. Base this storm depth on the rainfall depth using a
runoff coefficient C = 1.0 (that is, complete runoff, no infiltration) and a 12-
hour "drain time." Relate this "maximized" depth to an approximate inten-
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sity-duration curve for the area that can then be used with the rational for-
mula by assuming the storm occurs over 1 or 2 hours. Using the time of con-
centration for the catchment and its runoff coefficient C, find the design flow
rate. Unless larger events will bypass the swale, enlarge its capacity for flood
passage of the 10- to 100-year peak flow.

The following criteria are probably most applicable in warm and temper-
ate, non-semi-arid climates and should be met or exceeded during the biofil-
tration capacity design event:

¯ "Maximized" runoff hydraulic residence time of 5 minutes or more;
¯ Maximum flow velocity less than 0.3 m/s (0.9 ft/sec);
¯ Manning’s n = 0.20 for routinely mowed swales;
¯ Manning’s n = 0.24 for infrequently mowed swales;
¯ Maximum bottom width of 2.4 m (8 ft);
¯ Minimum bottom width of approximately 0.6 m (2 ft);
¯ Maximum depth of flow no greater than one-third of the gross or

emergent wetland vegetation height for infrequently moved swales or
greater than one-half of the vegetation height for regularly mowed
swales, up to a maximum of approximately 75 mm (3 in.) for grass
and approximately 50 mm (2 in.) below the normal height of the short-
est wetland plant species in the biofilter; and

¯ Minimum length of 30 m (100 ft).

Use a trapezoidal cross section for ease of construction with side slopes no
steeper than 4:1 for ease of maintenance. Terracing needs to be used when
side slopes become steeper than 3:1.

Provisions for Filter Strips. Design filter strips to carry the "maximized"
storm peak runoff rate described in the section titled Provisions for Swales.

Base the flow capacity design to meet or exceed the following criteria during
the design storm event. The following specif:rcations may be used:

¯ Hydraulic retention time of no fewer than 5 minutes;
¯ Average velocity not greater than 0.3 m/s, (0.9 ft/sec);
¯ Manning’s n = 0.20 for routinely mowed strips;
¯ Manning’s n = 0.24 for infrequently mowed strips;
° Limit filter strip width to achieve uniform flow distribution;
¯ Average depth of flow no more than 25 mm (1.0 in.); and
¯ Hydraulic radius taken to be equal to the design flow depth.

In arid and semiarid areas, biofilter strips will need irrigation to maintain a
dependable grass cover.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF BIOFILTERS. To keep
biofilters operating properly, keep all inlet flow spreaders even and free of
debris. Remove debris for aesthetic reasons. Mow grass-covered biofilters
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regularly during the growing season to promote growth and pollutant uptake.
Remove cuttings and dispose of them properly or through composting. If the
objective is to prevent nutrient transport, mow grasses or cut emergent wet-
land plants to a low height, but still above the maximum flow depth, at the
end of the growing season. For trapping floatables and debris pollution con-
trol objectives, let the plants stand at a height exceeding the design water
depth by at least 50 mm (2 in.) at the end of the growing season.

Remove sediment by hand with a fiat-bottomed shovel during the summer
months whenever sediment covers vegetation or begins to reduce the biofil-
ter’s capacity. Reseed damaged or recently maintained areas immediately
with a mix used for initial establishment or use grass plugs from adjacent up-
slope areas. If possible, redirect flow until new grass is firmly established.
Otherwise, cover the seeded areas with a high-quality erosion control fabric.

Inspect biofilters periodically, preferably monthly, especially after heavy
runoff. Maintain clean curb cuts to avoid soil and vegetation buildup. Edu-

cate local residents about the in~ortance of keeping biofilters free of lawn
debris and pet waste. Base roads~e ditch cleaning on hydraulic analysis. Re-
move only the amount of sediment necessary to restore needed hydraulic ca-
pacity, leaving as much of the vegetation in place as possible. Eventually,
sufficient sediment will be trapped that the entire biof’dter will need to be re-
moved with the sediment and reconstructed to begin a new cycle of stormwa-
ter quality control.

BIOFILTER DESIGN PROCEDURE, Preliminary Steps. The design
procedures for swales and filter strips are almost identical. The design steps
described below are for swales, with notes provided for filter strip design
when appropriate:

¯ P 1: estimate runoff flow rate for the design event and limit the dis-
charge to approximately 0.03 m3/s (1.0 cu ft!sec) by dividing the fiow
among several swales, installing upstream detention to control release
rates, or reducing the developed surface area to reduce runoff coeffi-
cient and ~fin space for biofiltration.

¯ P2: establish the slope of the proposed biofilter.
¯ P3: select a vegetation cover suitable for the site.

Design for Biofiltrfition Capacity. This analysis emphasizes biofiltration
rather than efficient hydraulic conveyance, thereby promoting sedimentation,
filtration, and other pollutant removal mechanisms. Typically, a lower maxi-
mum velocity is arrived at than required for slope stability, and the biofilter
dimensions typical.ly do not have to be modified after a check for stability.

¯ D 1: estimate the height of vegetation that is expected to occur during
the storm runoff season. The design flow depth should be at least 50
mm (2.0 in.) less than this vegetation height and a maximum of ap-
proximately 75 mm (3.0 in.) in swales and 25 mm (1.0 in.) in filter
strips.
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¯ D2: select Manning’s n as discussed.
¯ D3: typically swales are designed as trapezoidal channels (skip this

step in filter strip design). When using a rectangular section, provide
reinforced vertical walls. See Figure 5.5 for relationships for estimat-
ing cross-sectional area, top width, and hydraulic radius for typical
channe! geometrics.

T

Exact F
Cross-Sectional Area (A) = Zy2

Approximation:Top Width (’T) =2yZ
Zy If T>> yand Z~ >> 1.0Hydraulic Radius (R) = ~

(a) (R) = 0.Sy

Exact y _..I
Cross-Sectional Area (A) = 2
Top Width (7") = ~ 2 Ty Approximation:
Hydraulic Radius"(R) = ~ If T>> y

"" 1"5T" + 4Y2 (b) (R)=O.67y

T

Exact L_y "*---- b = " e
Cross-Sectional Area (A) = by + Zy2 ’
Top Width (T) = b + 2yz ~. Approximation: :~
Hydraulic Radius (R) = ~ + zga If b >> y and Z"2 >> 10 .!

b÷2y=Z~÷ 1 (c) (R)=y

Exact                                b
Approximation:Cross-Sectional Area (A) = by
If b >> yHydraulic Radius (R)- ’~

~ + 2y          (d)        ,f    (R) = y

Figure 5.5    Geometric formulas for common swale shapes: (a) v-
shape, (b) parabolic shape, (c) trapezoidal shape, and (d)
rectangular shape.
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¯ D4: use Manning’s equation to approximate initial dimensions. For

trapezoidal shape, select a side slope that is no steeper than 3:1, with
4:1 or flatter preferred. Set the bottom width to be between approxi-
mately 0.6 and 2.5 m (2.0 to 8.0 ft).

¯ D5: compute cross-sectional area.
¯ D6: compute the flow velocity for the design flow rate. Limit veloci-

ties during the "maximized" design storm to less than 0.3 rn/s (0.9
ft/sec). Greater velocities were found to knock grasses from a vertical
position in the Pacific Northwest (U.S.), reducing filtration. Experi-
ence in other regions may be different. Adjust for local experience. If

the flow velocity exceeds the limit value, repeat steps P1 through D6.
¯ D7: compute the swale length using the design velocity from step D6

and an assumed hydraulic retention time. A suggested retention time
value in the Pacific Northwest is 9 minutes. However, it is acceptable
to use other accepted regional values, preferably no fewer than 5 min-
utes. If the computed swale length is less than 30 m (100 ft), increase
to 30 m and adjust bottom width.

Check for Stability to Reduce Erosion. The "stabihty" check is performed
for the combination of highest expected flow and least vegetation coverage
and height.

¯ S 1: unless runoff will bypass the biofilter, perform the "stability"
check for the 10- to 100-year design storm. Estimate the design dis-
charge as in step P1.

¯ $2: estimate the vegetation coverage (for example, "good" or "fair")
and flow depth for conditions that will exist whenever the coverage
and vegetation height are the least.

¯¯ ’~ ¯ $3: estimate the degree of retardance using Table 5.7. Because emer-
’ gent wetland spec, ies typically grow tess densely than grasses, assume

a "fair" coverage.
¯ $4: establish the maximum permissible velocity (Vm,x) from Table 5.8

~̄ ~:: ~!- to prevent erosion.

Table 5.7 Guide for selecting degree of retardance.
i::!’; "

Degree of vegetation coverage¯ ~ Average grass
"~.7:~ height, in.a "Good .... Fair"

>30 A. (Very high) B. (High)
11-24 B. (High) C. (Moderate)
6-10 C. (Moderate) D. (Low)
2-6 D. (Low) D. (Low)
<2 E. (Very low) E. (Very low)

~in. x 25.40 = rnm.
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Limiting the ponding depth to 0.3 m ( 1 fti establishes the basin’s surface area
at 308 m-~ (3 320 sq ft). The total exfiltration rate then is

Qou, = (3 320 × 1.0 + 12) = 7.8 m3/h (277 cu ft/hr)
This exfiltration rate will empty the design volume in 12 hours. Doubling the
basin’s surface area to 716 me (6 640 sq ft) will empty the design volume in
6 hours at a rate of 15.7 m-~,’h (554 cu ft/hr). Note that the resultant basin area
occupies almost 3% of the total catchment area.

Next, check to see if the basin will handle prolonged snowmelt periods
without overtopping. Using the snowmelt rates listed previously, we find the
snowmelt rate for the site is 0.71 mrrgh (0.028 in./hr), equal to a 15.8-m3/h
(55-cu ft/hr) runoff rate. This is virtually identical to the design rate of 15.7
m3/h (554 cu ft/hr), and further adjustment to the basin’s size is not justified.

PERCOLATION TRENCHES. Assessing a Site for Suitability. Darcy’s
law provides a basis for estimating the rate at which water can percolate into
the ground through the sides of a percolation trench. It is expressed as Equa-
tion 5.4 and forms a basis forjudging whether a site is suitable for the instal-
lation of a percolation trench:

Where                                                     (5.4)

U = flow velocity, m/s;
k = hydraulic conductivity, m/s; and
I = hydraulic gradient, m/re.

Because the bottom of the facility is above the high seasonal groundwater,
assume the hydraulic gradient to be I = 1.0. Determine the hydraulic conduc-
tivity of the soils adjacent to the percolation trench. Table 5. I 1 lists ranges in
hydraulic conductivity for a variety of typically found soil types. Note that
conductivities can vary four orders of magnitude for a single soil group. It is
best to perform several site-specific hydraulic conductivity tests and use the

Table 5.11 Hydraulic conductivity of five soil types.

Hydraulic conductivity
Soil type ft/sec

Gravel 3.3 × 10-3_3.3 × 10-~ 10_3_10_~
Silt 3.3 X 10-9-3.3 × 10-5

10_9_10_5Clay (saturated) - <3.3 X 10-9
<10-9

~’ Minirnum acceptable hydraulic conductivity tbr stormwater percolation is 2.0 × 10-~
m/s (6.5 x 10-~ ft./sec).
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lowest field measured in situ hydraulic conductivities for final design pur-
poses. Even under ideal conditions, soils adjacent to the trench will clog with
time. A percolation trench is expensive to construct and more expensive to
rebuild. Thus, being conservative in its design is appropriate.

The same factors, except for the use of soil hydraulic conductivity, affect
site suitability for a percolation facility as affect a surface infiltration basin.
Thus, if the following conditions are discovered or are likely to be at the site,
disposal of stormwater by percolation is not recommended:

¯ Seasonal high groundwater is less than 1.2 m (4 ft) below the bottom
of the percolation trench;

¯ Bedrock or impervious soils are within 1.2 m (4 ft) of the bottom of
the percolation trench;

¯ The percolation trench is located within or on top of fill or recom-
pacted soils; or

¯ The soils adjacent to the trench are RCS hydrologic group C or D or
the field saturated hydraulic conductivity of the soils is less than 2.0 ×

,10.5 rrds (6.5 × 104 ft/sec).

If the above conditions do not rule out the site, the Swedish Association
of Water and Wastewater Works (1983) provides design recommendations.
This procedure is described by Urbonas and Stahre (1993).

Configuring a Percolation Trench. Percolation trench design uses the pore
volume of trench fill media as the detention volume. Table 5.12 lists the
porosity of the more typical trench fill materials. The bottoms of these
trenches tend to clog first, often shortly after installation. As a result, the bot-
tom of the trench is considered impervious and all water is assumed to perco-
late out only through its walls, Typically, long and deep trenches are most ef-
ficient and require the least amount of porous media. The maximum trench
depth is limited by trench-wall stability, seasonal high groundwater levels,
and the depth to any impervious soil layer. Trenches 1 m (3 ft) wide and 1 to
2 m (3 to 6 ft) deep seem to be most efficient.

If a percolation trench cannot be made sufficiently large to empty its fully
available water storage volume (that is, granular media pore space volume)

Table 5.12    Porosity of co~nmonly used granular materials.

Material Effective porosity, %
Crushed and blasted rock 30
Uniform sized gravel 40

" Graded gravel, 2.0 cm (0.75 in.) 30
Sand 25
Pit run gravel 15-25
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within a 24-hour period, it is recommended that a collector pipe be installed
near its bottom and the stored water be released slowly through a flow con-
troller (that is, choked outlet). The outlet is designed to supplement the per-
colation outflow so that both combine to empty out the trench-full volume in
24 hours. This type of installation behaves, in part, like a detention basin.

Most important for percolation trench longevity is to filter all the
stormwater entering the trench through a sand layer. Percolation trenches
should not be used without first filtering its inflow or if these filter systems
will not be adequately maintained. If stormwater is permitted to enter the
trench without first being filtered, pore media and adjacent soils will seal
with time and the facility will fail.

Figure 5.8 illustrates a percolation trench with a surface sand filter layer

Paved Len(

Grass
Buffer Strip

°g
E "-- Seasonal High
~ ~ Groundwater
:̄ Table or

Imperm~

Figure 5.8    A percolation trench with a sand filter layer for surface
inflow (STORMWATER: BEST MANAGEMENT
PRACTICES BY URBONAS/STAHRE, © 1993. Adapted
by permission of Prentice-Hall, Inc., Upper Saddle River,
N.J.). (Notes.: Wrap all rock fill in geotextile fabric with
coarse pores; buffer strip length > 25% paved length;
length L < K/(SolIO0) in which K = 0.3 m (1 ft) and So
= slope, %; add trenches as needed to obtain required
total length for infiltration; side slope Z -> 4.0; sand or
sand-turf filter layer surface area shall be sized to permit
inflow to the trench with minimum of ponding; create
ponding on sand-turf layer using a berm across the
swale; B > 2d.)
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on top. This sand filler layer has to have sufficient surface area to permit
stormwater to enter the trench with minimal ponding above it. However,
some ponding volume will be needed above the sand filter to buffer higher
rates of runoff. Such a sand surface filter layer can be a modular porous
pavement. Other filter configurations are possible, including inlets with geo-
textile filter bags within them (Urbonas and Stahre, 1993). All filter devices
will need aggressive routine maintenance for acceptable operation.

Unlike the surface infiltration facilities, failure of a percolation trench can
be unnoticed for long periods of time because the trench is out of sight. A
routine inspection program is needed to discover failed percolation trenches.
It is unlikely that someone will randomly observe and report a trench failure
during storm periods. One or more observation wells should be provided to
facilitate inspections. A record of water in the trench not draining within 2
days after a wet period ends can indicate incipient failure and should be in-
vestigated.

Sizing a Percolation Trench. Because a percolation trench is used to limit
runoff from a small catchment, rational formula (Equation 5.5) may be used
for its design:

Q = K, .C-I,-A (5.5)

Where

Q = average runoff rate for the storm duration t, m3/s (cu ft/sec);
K, = unit conversion factor, 1.0 for U.S. standard units (36 for the

International System of Units);
C = runoff coefficient, nondimensional;
I, = rainfall intensity for the design storm at the storm duration t,

mm/h (in./hr); and
A = area of the tributary watershed, ha (ac).

Multiplying the average run?ff rate. Q, by the design storm’s duration, t,
results in Equation 5.6, which g~yes the cumulative runoff volume over time t:

Via(t) = K . 3 600 ¯ C. 1 00--~’-~ " t. A (5.6)

Where                      ’

Via(t) = total volume of inflow over storm duration t, m3 (cu ft);
and

t = storm duration, hour.

Because the water depth in the trench varies during storm runoff, the sides
of a percolation trench are not fully inundated during the runoff event. To
simplify the sizing process, the designer can assume that the average outflow
rate is the result of one-half of the trench depth being inundated. This then
allows the designer to find the average effective area of percolation. Also, as-
sume the hydraulic gradient, 1, equals 1.0. Thus, Equation 5.7 is derived from
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Darcy’s law (that is, Equation 5.4):

Vout(t) = 3 600 - k . (Ap~rc + 2) ¯ t (5.7)

Where

Vou,(t) = total volume of water percolated into the ground over time t,

k = hydraulic conductivity of the soil, rrds (ft/sec);

A~.~ = total area of the sides of the percolation trench, m-" (sq ft);
t = duration of the percolation time, hour.

The maximum volume of water stored, V, in the trench is the difference.
between Vi,(t) and Vou~(t), as expressed by Equation 5.8:

V = max [Vi, (t)-Vo,t (t)]                    (5.8)

Thus, Equation 5.9 is derived by combining Equations 5.5 and 5.7 into
Equation 5.8:

V= max [3 600.K,./,’C’A’t- 1 800.k.a~,~.t] (5.9)

Configure the trench to drain the "maximized" storm volume discussed
earlier in the chapter. First, find this volume using Equation 5.2 for the 12-
hour drain time and a runoff coefficient C = 1.0. The trench is designed to
dispose of the runoff from such a storm through percolation through the
sides. Because the detention time in the trench is not the issue for water qual-
ity enhancement, the maximized depth is used to define the intensity-duration
function of a design storm by assuming this rainfall depth occurs within 1

hour.
The next step is to select a cross section for the trench and the type of

material. Assume a trench length and test it for adequacy. Eventually,
through a trial-and-error process, the assumed trench length agrees with the
calculated one. This procedfire can be reduced to a spreadsheet to facilitate

the iterative solution. Figure 5.9 presents an example of such a spreadsheet.
After the known parameters are entered, the iterative process begins by enter-
ing an assumed trench length ~nd calculating the "needed trench length."
New "assumed length" values are entered until a balance is achieved between
the "assumed" and "needed" lengths. In this example (that is, Figure 5.8) the
needed trench length was found to be 44 m (144 ft).

OTHER INFILTRATIOI~FACILITIES. Buffer Strips and Swales. The
design for buffer strips and swales is described earlier in this chapter. Both
buffer strips and swales can infiltrate stormwater to the ground. However, the
duration of time that runoff actually is in contact with these surfaces is rela-

tively short, and, as a result, the volume of infiltration is limited. Neverthe-
less, buffer strips and swales can infiltrate significant fractions of the smaller
runoff events when they are located on porous soils. Their use is encouraged,
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extended period of time and obtaining individual grab samples as well as a
c°~p°sitesamplefr°meachtest"       ~ ~ ~ ~ ~

The procedures were the same for tests #6, #7 and #8 except that the 500 gallon
tank was used to hold all of the water for re-circulation to the AquaShieldZM
Filtration System, Series 576 as previously described. The reasons for re-
drcu.lating the water during the rinse phase was for conservation purpose and to
best model the influence of continued runoff contacting a contaminated surface
over an extended period, thus generating a diminishing rate of contaminant flow
into the AquaShield~M. In other words, the water used in the last three (3) tests,
had minor amounts of contamination during the rinsing of the filters. Because of
this, the results of the composite samples taken during the rinse phase represents
the mass of oil/diesel not held in the filters.

The total mass removal values best represent the ability of the AquaShieldZ~
Filtration System, Series 576 to retain the oil/diesel captured in the filters. The
largest value was 0.15 KG, the smallest was 0.02 KG, with an average of 0.07 KG.
The largest and the smallest values were not used in determining the average
amount not captured in the filters. The results of the grab samples and the
composite samples taken during the rinse phase of the tests are summarized in
Table 4.

CONCLUSIONS

This investigation confirmed the performance of the AquaShield~M Filtration
System using a typical Model SD-100, Series 576 unit under controlled
conditions, that had been previo~ly documented under extreme field
conditions. The accuracy and the integrity of this claim regarding the removal of
95% of oil and grease (as diesel) from contaminated water using the
AquaShieldTM Filtration System, has been demonstrated with the appropriate
EPA test methods and corffirmed tl~ough the evaluation of the data generated
by those test methods.

This assessment also indicates that there is a flow proportionate removal rate, or
a direct relationship between the mass of the filters in the AquaShieldT~
Filtration System, to the removal of oil and grease with a sustained flow of
contaminated water through the system. The AquaShieldT~! removes 98.6%, or
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an average of 16.07 KG (from an average starting weight of 16.29 KG), of oil and
grease from contaminated water flowing at 10 gpm when passed through filters
weighing an average of 18.9 KG.

The removal efficiencies (expressed as percentages) for the grab samples, the
composite samples, the total mass removal and the mass balance from each test
are provided in Table 5 for comparison. The evaluation of this data concludes
that the lowest removal rate (95.4%) is from the individual grab samples as
expected because they normally represent a "worst possible case" value taken at
a specific moment in time during a prolonged test period.

The composite samples (96%), on the other hand, represent the total effluent over
the entire test period and therefore, are more representative of the
AquaShield’sTM performance than the grab samples. It should be noted that the
removal efficiency of the composite samples is greater than the grab samples, but
only by 0.6%.

The mass removal efficiency (98.6%), also represents the whole effluent over the
total test period. The mass removal calculations account for the mass of oil and
grease (as diesel) captured in the filters and the amount not removed for the
volume of water tested. It is clear from the assessment of this data that no less
than 97% of the oil and grease that enters the AquaShieldTta Filtration System
(Model SD-100, Series 576), is treated, captured or removed from contaminated
water.

Therefore, it can be state with a confidence level 97%, that the AquaShieldTM

Filtration Sys.tem (Model SD-100, Series 576), sized for a 24 X 24 inch surface
drain opening and a 12 inch discharge pipe, with proper installation and
maintenance as described in the "Design, Operation & Maintenance Technical
Manual", removes an average of 95% oil and grease in water, with the influent
concentrations of 1,000 to 2,000 milligrams per liter (mg/1) or parts per mLRion
(ppm) of oil and grease and does not leach more than 0.15 kilograms (KG) of oil
and grease from the filter system back into the clean water.
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AquaShield~’ Filtration System
Convergence Flow Model CF-200

Table 2      ¯

"Standard" SoecifiCation=~

AquaShield" Pipe Design Treatment DimensionsB Sediment Oil
SeriesE Size Flow~ Flow (LxWxH) CapecityC Removal/

(inches) (cfs/gpm) (cfsJgpm) (feet) (ft~/yd=) StorageD

(gallons)

60 4 - 6 0.22/100 0.22/100 5x3x4 12/0:4 86

144 8 -10 1.1/500 1.1/500 9x4x4 30/1.1 287

300 12 - 15 3.3/1500 1;91855 10x6x5 60/2.2 517

468 18 - 21 8/3600 2.9/1305 12x6x6.5 96/3.5 759

520 24 11/4950 3.3/1485 10x8x6.5 104/3.8 860

30 20/9000 6.04/2718 13x8x7.5 12014.4 1564780

1200 36 30113500 10.0/4500 15x10x8 225/8.3 2587

~,) Design Row rates are shown as appmxirnate cubic feet per second and gallons per minute based on an "n" value
of .015 and a 0.3 percent slope of the drain pipe. The filtra’don flow depends on site specific conditions such as
actual slope of the site, hydraulic gradient, roughness coefficient of the drain pipe, and amount and duration of
j~recipitation or washing ac~y, etc. Filtration is based on handling the first three-quarter inch of runoff tram a 25-
year storm, or specific flow rate from a washing actJvtt7. Overflow capacities am eoual to the maximum flow of
idesioned outer bide to not allow backuo bv the AouaShield~,
(B) Dimensions are approximate inside measurements. Excaval~on area should provide at lsast two (2) addit~onaJ
feet on all sides and suitable materials (sand,crushed stone) used for backfill.
(C) Sediment Capacities are approximate. Cleaning is recommended before total �=bacity is reached.
(D) wOil Removal/Storage c.a...bacitles ..are.approximate. La~er capacities are available upon reques’L Maintenance
and arranty Agreement with local dmlnbutor or Remedial =Solutions, Inc. is dependant on the specific application
and site condi’0ons.
(E) Shipping weight will be provided for a specHic senes wi~ich includes AquaShield" and filter media.
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HYDRAULIC TESTING
On June 4, 1998, tests were conducted by consulting civil engineer Robert E. Burke of
Eagle Engineering of Sacramento to demonstrate the actual hydraulic capacity of
operating filters as a follow-on to the test program of the City of Sacramento entitled
"SACRAMENTO STORMWATER MONITORING PROGRAM; NDMP
STORMWATER CONTROL MEASURE STUDY." The tests were conducted on two
Fossil Filter drop-in units in the paved yard of Tenco Tractor in West Sacramento.

SITE #1: A square (24" x 24") drop inlet with a square welded steel grate mounting a
square Fossil Filter (model FF2424H) with a net length of the filter elements of 76" (6.3’).
The manufacturer rates the capacity of Fossil Filters as 12 GPM per linear foot of filter
element. The manufacturers rated capacity of the FF2424H filter is given by the formula
12 gprrdl.f, x 6.3 l.f. = 76 GPM.
SITE #2: A round drop inlet (24" diameter) with a circular cast iron grate and mounts a

round Fossil Filter (model RF24) with a net length of filter element of 47" (3.9’). The
manufacturers rated capacity of the RF24 filter is given by the formula 12 gprn/l.f, x 3.9
l.f. = 47 gpm.

TEST METHODOLOGY: Water from a fire hydrant was metered and fed to the sites
through a 1 1/2" fire hose. A flow rate equivalent to the rated capacity of the filters was
established and the performance of the filters observed. The flow rate was then increased
to the maximum flow of the hydrant and the performance of the filters observed.

OBSERVATIONS: At the manufacturers rated capacity of 12 gprrdl.f, filter, both filters
flowed freely without backup or overflow; however, at the round inlet (Site #2), some
water flowed along the bars of the grate into the inlet center and bypassed the filter.

At the maximum available flow (approximately 100 gpm), the square filter flowed freely
without backup; however, the velocity bfthe water as it struck the grate caused some
splashing with localized overflow of the filter’.s inner baffle. The round filter also flowed
freely without backup; however, an estimated 15% of the water flowed along the bars of
the grate to the center and bypassed the fiJter. With the grate removed and the entire flow
entering the filter, the flow exceeded the filter’s capacity and the water overflowed the
inner baffle.

To recap, both Fossil Filters performed satisfactorily at their rated capacity of 12 gprnd.f.
filter without backup or overflow. At maximum available flow (125% of rated capacity),
the square unit was still operating well below ultimate capacity. The round unit, at a
flow rate of 100 gpm (208% of rated capacity), was overwhelmed and water overflowed
the inner baffle.

CONCLUSIONS: The tests demonstrated that Fossil Filters can accomodate flows
claimed by the manufacturer. With proper design and installation of the inlet structure,
the filters will accomodate flows well in excess of the manufacturers rating.
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FILTRATION CAPACITY
Charts sho,~x~ below reflect the effectivelyf!ltered hydraulic flow capacity of both rectangular grated inlets and

curb inlets of various sizes.

The data sho)~’a on the charts is based on the hydraulic testing performed by Sandine & Associates (see
attached letters). Testing has shown that a flow rate of 12 GPM per linear foot of Fossil Filternn is effectively
filtered by the installed Fossil Rock~n filter media.

HYDRAULIC CAPACITY CHART
Rectangular Grated Inlet Application
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HYDRAULIC CAPACITY CHART
Curb Inlet Application
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The collection and analysis of rainfall data and preparation of IDF curves for
~, t = the site condition are done only for extensive projects. Generally, the rainfall data

and the maps prepared by the National Weather Service and other government agen-
cies are used in place of the local statistical analysis, to prepare the IDF curves for
the locality selected.

In the absence of data and maps to prepare the curves, empirical relations are
used for the duration of less than 2 hours. For any given frequency, the intensity is
related to the duration by a relation of eq. (3.15):

i-
t + B    [unbalanced]                 (3.15)

where
�stem
int of i = intensity, in./hr
vided t = duration, min
sewer A, B --- constants that depend on the frequency and climatic conditions
,efore

The values for constants A and B are obtained using observed rainfall or the National
Weather Service data for the locality selected. General values of the constants for the
different parts of the country (Figure 3.7) are given in Table 3.8 for frequency levels
of 2, 5, 10, 25, 50, and I00 years.

For application in the rational formula, the extreme (probable maximum, etc.)torms value of the rainfall intensity is not used because nearly complete protection of theq~,"nt
~ area is not justified. The..f.ollowing range of design frequency is commonly used:,

:e has 1. 2 to 15 years for sewers in residential areas, most commonly 10 years
aging 2. 10 to 50 years for sewers in commercial and high-value areas
a sta-
urban 3. 50 years or more for. flood-protection works

12.7.5 Time of Concentration, tc

With regard to storm duration to be considered for runoff assessment, a term "time
of concentration, to" is,relevant. It is defined as the time required for runoff from
the hydraulically most remote part of the drainage area to reach the point of refer-
erlce. There is another definition of this term as well, as stated in Section 7.8.1. For
various routes of flow, tc is taken as the longest time of travel to the point of refer-
ence. Since rainfall intensiiy reduces with increase in storm duration, the duration
should be as short as possible. However, if the rainfall duration is less than t,, then
only a part of the drainage area will be contributing to the runoff. For an entire area
to contribute, the shortest storm duration should equal the t~. Thus the time of con-
centration is used as a unit duration for which the rainfall intensity is determined.

In storm sewer desigh, in addition to the time required for the rain falling on a
most remote point of the tributary area to flow across the ground surface, along
streets and gutters, to the point of entry to a sewer, the time of flow through the
Sewer line is also important. Either the surface and sewer flow times are added to-
gether (rational method) or they are considered separately (SCS-55 method). There
are many ways to estimate tc. Some of these are designed primarily for overland
flow, some primarily for channel flow, and a few for both overland and channel

See. 12.7 Rational Method
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After a maximum of 300 ft, sheet flow usually becomes shallow concentrated
flow. The average velocity Tot this flow can be determined from Figure 12.7 using
the land slope and the type of soil cover. The travel time for shallow concentrated
flow is the length divided by the average velocity.

Open channel is assumed to begin where a channel form is visible from field
investigations or on aerial photographs. Manning’s equation of open channel flow is
used to determine the average velocity and the travel time therefrom.

Whenever a drainage area consists of several types of surfaces, the time of
COncentration is determined by adding the times for different surfaces.
Example 12.8

An urbanized watershed in Providence, Rhode Island, is shown in Figure 12.8. Deter-
mine the time of concentration to point C by the various methods. The average velocity
of flow in storm drain = I ra/s.

Sec. 12.7 Rational Method
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APPENDIX D

Appendix D is used for sizing infilta-ation facilities (TC 1) and extended detention basins (TC 5). The
sizing criteria was determined using the Storage, Treatment, Overflow, Runoff Model (STORM) as
developed by the U.S. Corp of Engineers. STORM was applied to long-term, hourly rainfall data at
fifteen (15) rain gauges across the State. Based on this analysis nine gauges were selected as being
representative for sizing detention storage facilities (see F~gure D.1). Zones were drawn to reflect
these nine gauges taking into consideration rainfall data and topography. The sizing curves should
apply to most areas within each zone. However. the zone boundaries are approximate and certain
areas within each zone will be strongly influenced by topographic features.

Each sizing curve was developed using the following parameters:

¯ A drawdown time from the entire storage volume of 40 hours. This drawdown time allows
quiescent conditions to establish in the basin, resulting in at least 80% sediment removal for
most soils in California.

¯ Inidal abstraction/depression storage on impervious surface of 0.06 inch.

¯ Runoff coefficient Of 0.9 for impervious surfaces and 0.15 for pervious surfaces.

Appendix D may be used in the following manner:

1. Identify the appropriate zone for your location from Figure D.1 and Table D.1 and then
select the appropriate detention storage figure for your zone.

2. Determine for the drainage area the percentage of impervious area directly connected to the
storm drain system. Directly connected impervious area (DCIA) is defined as the area
covered by pavement, building, and other impervious surfaces which drain directly into the
storm drain without first flowing across pervious areas (e.g. lawns).

3. Choose a capture goal, and read the required unit volume required for the basin. In selecting
the capture goal consider the requirements of the local municipality or a point at the "knee of
the curve". Once the capture go~,l has been established draw a horizontal line from the
capture goal to the appropriate DCIA curve, then a vertical line to the unit storage volume.

4. Multiply the unit volume times the,total acreage of the drainage area and convert to acre-feet
or cubic feet.
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AN APPROACH FOR ESTIMATING STORMWATER QUALITY
CA~URE VOLUME. Estimating a Maximized Water Quality Capture
V~lume. Whenever local resources permit, the stormwater quality capture
volume may best be t’ound using continuous hydrologic simulation and local
long-term hourly (or lesser time increment) precipitation records (see Chap-
ter 3). However, it is possible to obtain a first-order estimate of the needed
capture volume using simplified procedures that target the most typically oc-
cu~in~ population of ~noffevents.

Figure 5.3 contains a map of the contiguous 48 states of the U.S. with the
mean annual ~noff-producing rainfall depths superimposed (Driscoll et al..
1989). These mean depths are based on a 6-hour interevent time to define a
new sto~ event and a minimum dep~ of 2.5 mm (0.10 in.) of precipitation
for a sto~ to produce incipient ~noff. After an extensive analysis of a num-
ber of long-te~ precipitation records from different meteorological regions
of the U.S., Guo and Urbonas (1995) found simple regression equations to
relate the mean precipitation depths in Figure 5.3 to "maxi~zed" water qual-
ity ~noff capture volumes (that is, the ~ee of ~e cumulative probability
cu~e).

The analytical procedure was based on a simple transfo~ation of each
sto~’s volume of precipitation to a ~noff volume using a coefficient of
~noff. To help with this transfo~ation, a third-order regression equation,
Equation 5.1 (Urbonas et al., 1990), was Oefived using data from more than
60 urban watersheds (U.S. EPA, 1983). Because ~e ~m were collected na-
tionwide Over a 2-year ~fiod, Equation 5.1 should have broad applicabiliU
in ~e U.S.-fo~ smaller sto~ even~.

C = 0.858i3 -0.78i~ + 0.774i + 0.~         (5.1)

Where

C = ~noff coe~cien~ ~d
i = watershedimpewiousness ~tio; namely, percent total impervi-

ousness divide~ by 100.

Equation 5.2 relates mean precipitation dep~ taken from Figure 5.3 to ~e
"’maximized" detention volume. The coefficients listed in Table 5.4 are based
¯ on an analysis of long-te~ data, from seven precipitation                            oau=m=o o" ¢ sites lo-
cated in different meteorological regions of the U.S. The co,elation of deter-
ruination coefficient, Z, has a range of 0.80 to 0.97, which implies a strong
level of reliability.

Po = (a . C) - P6 (5.2)

Where

Po = maximized detention volume dete~ined using either the event
capture ratio or the volume capture ratio as its basis, watershed

in. (ram);

Selection attd Design of Passive Treatment Controls 175
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Table 5.4 Values of coefficient a in Equation 5.2 for finding the
maximized detention storage volume (Guo and Urbonas,
1995))

Drain time of capture volume

12 hours 24 hours 48 hours

Event capture ratio a = 1.109 1.299 1.545
r2 = 0.97 0.91 0.85

Volume capture ratio a = 1.312 1.582 1.963
r2 = 0.80 0.93 0.85

~ Approximately 85th percentile runoff event (range 82 to 88%).

a = regression constant from least-squares analysis;
C = watershed runoff coefficient; and
P6 = mean storm precipitation volume, watershed in. (mm).

Table 5.4 lists the maximized detention volume/mean precipitation ratios
based on either the ratio of the total number of storm runoff ev’efits captured
or the fraction of the total stormwater runoff volume from a catchment.
These can be used to estimate the annual average maximized detention vol-
ume at any given site. All that is needed is the watershed’s runoff coefficient
and its mean annual precipitation.

The actual size of the runoff event to target for water quality enhancement
should be based on the evaluation of local hydrology and water quality

¯ ~ needs. However, examination of Table 5.3 indicates that the use of larger de-
~:{~"~ tention volumes does not significantly improve the average annual removal
" of total suspended sediments or other setfleable constituents. It is likely that

an extended detention volume equal to a volume between the runoff from a
mean precipitation event taken from Figure 5.3 and the maximized event ob-
tained using Equation 5.2 will’provide the optimum-sized and most cost-ef-
fective BMP facihty. A BMP sized to capture such a volume will also cap-
ture the leading edge (that is, first flush) of the runoff hydrograph resulting
from larger storms.

Runoff volumes that exceed ~e design detention volume either bypass the
facility or receive less efficient u-eatment than do the smaller volume storms
and have only a minimal net effect on the detention basin’s performance. If,
however, the design volume is larger and has an outlet to drain it in the same
amount of time as the smaller.basin, the smallest runoff events will be de-
tained only for a brief interval by the larger outlet. Analysis of long-term pre-
cipitation records in the U.S. shows that small events always seem to have
the greatest preponderance. As a result, oversizing the detention can cause
the most frequent runoff events to receive less treatment than provided by
properly designed smaller basins.

Selection and Design of Passive Treatment Controls 177
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STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLANS

NUMERICAL MITIGATION CRITERIA
FOR DEVELOPMENT PLANNING

CALCULATIONS TO DETERMINE EQUIVALENT
PERCENT VOLUME CAPTURE CRITERION

The calculation to determine the equivalent criterion using the percent volume capture
method indicates that 85 percent volume capture is closest to the maximized water
quality treatment volume method and the 85th percentile rainfall event treatment volume
for Los Angeles County (0.75 inch). The unit basin storage volumes were determined
from the California Stormwater BMP Handbook- Industrial/Commercial, Pg. D7.

(a) For 90 percent annual runoff volume capture for 40 hours

~> Unit basin storage volume = 0.075 ac-ft/ac
~> Required storage volume = Unit basin storage x Area of site

= 0.075 ac-ft/ac x 5.51 ac
= 0.4133 ac-ft
= 18,003 ft3 = 134,665 gal.

(b) For 85 percent annual runoff volume capture for 40 hours

~ Unit basin storage volume = 0.06 ac-ft/ac
~> Required storage volume = Unit basin storage x Area of site

= 0.06 ac-ft/ac x 5.51 ac
= 0.3306 ac-ft
= 14,401 ft3 = 107,719 gal.

(c) For 80 percent annual runoff volume capture for 40 hours

~ Unit basin storage volume = 0.05 ac-ft/ac
~> Required storage volume = Unit basin storage x Area of site

= 0.05 ac-ft/ac x 5.51 ac
= 0.2755 ac-ft
= 12,001 ft3 = 89,765 gal.

(d) For 75 percent annual runoff volume capture for 40 hours

~> Unit basin storage volume = 0.04 ac-ft/ac
~> Required storage volume = Unit basin storage x Area of site

= 0.04 ac-ft/ac x 5.51 ac
= 0.2204 ac-ft
= 9,601 ft3 = 71,813 gal.

Swamikannu 12/12/99                                1
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(e) For 70 percent annual runoff volume capture for 40 hours

<> Unit basin storage volume = 0.035 ac-ft/ac
<> Required storage volume = Unit basin storage x Area of site

= 0.035 ac-ft/ac x 5.51 ac
= 0.1929 ac-ft
= 8,401 ft3 = 62,836 gal.

(f) For 50 percent annual runoff volume capture for 40 hours

~> Unit basin storage volume = 0.018 ac-ft/ac
<> Required storage volume = Unit basin storage x Area of site

= 0.018 ac-ft/ac x 5.51 ac
= 0.099 ac-ft
= 4312 ft3 = 32,257 gal.

160

120

0
4o 5o 60 70 80 90 10o

Annual Capture Volume (Percent)

Figure. Detention Basin treatment storage volume that is required for different total annual runoff
volume percent capture for a 5.5 acres site. The WEF Method is the 85th percentile 24-hour storm
event capture, which requires 118,296 gal. The 0.75-inch method would require 112,200 gal. The
equivalent criterion under the California Handbook method would require annual storm water
volume capture of 85 percent, which calculates to 107,719 gal.

Swarnikannu 12/12/99 2
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STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLANS

NUMERICAL MITIGATION CRITERIA
FOR DEVELOPMENT PLANNING

TOTAL RUNOFF VOLUME AND
TWENTY-FOUR HOUR RAINFALL DEPTH

160

140

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 4.5 5 5.5 6 6.5 7

Event Size (in)

Figure. Approximate runoff volume produced by different rainfall depths based on the
50-year record of rainfall events at LAX. Small rainfall events not exceeding 1 inch
produce the bulk of storm water runoff volumes. The storm water runoff volumes
transport pollutants from urban areas, which impair receiving water quality.
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STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLANS

NUMERICAL MITIGATION CRITERIA
FOR DEVELOPMENT PLANNING

PARKING LOT SIZE
EQUIVALENCY CALCULATION

LA County municipal storm water permit establishes threshold of 25 parking
spaces for applicability of requirements. (LA Permit, Pt 2. Section I.E.a.ix.)

Long Beach municipal storm water permit establishes threshold of 10 parking
spaces for special study. (LB Permit, Pt. 4. Section J.l.1)

Standard space for vehicle storage = 160 sq. ft. (Start at the Source, BASMAA
(1999) Section 6.3, p 61)

When combined with support space such as access roads, driveways, curbs,
overhang space, median islands, a lot can require up to 400 sq. ft. per vehicle
(Start at the Source, BASMAA (1999) Section 6.3, p 61)

Use 200 sq. ft. as required space per vehicle with support space. The trend is to
minimize support space in areas such as LA where land is at premium.

25 parking spaces lot = 200 x 25 = 5,000 sq. ft.

10 parking spaces lot = 200 x 10 = 2,000 sq. ft.

December 22, !999 1
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H David Nahai, Chairm~
Los Pmgeles Regional Water Quality Conuol Board
320 West 4~ St., Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Dennis Dickvrson
Executive Officer
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4~ St., Suite 200
Los Angeles. CA 90013

Dear Mr. Nahai and Mr. Dickerson:

l’m pleased to provide you with the final report of EPA Region 9’s review of the Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Con~ol Board’s National Pollution Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) program, conducted on June 3-5, 1998. In the 1970s and 1980S, EPA regularly
reviewed delega’~ed st~e en~dronmental programs to ensure compliance with all requirements.
After conducling a number of these reviews during those years, EPA Region 9 increasingly tbund
that delegated programs in our slates had few if any problems, so by lhe early I’990s, we had
marked|y reduced our state oversight activities. Last year> we resumed conducting reviews of
starae admimstered National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) programs for
several reasons. First, i! had been at least five years since Region 9 had conducted reviews of
state-administered NPDES programs. In part, the reviews were initiatec’ to respond to na6ona]
concerns highlighted by EPA’s Of-rice oflmpectot General regarding the quality of state
programs nationalJy. Consistency of state enforcement programs across the country - the "]eve!~
playing field" concept - remaim on the Inspector Gene~al’s lop len list of significant issues facing
EPA, and the Office of Management and Budget has expressed concern about bacldogs of
expired NPDES permils. For all these reasons, we re-initiated NPDES program reviews in our
Region, working with the state agencies to be reviewed, to ensure effective s~ate administration
of the NPDES program.

In planning its review of the State of California, EPA focused on the Regional Boards
with the largest NPDES programs-Sacramento, Los Angeles, and San Diego-and conducted its
first review at the Los Angeles Regional Board. During our review of the Los Angeles Regional
Board, EPA was awaxe of the 1997 Heal lhe Bay relx,rt criticizing its administration of the
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NPDES program. However, EPA’s review of the Los Angeles Board is an independent,
objective evaluauon, based uporrEPA’s-reqxfi~-nents for-the NPDES-program m~iapplicable
written agreemenls between EPA and the State of California. While our review didn’t confu’m or
deny the specifics of Heal the Bay’s leview, we did note a comparable past history of weak
NPDES enforcement by the Los Allgdes Board. However, we also noted significant
improvemen~ by the Board over the pas~ 2-3 years in both eliminating expired permit backlogs
and in l~king enforcement action. For example, since the EPA review, the Board assessed a
record $2.3 million peaa[ty against the City of Thousand Oaks for an 86 million gallon sewage
spill Also, in the past year, the Board has achieved an impressive record of enforcement actions
and penalty assessments, a marked improvemem over past performance, due largely to the
leadership of the Regional Board, ils Executive Officer, and the establishmen! of a separate
Enforcement Unit. We commend these achJevernents.

Our review of the Los Angeles Board’s NPDES program encompassed five main NPDES
activities: permitting, compliance, pretreatment, storm water, and enforcement, over the time
period flora 1995 through June 199g. The enclosed Executive Summary includes commentary
regarding the strengths of the Los Angeles Board’s administration of the NPDES program,
discussion of issues arising State-wide thin require change at all the Regional Boards, the
changes that are required at the Los Angeles Board, and other suggestions that EPA offers for the
Los Angelcs Board’s consideration. In brief, the strengths in the Los Angeles Board’s NPDES
program include:

Between 1995 and 1998, the Board eliminated their backlog of 70 percent-expired
NPDES permits,
The Board has an excellent review, tracking, and inspection program to assess permit
compliance of major and minor NPDES permittees.
The Board has shown leadership by developing a new data system that will replace
California’s current data system for dischargers.
In the storm water program, though much more needs to be done, the Board’s small staff
is doing what they can to address ~he huge universe of regulated facilities.
There has been significmat increase in both the.. number of enforcement actions taken and
penalties assessed, as discussed above.

Changes that need to be made by all the Regional Water Quality Control Boards in
California, mcluding the Los Angeles Board, to fully comply with all NPDES program
requiremems include:

The current lack of State-wide water quality slandards for toxic pollutants results in
NPDES water quality permit limit problems at all the Regional Boards. Until EPA’s
promulgation of the California Toxics Rule and the State’s adoption of the Inland Surface
Waters and Enclosed Bays and Estuaries Plan’s Implementation Policy, all the Regmnal
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Water Boards should refer to EPA’s Technical Support Document for Water Quality-
baaed Ttrxicx-Control, and to examples of-fact shecls-mad~ that will beprovtded by
the State Boaid.

- Penalty actions need to comply wi~h State pemalt7 policies.
- Crreater inspection presence is needed in the storm water program, which is sigrtificantly

under fianded State-wide.
Pretrearanent program expertise needs to be strengthened and industrial user regulation is
needed.

Changes needing to be made that are specific to the Los Angeles Board to fully comply
¯ ,,dtl~ all NrPDES program requirements include:

N-PDES permits must ensure that aquatic life is protected from toxics by establishing
appropriate, protective effluent limits consistent with Basin Plan objectives.
The Los Angeles Board mus~ carefully observe all procedural requirements in issuing
NPDES permits in order to avoid potential permit challenges based on procedural
grounds.
For storm water, the Board needs to review an,a comment on the Los Angeles County
storm water permit model program submittals, since successful implementation of this
permit depends on these reviews.
In pretreatmenl, the Board must complete ~he review and approval process for local limits
programs as well as one overall pretreatment Irrogram.
All formal enforcement actions taken by the Board must require compliance by a date
certain, and comain appropriate interim effluent limits and schedule milestone dates.
The Board’s current emphasis on enforcement is commended, and needs to be continued.

Based on this review, once the required changes are made, EPA believes that the Los
Angeles Board will be administering an NPDES program that meets all appJicable requirements,
though ]imited by avaiiabJe resources.

EPA’s review provides us all with a great oplxnxtmity to ens~ : that our mission, to
protect public health and the environment, is sueeessfally achieved. The enclosed evaluation
focuses on ~he Jegal and policy requirements of the NPDES program, but doesn’t address other
perhaps less tangible aspeeL~ of our shared responsibilities, such as opportunities for leadership m
environmental and public health protection. The Board’s eaforcemen~ action on the Thousand
Oaks spill, and the Board’s record of enforcement since the Thousand Oaks action, demonstrate
the kind of leadership and profile that saimulates compliance and a cleaner environment. We
commend the Los Angeles Board for this record of recent action, and urge you to continue this
vigorous etaforcement program.
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AJcxis Strauss and Mike Schulz ofou~ Water Division will bc pleased to discuss Lhis
mvivw irn-am~.dctaii~ith~you ifyou~ish. ~/e ~’mcemly_appmciam the pa~icipatinmand
cooperation of you and your s-taft, as wclJ as that of the State Water R~sources Control Board, in
OUr shared endeavors to betXer m~.nag~ -,vme~ resourc.~s m California.

YOtLrS,

RegionaJ Admiaistrator

Enclosure

cc: Winston Hickox, CalEPA
Walt Perdl, SWRCB
John Norton, SWRCB
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NPDES PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION REVIEW
LOS ANGELES REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

EXECUTIVE ~UMMARY

On ./une 3 through 5, 1998, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9 (EPA),
conducted a review of~e Los A~geles Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (the L. A.
Board, or Board) approved National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program.
Thc review was conducted by EPA to asse~s the L. A. Bomd’s implementation of the NPDES
program, generally covered the time period from 1995 through 1998, and focused on fivc main
NPDES activities: permitting, comphance, pretreatmem, storm water, and enfozcement. EPA
conducted its review by evaluating a representative smnple of the L. A. Board’s NPDES program
files, documents, quarterly and other reports, and by conducting interviews of the L. A. Board’s
NPDES program managers and staff_ This report presents the results of EPA’s review,
summarized below.

The L. A. Board’s jmisdiction covers nearly 4,000 square miles, services more than ] 0
million people, and includes approximately 390 surfac~ water body segments, of which 40
percent are recognized as having impaired beneficial uses, including Santa Monica Bay, the Los
Angeles Rive~, ~a~d Malibu Creek_ In addition, 11 Publicly Owned Treatment Worm (POTWs)
in the L. A. Board’s jurisdiction receive discharges from industries comprising half of the total
industries in Calitbraia, accounting for a significant componem of the loxies con~,ol
accomplished in the State trader the Clean Water Act. The L. A. Board regulates 44 major and
260 minor NPDES permitted facilities, regulates 345 enrollees under six different general
permit, is responsible for 2,600 industrial facilities a~td 600 construction sites that are subject to
storn~ water regulations, and regulates Ventura and Los Angeles Counties with mumeipal storm
water permits, with 11 and 86 co-permittees, respectively.

EPA’s NPDES program reviews conducted in California to date at the Los Angeles, San
Diego, and Sacramento Regional Water Quality Control.Boards have,revealed issues which are
applicable througl~out the State of Califoraia_ These issues, as agreed upon by the State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB), all nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards
(RWQCBs), and EPA, are listed belox~. EPA is working ~ith the SWRCB mad the RWQCBs to
identify and implement so(ufions to these State-wide NPDES program needs, as discussed in
more detail in Appendix A of this report.

¯ The current lack of State-wide water quality standards for toxic pollutants results in
NPDES permit issuance problems at flae RWOCBs.
Adoption ofNPDES perrmts containing compliance schedules 10r water quali~y based
effluent limitations is not allowable, unless an authorizing provision is contained m the
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applicable wat~ quality control plan. This issue is not applicable to the Oakland and
Sacramento RW’QCBs, which have the necessary authorizing provisions.
Appropriate receiving water limitations language, fo~ which acceptable model language
has been dcvelop~l by EPA, tim SWRCB, and the C.alffomia Storm Water Quality Task
Force, needs to be included in all forthcoming municipal storm water permits.

¯ Permit fact sheets/statements of basis need to clearly establish that permits ,xre consistent
with applicable statutes, regulations, and policy.

¯ Copies of inspection reports of major perm~ttces, as well as copies of responses from
permittees about violation follow-up, must be sent by all RWQCBs to EPA.

¯ Compliance review of Discharge Monitoring Reports (DMR.s) is olden not timely.
¯ Quarterly Non-Compliance Reports (QNCRs) need improvement in quality and content.
¯ Field presence/compliance assessment at NPDES major/minor facilities is not adequate.
¯ A greater ir~pection presence in the stoma water program for both industrial and

construction sites needs to be ~’tablished by all RWQCBs.
¯ Pretreatment program expertise needs to be increased, indust~-ial user regulation by the

State is needed, and industrial user compliance problems must be addressed by the State.
¯ All RWQCB penalty actions need to comply with State penalty policies.

EPA’s review conducted .at the L. A. Board identified both specific NPDES program
strengths and areas for improvement, a.s discussed below, applicable to their implementation of
the bIPDES program.

PERMTTS

Srren_.g~

In Fisca! Year if’Y) 1994/1995, the L. A. Board had a NPDES permit backlog (individual
permits including storm water) with nearly 70 percent of their permits requixing reissuanc¢. In
1995, the L. A. Board implement,~l a watershed permitting approach, whereby priorities for
permit issuance are being established consistent with emphasis on priority watersheds At the
end of FY 1997/199g, the U A. Board was r~issuing -all permits in accordance with its workplan
schedule/br permit issuance, with only a few minor permits remaining backlogged. This permi~
backlog reduction is a significant aecomphshment. In addition, the U A. Board is coordinating
the setting of water quality standards with N’PDES permitting using a priority watershed
approach, which results in better pert.fits. The U A. Board is eslablishing water quality based
effluent limitauons for toxic chemicals in NPDES permits based on "reasonable potenti~xl," when
a pollutant causes, or has the reasonable potenual to cause or contribute to an exceedance of
narrative or numeric water quality standards. Also, where "reasonable potentiar’ is established
and numeric water quality objectives for toxic chemicals are lacking, the L. A. Bored is using the
Basin Plan negative toxicity objective in conjunction with utaueric criteria for torac chemicals to
establish water quality based ef~]uent limitations which, in most cases, ensures protection
beneficial uses.                                              "
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Though the L. A. Board is implementing an NPDES permitting program which is
effective overall, the following cha~es must be made in order Io fully comply with all
requirements.

State-wide Issues

The current Lack of State-wide water quality standards for toxic pollutants, and the
absence of a plan of implementation for establishing water quality based effluent limits for toxics
and whole effluent toxicity, results in NPDES permit issuance problems at all the RWQCBs,
including the L. A. Board. EPA promulgation of the California Toxics Rule (CTR) and the
State’s adoption of the Inland Surface Waters and Enclosed Bays and Estuaries Plan’s
Implementation Policy are expected to address this issue for most constituents. In the interim, to
ensure permits are issued as required, all the RWQCBs should refer to EPA’s Technical Support
Documem for Water Quality-based Toxics Control (Technical Support Document, or TSD). and
to fact sheets and permits that will be provided as examples by the SWRCB.

During flae period prior to adoption of the CTR and the State’s Implementation Policy,
RWQCBs should develop a permitting process to ensure consistent establishment of water
quality based effluent limits using Basin Plan objectives and other protective numeric criteria. In
addition, during the period prior to adoption and implementation of Total Maximum Daily Loads
(TMDLs) for 303(d) listed waters, at| P,.WQCBs should develop a permitting process which
ensures consistent establishment of water quality based, effluent limits for discharges to 303(d)
listed waters without TMDLs, where discharges are found to contain pollutants cattsing or
contribming to non-artammenl of water quality standards.

Adoption of NPDES permits by the RWQCBs cxmtaininE compliance schedules for water
quality based cffluent limitations is not allowable unless an authorizing provision is contained in
applicable water quality control plans, an issue applicable to all RWQCBs except Oakland and
Sacramento which have the necessary authorizing provisions. Scvcral ot’the L. A. Board’s
tentative permits that were reviewed contained unauthorized compliance schedules for water
quality based effluem limitations. These concerns, however, have been fully addressed, and
Time Schedule Orders (TSOs) for these facilities were :tssued by the L. A Board to meet this
reqtliremeat.

All RWQCBs including the L. A. Board need to ensure that ~rmit fact sheels/statemems
of basis clearly establish that permits are consistent with applicable statutes, regulations, and
policy (e.g., reasonable potential, antibaeksliding, establishing mixing :,ones, delemaining
dilution credits, etc.). Along with ~-nmary explanations, fact sheets/statements of basis need to
provide additional explanation detailing the basis for requiring water quality based effluem
limitations, including reasonable potentaal procedures and the method used to implement water
quality objectives/criteria as effluent limits.

iii
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Appropriale receiving water limi~ation~ language, for w~ch ac~sb]e model
h~ ~n deve]o~d by EPA, ~e S~CB, ~d ~e ~al~fom~a Sto~ Water Q~i~ T~k ~orce.
~s to ~ inchid~ m ~I f~~ m~ sto~ wat~ ~i~ ~om ~he

~qu~g ~] ~W~Bs ~o inchide ~s m~e] ]~� in ~its

Issues Specie to the L. A. Bo~d

The L. A. Bo~d must es~ metMs e~uent aimi~ in the "to~ r~ove~ble" fo~
ra~er th~ ~e "dissolve" fo~. ~en r~nt toxic ch~icM e~uent da~ indimte the
"r~onable ~mnfiM" to ~e~ ~ B~M PI~ mauve to~ei~ objective prot~ng aq~fie life
beneficiM ~es, ~e L. A. Bo~d m~ es~blish water quali~ ~ed effluent limits for ~at toxic
ch~ u~g n~c B~ PI~ obj~fives (or o~ ~ot~tive n~edc criteria w~ n~efic
objectives ~e lacing) ~t ~11 prot~t aqmtic life ~nefieiM rues. ~en ~cem c~oMc Whole
Effluent Toxici~ ~T) dam ~te ~ "r~onable ~tentiM".to exc~ the B~ Plm
n~tive to,city objective, ~e L. A. Bo~d mint ~tab~sh water quaii~ b~ e~uent
limimtio~ Ibr eith~ cMonie toxi~ or for tM ~llumnt(s) ~ing the toxici~.

~e L. A. Bo~d must ~nduet a s~ond public ~mti~ when chmg~ to tentative ~its
~e "subst~tiM," or when ~it chmges c~ot reasonably ~ considered a "logical outvo~"
of public co~ents r~eiv~ d~ng ~e cogent ~ri~. ~e L. A. Bond’s major ~t
m~ifications m~t be public noticed md subj~t to ap~M proced~es. This ir~cl~es chmges to
~it monitoring prog~s which resdt in less s~ngent ~it con~tions. AI~, in a~o~ce
wi~a c~e law, &e L. A. Bond’s ¢xp~ ~i~ may not be modified. ~e~ issues may be of
SMte-wide eoneem in addition to ~ose State-~de issues ~scussed in Aop~dix A.

Two of the six ~its renewed in dep~ by EPA ~t were i~u~ by ~e L. A. Bo~d
with ,poilutam effluent limi~ did not requ~e momtonng for ~ose pollutants; the L.A. Bo~d must
~e ~t MI ~it ~t l~i~ r~ monimnng. NPDES ~its ~d relat~ intb~ation
ne~ to be subdued by ~e L. A. Bo~d ~ EPA.

The L. A. Board has an excellent review and trackang program to assess compliance of its
44 ma.ior and 260 minor NPDES permittees. The overall inspection and sampling coverage of
NPDES permitted facilities is good. and generally meets EPA requirements The L A. Board’s
quarterly violations sttmmary report, which includes a listing of all violations (not just N’PDES)
and is prepared for submittal to its Board, is useful, mid the L A. Board is commended
including this report 6n its interact site, an excellent way to convey compliance information to
the public. The new data system (SWIM formerly know as ELLIS) that the L. A. Board
developed to replace the State-wide data ~ystem (fl~e Waste Discharger System) is outstanding,
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and is expected to b¢ a major step forward in data management far the entire State. The L. A.
Board is to be commended for its leadership in data management in support of the State-wide
program. The L. A. Board’s tracking, follow-up, mad review process of Discharge Monitoring
Regorts (DMRs) is exit, and staffis very kaow|edgeable oftbe compliance status of the
permittees. EPA’s review of selected field notcs indicate that staff are knowledgeable about
inspection techniques and the inspections are thorough

Required Chanj~es

,~tate-wid¢ ls.rues

The L. A. Board’s inspection coverage generally meets EPA requirements. However,
State-wide, compliance assessmem at NPDES major and minor facilities is not adequate. State-
wide issues include use of appropriate sampling methods, adequacy of field inspection notes, and
depth of on-site review. Notes taken during inspections must be retained by inspeclors at all the
RWQCBs for at least three years. Copies of inspection reports of major pennittees, as well as
copies of responses from pertnJtlees about violation fo]low-up, must be sent by all RWQCBs to
EPA.

The QNCRs submitted by the RWQCBs need improvement in quality and content. The
L. A. Board must report all appropriate violations on the QNCR, including violations of non-
month!y averages.

lssues Specific to the L. A. Board

The L. A. Board needs to implement a solution to the BKK Corporation technical
noncompliance problem. Since fine review, EPA note.~ that the L. A. Board rescinded BK.K’s
permit and enrolled il under the Genera] Industrial Storm Water Permit.

The L. A. Board needs to implement proper compliance evaluation of report submittals.
At a minim~tm, the language in all future permits needs to be reflective of the way reports will be
tracked for compliance. The L. A. Board is now implementing practices to ensure that permirtees
are notified of their respective "d~te certain" report due dates, and the ERIS/SWIM system is
now being used to track report receipt.

The SWRCB needs to be notified by tile L. A. Board of changes in inspection schedules if
they will resul~ in less than 100 percent inspection coverage of majors for the inspection year, ~o
afford EPA the opportunity lo conduct remaining inspections if so desired.
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STORM WATER COMPLIANCE AND, ENFORCEMENT

S trenj~_flxs

The L. A. Board has knowledgeable and dedicated staffthat are accomplishing an
admirable level of work in spite of a large universe of regu|ated facilities and a severely limited
resource base. The Vcntura County permit implementation mad compliance program is well
impl .emented, with an adequate level of Board oversight; the L. A. Board nornmat~d this permit
for an EPA national award. The L. A. Board staff inspected 100 percent of active construction
sites within the Ventura watershed at least once prior to the onset of the 1997-98 rainy season,
and re-inspected app~ximately g0 l~rcent during the rainy season. The L. A.. Board is to be
commended for this pre/post rainy season inspection protocol. Los Angeles Coastal Watershed
Unit staff have started to perform in-depth audits of individual c0-permit~e, es under the Los
Angeles County MS4 program. The L. A. Board is to be conunended for developing and
implementing an improved storm water inspection tracking system in September 1998.

Required Change~

State-wide Issues

A greater inspection presence in the storm water program for both indusLrial and
construction sites needs to be established by all RWQCBs, including the L. A. Board. Activities
conducted by the L. A. Board during 1997-98 in the Ventura watershed construction program are
a good model foe the L. A. Board’s other watershed units to strive for. Within the industrial
program, the L. A. Board needs to continue and more actively seek out non-filing facilities. EPA
recognizes that increased efforts are underway.

I.vsues Specific to lhe L. A. Board

The L. A. Board must review and comment upon the Los Angeles County MS4 model
program submittals. Without timely Board action, implementation of this MS4 permit is not
possible.

PRETREATM~-q~T

The L. A. Board is responsible for the regulatory oversight of 11 pretreatment programs.
The Board’s Pretreatment Compliance Inspections (PCIs), audits, and accompanying reports
appear to be complete, including appropriate findings, requirements, and recommendatiol~s. The
Self2Monlrortng Program Summary Review Sheet iS a comprehensive log which is used by some
staffto record prctreatment program reviews, status, and activities. This Review Sheet is
excellent and recommended for use by all staff.

vi
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R~uired Changes

S~ate-wide Issues

The SWRCB, the L A. Board, or some combination of RWQCBs must develop the
necessary program expertise in industrial ~astewater treatment, the F~d~al categorical standards
and pretreatment tee-m/aliens, and industrial user permitting and oversight, in order to effectively
implement the pretreatment program. S~ate-wide, prelzeaImenl pfiorily and work commitments
need to be addressed. The L. A. Board needs to establish procedures to ensure that audits and
pmtreatment compliance inspections (PCIs) arc appropriately scheduled, and thai EPA and the
SWRCB are notified quarterly of schedule revisions and shortfalls, as required by the Clem~
Wate~ Act Section 106 annual workplm~. State-wide, lack ofpretreatmen! enlbrcement is of
concern, ~special|y ~he~e water quality problems exist due to pretreatment noncompliance; the
L. A Board must ensure that pretrea~ment enforcement activities are conduclad, and are timely.

lssues Specific to the L. .4. Board

The L. A. Board needs to review quarterly and annual pretreatment repoVts, m preparation
tbr PCls and audits, and for submittal of Water Enforcement Natioual Data Base (WENDB) data
elements. The L. A. Board needs to ensure that all PCI and audit reports are issued and timely;
that adequate and timely PC[ and audit follow-up investigation is conducted; and that PCI
reports, audit reports, and WEN"DB data elements are submitted to EPA.

The L. A_ Board needs to complete the review of the Burbank local limits and formally
approve the limits, as modified if necessary. In response to EPA’s formal reviews of the City of
Los Angeles local limits: the Board needs to approve these local limits. Also, the Board needs to
complete the pretreatment program revie~v artd approval process for the Verttura Waterworks
District No. 10Vloorpark facility).

Since the tune this review was conducted, EPA hOleS a significant improvement in both
the number of erfforcement actions taken and the penalties assessed by the L. A. Board. Tins is
based on the Board’s intention to issue 140 ACLs and to assess over $1.5 million in fines this
year.

The L. A. Board’s establishment of the Water Quality Standards and Enforcemen! Urut m
August ] 997 is commended. This Unit increases and improves the Board’s focus and elTorls on
e~forcement case development. The L A_ Board generally initiates tbrmal entbrcement actiot~s
to address N’PDES violations when warranted, largely in conformance with SWRCB/RWQCB
policy, and imposes and colle~ts some civil penalties. Since the time of this review, EPA notes

vii
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that the L. A. Board assessed a record $2.3 million penalty against the City of Thousand Oaks for
an 86 million gallon sewage spill, recovering economic benefit. The L. A. Board has adopted a
"progressive enforcement approach" in .which enforcement actions are generally escalat~
acconting zo a discharg~s response to a-previous.B~-d~ion. Coasismm ~ EPA policy and
the Clean Water AL-~ion PiatL the L. A. Bored is emphasizing enforcement actions for violations
due to sewage spills. The L. A. Board has established a sound citizen complaint tracking system,
and has also established a binder that contains all enforeemem actions available for public
review.

Required Changes

State-wide Issues

Penalty actions at all RWQCBs need to comply with applicable State penalty policies.
Economic benefit amounts must not be reduced or rescinded as an incentive toward achieving
compliance or as an off-set for supplemental environmental projects.

All RWQCBs need to place more emphasis on initiating formal enforcement actions
within the storm water program. In partteular, industries that are subject to, but that have not yet
filed for coverage under, the General industrial Storm Water Permit should be targeted. EPA
acknowledges the L. A. Board’s efforts which have resulted in an annual report submittal rate of
90 percent. For the r~ma~mg non-submitting facilities, the L. A, Board has been implementing
a progressive enforcement strategy that has been effective in bringing facilities into compliance.

Issues Specific to the L. A Board

The L.A. Board should ensure that all applicable violations are included in the "Report of
Violations and Entbreement Actions" so that it complies with the SWRCB Enforcement Policy
that all applicable violations are brought to the attention of the Regional Boards. EPA’s review
determined that staffexercise discretion when determiMng what violations to include in this
report. Board staff should ensure that they send to EPA copies of all relevant enforcement
documents related to NPDES major facilities, including Notices of Violatio~ formal
enforcement actions, civi! f etm/ty settlement correspondence, civil penalty agreements, referrals
for judicial aclion, a~d ca~t closures.

viii

R0070331



OTHER NPDF_~ PROGRAM SUC,-QE.ST][ONS

Dttring the conduct of this review of the L. A. Board’s NPDES program, EPA identified a
number of sugge:stiaas.f_ar in.roving ~ admi~i~-~fi,-m_~_ f rh,-pragl:a~ These .~a.ge~or~s are
lyased upon both EPA’s experience in implementing the NPDES program and ~ational program
perspective. EPA believes these suggestions will result in a more effective program a! the L. A.
Board. Though am explicitly reqm~ed by law, regulation, or natio~xal policy, EPA urges the
L. A. Board to implement the following;

Permits

The L. A. Board should consider encouraging public agencics that develop general public
education programs on reduction of discharge of toxic materials to include pesticides in their
programs. This cou/d be accomplished by specifically mentioning pesticides in both the
residential public education and public agency activities sections of the MS 4 permits. This
would be expected to result in lessemag the adverse impact on water quality stemming from
routine household use of pesticides. Also, in addition 1o procedures fm evaluating exfiltration
from the sanitary sewer, the L. A. Board is encouraged to persuade permittces to include
procedures for evaluating malfunctioning septic systems ia their programs, as EPA’s Part 2 MS4
guidance recommends. The L. A. Boaxd should include each of the annual reporting
requirements, as listed in the r~gulations, in MS4 permits so that permittees will not rmstakenly
only respond to the specific ~equirements as set forth m the permR

"1"o protect beneficia~ uses: (1) NPDES permits issued by the L A. Board should comain
toxicity conditions Which require sensitivity screening for acute toxicity using a vertebrate and an
invertebrate test species, m~d (2) NPDES permits issued by the L. A_ Board should contain
toxicity conditions which require increased effluent monitoring for toxicity following the
measurement of effluent toxicity at critical levels, as denoted by the exceedance of an effluent
tim.it or benclunark where no ef_fluem limit has been established. This approach is similar to
existing permit conditions which specifically require increased monitoring when a monthly
average etIluent limit is exceeded.

To protect beneficial uses and to facilitate water quality based permitling, the L. A. Board
should develop an implemetttation procedure Ibr the chromc mixing zone provision contained in
Chapter 4 of the Basin PIan.

Compli .ance

The L. A. Board should consider establishing an automated system to track its follow-up
on citizen complaints and spills. EPA notes that the data system called SWIMS, whcn
implemented, wil] accommodate this tracking activity.

ix
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The L. A. Board should consider having all inspectors use bound notebooks for note-
taking during insp~crioas as contemporaneous, bound notes are potenlially of more value in civil
and criminal enforcement proceedings.

Pretreatme-ot

All L. A. Board pretreatrnent program oversighl staff should use the SelJ:Monitoring
l~rogram Summary Review Sheet.

Enforcement

The L. A. Board’s Watershed Units that are resl:onsible for the day-to-day oversight of
regulated facilities and the new Enforcement Unit should develop and implement procedures to
further improve on-going conununieation. This will ensure that a lheility’s total compliance
history is considered when developing enforcement cases, and will also ensure that any
enforcement strategies ate not hindered by lack of other information regarding a facility. All
compliance iafformation is relevant and needs to be considered in the de,~elopment of an
ertforcement action.
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EPA NPDES Program [mplemeatation Review--Final R~port Page 1 of 45
los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

On }une 3 ~lu~ugh 5, 199~, th~ U.S. Environment~I Protection ~q~ency, Region 9
conducted a review of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board’s 0RWQCB
approved National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program. The ,eview was
conducted by EPA to assess RWQCB 4’s implementation of the NPDES program, in accordance
with Federal laws, regulations, and policies, as agreed upon by EPA and California, and
described in the following documents:

1. NPDES Memorandum of Agreement between the U. S. E~vironmental Protectio,
Agency and the California State Water Resources Control Board (September 1989), mad

2. Final FY 1995/1996, FY 199611997, and FY 1997/1998 Section 106 Workplans.

The EPA review focused on five main NPDES activities: permitting, compliance,
pretre.atment, storm water, and enforcement, and generally covered the time period from 1995 to
1998. EPA conducted its rrdew by evaluating a repre.~ntative sample of RWQCB 4’s NPDES
program fries, doc~uncnts, quarterly and other reports, and by conducting intexvicws of RWQCB
4’s NPDES program managers and staff. The EPA evaluation ofRWQCB 4’s NPDES program
took place both at EPA’s offices in San Francisco (document review) and at RWQCB 4’s offices
in Monterey Park. The EPA review is documented on checklists which correlate w~th the
requixements of the above-listed documenLs. This report presents the results of EPA’s review of
RWQCB 4 regarding the approved California NPDES program.

EPA’s review participants included the following Region 9 Water Division staff’:

Mike Schuiz, Associate Director
P..obyn Stuber, Environmental Scientist, Permitting Review
Robert Wills, Environmental Engineer, Compliance and Pretreaiment Program Review
.leremy Johnstone, Envixonmental Engineer, Enforcement and Storm Water Review
Jende Gavette, Envirom’nenta! Protection Specialist, Pretreatment Comphance and

Enforcemem Review
Dyi-You Shieh, Environmental Engineer, Complia,~ce/Entbrcement Review
Eugene Bromley, Environmental Engineer, Storm Water Permitting Review
Laurie Kermish, Attorney, from Region 9’s Office of Regional Counsel

A draft review report was issued in September ! 998, with comments received from the
SWRCB on October 30, 199g. from R.WQCB 4 dated November 6, and from RWQCB 4 staff on
December 1, 1998. All comments have been discussed with Ihe SWRCB and RWQCB 4, and
the resulls of these discussions a~e incorporated imo this final report. We ~vish to extend our
~hanks to the staff and managers at RWQCB 4 for their hospitality and cooperation in the
conduct of this NPDES review.
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OVERVIEW OF THE STATE WATER RI:SOURCES CONTROL BOARD
_AND THE REGIONAL WATER OUALITY CONTROL BOARDS

The California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the nine Regional
Wat~:r Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs) exercise the regulatory and adjudicatory powers of the
State of California in the field of water resources. To implement the State’s water quality
program, a regional or waler~hed approach to water issues was crcaled in 1949 and greatly
expanded in 1969 when the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act was "signed into law.
Through this regional approach, the State has be~n divided into nine re@or watershed meas with
the establishment ofa RWQCB in each area. The.RWQCBs have primary authority and
responsibility for implementing fou~ major functions to protect water quality by ensuring the
adoption and implementation of water quality control plans--planning, permitting, monitoring,
and eaforcen~enL

The SWRCB was created in 1967 to combine into one agency regulatory powers covering
boeh w~ter ~.ghts and water quality issues, thus complementing the authority of the RWQCBs.
The SWRCB may issue water quality control plans m a~as of State-wide significan¢~ (i.e.. an
Ocean Plan, a Bay Delta Plan, a Tahoe Plan) and also ensures consistency through the adoptio~
of State-wide policies. The SWRCB also administers key elements of the Federal Clean Water
Acl, such as storm water gene~a| permitting and the non-point source pollution control program,
and conducts oversight of the RWQCBs, including approval of water quality control plans. The
SWRCB is authorized to review most actions (or inaction) by the RWQCBs, and to adopl water
quality orders when appropriate.

The SWRCB and each of the RWQCBs are headed by Boards consisting of members
appointed by the Governor to four-year terms. Each Board is made up of nine volunteer~ from
diverse backgrounds (i.e., wastewater, law, public-at-large, engineering, etc.)to ensure equal
~’1~resen~ation of each RWQCB’s regulated community who are appointed by the Governor to
their positions as Board members. The RWQCBs m~d their appointed Boards each have discrete
approval or issuan~.e authorities, as set forth in the attached Table 1.

During the last half of 1997, the SWRCB and g’.WQCBs 2xdded 18 new positions State-
wide for enforcement activities. In addition, the SWRCB created the Compliance Assurance and
Entbrcement (C.A&E) Unit to coordinate and evaluate enforcement activities taken State-wide
Key staff were assigned and an organizational structure was identified in each of the nine
RWQCBs to assure that enlbrcement and compliance actions are increased. The CA&E Umt had
three major tasks: (1) unFrove managemem reporting of compliance assurance and erdbrcement
activities, (2) track the use of the special elfforcement st’dfresources, and (3) develop a strategy
to direct State compliance assurance and enlbrcemem activities in the coming years. These tbaee
hasks have been completed, and the Compliance Assmance and Enforcement Strategy was issued
in June of 1998, aboul the same time as EPA’s review was conducted. The Strategy contains
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many reezuxmm~imioas for imlx~ing-tmm#iaaee and enforcement activities, many of which are
expected to a~klress issues identified in this review.

BACKGROUND__ AND RE,VIEW OBJECTIVES

The State of California and EPA have entered into the Memorandtun of Agreement
(MOA) and annual Clean Water Act Section 106 Workplans to ensure an effective and well-
coordinated program of water quality comrol in C, alifomia. "l-he~e agreements delineate the
re~-pective responsibilities of California and of EPA for the operation of a cooperative State-
Federal NPDES program, including permitting, compliance, and erdbrcement in aeeord~ce with
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (P.L. 92-500) as amended by the Clean Water Act
(CW .A) of 1987 (P.L. 100-4).

These agreements recognize that the issuance of NPDES permits, conduct of inslX~etions,
mad issttanee of enforcement actions necessary for the l:,rotection and enhancement of waters in
California ate the In’imary responsibility of RWQCBs, and require that RWQCBs issue permits
which me cort~istent and compatible with the CWA and it~ regulations mad policies. The
agreements recogrtize EPA’s substantial interest and o~,ersight role in the issuance of NPDES
permits and related enforcement matters, and describe EPA’s primary role in providing financial
and mehnieal assistance, including policy guidance, to RWQCBs. The agreements also require
EPA’s and the RWQCB’s full cooperation to promote ~nd conduct an erd’orcement program
capable of providing maximum effectiveness in achieving Federal and State objectives tbr the
regulation of water quality as follows:

1. regulating all discharges subject to the NPDES and pretrearmem programs, except those
reserved to EPA, in conformance with Federal and State law, regulations, and policy;

2. maintaining teehnica/expertise, administrative procedures, and management control,
such that implementation of the NPDES mad 9rerreatmem programs consistently
conforms to State laws, regulations, and policies;

3. implementing federal program revisions;
4. providing techmcal assi~ance to the regutaled commumty to encourage voluntary

compliance with program requirements;
5. assusing that no person or entity realizes an economic benefit from non-compliance;
6. maintaining an adequate public file at the appropriate RWQCB Office for each permitme.

Such files must, m a minimum, inch~ copies of: the permit application, issued ixrmit,
public notice and fact sh~t, discharge monitoring reports, all actions, and other pertinent
information ~d correspondence;

7. comprehensively evahmting and assessing compliance w~th schedules, effluent
hmitations, and other conditions in perrmts;

8. taking ttmely and appropriate erfforcement actions in accordance with the CWA,
applicable Federal regulations, and State law; ~nd

9. implementing pretreatment program responsibilities.
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Theagmenum~ also mc~38znze~aatthe SWRCB ~s rusponsihle for supporting and
over~e.eing the RWQCBs" management of the NPDES and pretreatment programs in California,
as follows:

eva~uating RWQCB performance in the areas of permit content, procedure, compliance,
monitoring and surveillance, quality assurance of sample analyses, mad program
enforcement;

2. providing thin the SWRCB shall act on its own as necessary to assu~e that the program is
administered in conformance with Federal and State legislation, regulations, policy, the
MOA, and the State annual 106 workplan;

3. providing technical assistance to the RWQCBs;
4. developing and implementing regulations, policies, and guidelines as needed to maintain

consisxenc¥ between State and Federal policy a~td program operations, and to maintain
consistency of program implementation throughout all nine RWQCBs and over time;

5. reviewing decisions of the RWQCBs upon petition from aggrie,ced persons or upon its
own motion;

6. assisting the RWQCBs m the implementation of federal program revisions through the
development of policies and procedures;

7. performing any of the functions and responsibilities ascribed to the RWQCBs, and
g. implementing pretreatment program responsibilities.

U.S. EPA and the State of California have been cooperatively engaged in the operation of
the approved California N[PDES program since 1973. During this time, formal and informal
reviews and various EPA oversight activities have been conducted to determine the effectiveness
ofRWQCB NPDES programs. Though it has been at least five years since EPA has conducted
an N’PDES program review of a RWQCB, EPA is uhimately responsible to the U.S. Congress
and the Ame6can public. Thus, EPA needs first-hand knowledge that EPA-approved programs
are effective and compliant with all applicable laws, regulations, and policies. Th~s review was
conducted to achieve flais objective.

This report consists of several components. Fh’st is an (~verview of the RWQCB 4
NPDES program, which briefly dcscribes RWQCB 4’s orgamzational structure relevant to
NPDES administration. The results of EPA’s review are lhen presented for each of five areas of
the NPDES lyrogram: permits, compliance, storm water, pretreatment, and enforcement. Each of
these five sections discusses EPA’s evaluation of RWQCB 4’s NPDES activities, including
which actions were reviewed by EPA, and l~-ovides EPA’s conclusions (strengths and changes
required by law, regulation, and/or national policy) lot improving achmmstration of RWQCB 4’s
approved NPDES program, including discussion of program issues of State-wide concern The
sixth section of the report includes EPA’s suggestions for improving RWQCB 4’s NPDES
program.
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NPDES ~RO~.AM OVF_~.. V1EW FOR RWQCB 4.

The Surface Water Division (SWD), one of three divisions/program offices of
RWQCB 4, is responsible for the implementation and operation of RWQCB 4’s NPDES
program, including permitting, compliance, and enforcement activities for all of its NPDES-
permitted facilities. The SWD’s Assi~ant Executive Officer reports to the RWQCB 4 Executive
Officer (EO). At the time of the review, the SWD was divided into tx~o sections, Watershed
Regulatory and Regional Programs, as illustrated in the attached Table 2. The Watershed
Regulatory section was divided into four units, including a data and information management
unit and three watershed units--Los Angeles Coastal, Ventura Coastal, and Los Angeles Inland
Wmershed Unit staff were individually responsible for all permitting, compliance, and informal
enfo~cemem activities related to each NPDES facility to which they are assigned. The Regional
Programs Section’s Slandards and Enforcement Unit was responsible for all formal enforcemenl
actions related lo NrPDES facilities. The attached Tables 3 and 4 lists RWQCB 4 NPDES-
permitted facilities. The attached Table 5 lists the numbers of Notices of Violation (NOVs),
Time Schedule Orders (TSOs), Cease and Desist Ordezs (CDOs), Clean-up and Abatement
Orders (CAOs), Administrative Civil Liability Complaints (ACLCs), and penalty amounts
proposed, assessed, and collected by RWQCB 4 for Final Years 1995 through 1998.

-l’he SWRCB has developed NPDES program cost factors to serve as the basis for
determining NPDES program needs in California; these cost factors should be used in
determining RWQCB 4’s resource needs in administering all aspects of its NPDES program. It
should be noted zhat California’s NPDES program has been historically underfunded, resulting in
insufficient resources at all the RWQCBs, including RWQCB 4. Therefore, the RWQCBs
shifted priorities and redirected resources, in RWQCt~ 4’s case, through implementation of a
watershed management approach (see RWQCB 4 Staffing for the NPDES Permitting Program
section of this report). In 1999, the California state legislature recognized that there were
inadequate resotlrces to support the NPDES program and provided additional resottrees sta~e-
wide, including RWQCB 4.

RWQCB 4’s jurisdiction covers nearly 4,000 square miles, services more than 10 milli~ n
people and includes i~pprox~mately 390 s~ufac¢ water body segments, of which 40 percent are
recognized as having impaired beneficial uses, including Santa Monica Bay, Los Angeles River,
and Malibu Creek. In addition, I l Publicly Owned Tzeatment Works (POTWs) in RWQCB 4
receive discharges from industries comprising 50 percent of the total industries in California,
accounting for the vast majority of toxics control accomplished m California unde~ the Clean
Water Act. RWQCB 4 regulates 44 major and 260 minor NPDES permitted facilities, regulates
345 enrollees under six different general permits, is responsible for 2,600 industrial facilities and
600 construction sites that are subject to storm water regulations, mad regulates Ventura and Los
Angeles Cotmt~es with mumcipal storm wa~er permits, with ] ! and 86 co-perrnittees,
respeczive|y.
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STATE-WIDE .NPDES PRQGRAM NEEDS

EPA’s NPDES program reviews conducted to date at RWQCBs 4 (Los Angeles), 5
(Sacramento), and 9 (San Diego) have revealed issues which me applicable throughout the State
of California These issues, as agreed upon by the SWRCB, all nine RWQCBs, and EPA during
meetings held in January and February 1999 in Sacramcmo, are listed below, and discussed in
more detail in Appendix A of this report. EPA is working with the SWRCB and the RWQCBs
to identify and implement solutions to these State-wide NPDES program needs. These issues

¯ The current lack of State-wide water quality standards for toxic pollutants, and the
absence of a plan of implementation for establislung water quality based effluent limits
for toxics and whole effluent toxicity, results in NPDES permit issuance problems at the
RWOCBs.

¯ Adoption of NPDES permits containing compliance schedules for water quality based
effluent limitations is not allowable, unless an authorizing provision is contained in tl~e
applicable water quality control plan.
Permit fact sheets/statements of basts need to clearly establish that permits arc consistent
with applicable statutes, regulations, and policy (e.g., reasonable potential,
antibacksliding, establishing mixing zones, determining dilution credits, etc.).

¯ Appropriate receiving water limitations language, for which acceptable model lmaguage
was recently developed by EPA, the SWRCB, and the California Storm Water Quality
Task Force, needs to be included in all forthcoming municipal storm water permits.

¯ Copies of inspection reports of major permittee.% as well as copies of res’ponses from
permirtees about violation follow-up, must be sent by all RWQCBs to EPA, in
accordance with the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between EPA and State of
Calilbmia.

¯ Compliance review of Discharge Monitoring Reports (DMRs) is often not timely,
especially for minors.
The Quarterly Non-Compliance Reports (QNCRs) submitted by the RWQCBs need
~mr ~ovemem in quality and content.

¯ Field presence/compliance assessment at NPDES major and minor facilities is not
adequate, issues include use of appropriate sampling methods, adequacy of field
inspection notes, and depth of on-site review

¯ A greater inspection presence in the storm water program for. both industrial and
construction sites needs to be established by all RWQCBs; rials progrm~a el’emem is
significantly under-funded State-wide.

¯ Pretreatment program expertise, in general, needs to be strengthened State-wide
Indies-trial user regulation by the State is needeo. Industrial user compliance problems,
especially when the pretreatment authority is for whatever reason unable to exert
authority over the industrial user, must be addressed by the State.
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¯ All RWQ42B ~ n~mx.l~ed_mr.omply with EPA and Slam policies which call for
recovery of economic benefit resulting from noncompliance.

PERMITS

RWQCB 4’s SC~l~ of responsibili~ for N’PDES permit issuance encompasses the
following:

¯ Indi’,ddual Permits: 44 majors~
260 minors

¯ General Permits (non-storm water): six categories (345 enrollees)
* Mumcipal Storm Water Permits: Ventura County (11 co-permittees)

Los Angeles County (86 co-pem~ittees)
Industrial/comraercial slorm wmer
Notices of Intent (’NOls): 2,600 industxial/600 constrttction

EPA Eval.uataon p.rocedures

EPA’s NPDES pen~it review consisted of four parts:

I. An in-depth review of a subset of RWQCB 4-issued permits--City of Los Angeles,
Donald C. l-i}lman Water Reclamation Plant (WRP) (tentative permit); City of Simi
Valley Wate~ Quality Conlrol Facility Q;VQCF); Las Virgenes Municipal Water District’s
Tapia Water Reclamation Facility (WRF); Chevron U.S.A., Inc. ’s El Segundo Refinery;
and fl~e Los Angeles Cotmty Municipal Separme Storm Sewer System (MS4) penmt--and
a spot check of other individual permits to verify that permits are written in accordance
with applicable law, regulations, and policy.

2. A review of the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) to ensure that requirements a.re
followed and that the MOA accurately reflects the needs of California’s approved ~’PDES
program.

3. An on-site review ofRWQCB 4’s permit files to ensure that administrative records are
complete and eoma~n required information.

4. A general review of overall program effectiveness in terms of permit backlog, staffing,
training, etc.

Major municipal discharges have a des)gn flow greater than one million gallons per clay
(mgd) or an FPA/State-approved industrial pretreatrnent program, Major mdustrla~
discharges are cletermined based on specific ratings criteria that have been developed
by EPA ar~ the State. Minor dlscha[ges a~e a{{ r~mainin9 discharges
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The NFDES perm~-sek.csed-for-in-depth re, levy orth~ ~ spin ~.__~-~,-a ~ far
f~ilities located in Vemura or Los Angeles Counties. These two counties contain some of the
largest concentrations ofpopulatior~ and commercial activity in The world. The pcrmits selected
for m-depth revie,,v were chosetx because the facilities are significant major dischargers
representing different discha~e calegories. Also, the permits selected for m-depth review or that
were spot-cl)e.cked reflea wine, q~ity-based permit’dr~ practices subsequent to the 1994
invalidation of California’s Inland St~face Water Quality Control Plan and Enclosed Bays and
Estuaries Water Quality Control Plan, and the initiation ofRWQCB 4’s ,,~atershed permitting
approach. Tillman WRF and several spol-checked permits were tentative permits under
consideration for adoption by the RWQCB 4"s Board dm’ing its June 199[~ meeting. Therefore,
any EPA commems on these tentative permits would have been timely for permit reissuance.
Subsequent to the exi! brieiSng, EPA objected to prOVL~iODS of three tentative permits, the Donald
C. "l’iltman WRP; the City of Los Angeles/Los Angeles-Glendale Water Reclamation Plant; and
the Cily of Burbank Public Works Department/Burbank Water Rec "lama!ion Plant and Steam
Power Plant. In response 1o EPA’s objections, the RWQCB’s Board adopted these permits with
all required revisions, fully addressing EPA’s concerns;.

The ptu,’pose of the on-site permit file review was to view the admini~rative records for
"I’i|]man WRP, Sirni Valley WQCF, Tapia WRF, and El Segundo Refinery. The NPDES permit
files tha~ [~PA reviewed we~e c~trrent, orderly, and readily available for review.

RWOC]3 4 Staffing for!he NP..D, ES Permitting Prom~

While in previous years RWQCB 4 has had an appreciable backlog of expired permits,
under the wa!ershed permitting approach (and Watershed Management Initiative, or
permit ~ssuance has been pdoriI~zed using a ro(ating watershed approach. RWQCB 4 has
established I I watershed management areas which are scheduled t~)r permitting activities on a
seven-year cycle. Tl’ds cycle began ~n | 995, with the Venlu~’a R~-~er and Calleguas Creek
Watersl)eds, and will be completed m 2002, with the Los Angeles/Long Beach Harbors m’~d
Domir ;uez Channel Watersheds. The foctts of permitting activities by RWQCB ~
1997/1998 and FY 1998/I 999 is the Los Angeles RJvrr Watershed.

[n the W~.tershed R.eguJ.atory Section ~,rRS), 12 staff m~d four supervisors me responsible
for all surface water core regulator), activities m I l watershed management areas, including
N~PDES permh rm.ssuance. WR$ pxiority activities for FY 199811999 include:

permit reissuance a)~d p)or.essmg nev~ individual permit applications;
conducting inspections, tracking v~oIations, aad recommending enforcement (as
appropriate);
workJng with stakeholder groups m "o~’-year" walersheds on development and
implementation of watershed managcmem plans and mo~itoring programs;
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woflcing wi~ sttm~ v~ter pmmittee.s ,~n imptcmentation of MS4 permits; and
outreach to industriM/construction general storm water permit non-fliers, etc.

WMle most WRS staff.are experienced at writing NPDES permits, EPA encomages WRS
slatT to attend rele’cm~ framing courses to update and broaden their expertise as training funds
become available. At the request ofRWQCB 4, Region 9 will be #eased to conduct a one-day
who)e effluent toxicity (WET) traix~ng coun~ at the RWQCB 4 oft’tees during FY 1999.

_NPDES Pgrmits--EPA Conclusion~

Watershed Management Initiative (WMI) Schedule for Permit lssuance

In FY 1994/1995, RWQCB 4 had a NPDES perrmt backlog (individual permits including
storm water) with nearly 70 percent of their permits requiring reissuanee. In 1995, RWQCB 4
implemented its watershed permitting approach in accordance with the WMI, whereby priorities
for penmt issuance have been established consistent with emphasis on priority watersheds. At
the completion of FY ]997/1998, RWQCB 4 is reissuing all permits in accordance with their
WMI schedule for permit issuance, with only a few nunor permits remaining backlogged. Thas is
a significant accomplislunent.

Storm Water Permitting

The Los Angeles County storm water permit (MS4) was reissued m July 1996. EPA was
heavily involved in developing lhe draft permit and endorsed its reissumace. This review utilizes
store1 water permitting guichmce available in 1996, which EPA used at that time to evaluate the
reissued permit. The most important component of an MS4 permit is the storm water
management program (SWMP). This permit specifies highly detailed and well thought-out
requirements for the SWMP_ RWQCB 4 is commended for its efforts in the development of
these requirements, and tbr its extensive outreach to interested parties in the development of the
SWMP and other Perrmt requirements.

EPA suggests that RWQCB 4 include each of the requirements for an annual report as
specified at 40 CFR 122A2(c) in i~ MS4 permits. A_llhougl~ the Los Angles County MSa pennit
requires compliance with 40 CFR 122.42(c), the list or" aamual reporting components which is
included in the permit omits any reference to budget irtformmion. A permittee may mistakenly
Only respond to the specific reqmrements as set forth in the permit. The suggested change would
reduce the chance for such an omission.

EPA suggests that RWQCB 4 consider encouraging public agencies Ibm develop general
public education programs on reduction of discharge of toxic mmerials to include pesticides in
their programs - tlus would be expected to result in lessening the adverse impacl on water qualit?’
stemming flom routine household use of pesticides. Part 2 V.C.1 .b.i.az of the Los Aaageies
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County MS4 permit omits mention of pestir, ides.mits~mSlhm of �,he r~side, ntial public education
program. EPA ~ecoummuds that pesticides be specifically mentioned as they are in Part
2.1V.C.4.a for public agency activities.

Also, in addition to procedures for evaluating exfiltration from the sanitary sewer,
RWQCB 4 should persuade permit’tees to include procedures for evaluating malfunctioning
septic systems in their programs. El~A’s Part 2 MS4 guidance manual recommends that failing
sepdc systems be investigated as a potential source of pollutants in stom~ water runoff. The
Santa MonJca Bay EPI study also cited failing septic systems as potential sources of the
pathogens which have generated concerns in Santa Monica Bay recreational waters

In addition, the reissued Los Angeles County MS4 permit provides that the County is to
propose "’model" programs which, upon approval by the Executive Officer or RWQCB 4’s
Board, are then to be adopted by the co-permitters. In light of fl~8 current problems hindering
implementation of the terms of the reissued permit (see discussion on pages 28-30 of this report,
Storm Water Compliance Activities), neither EPA nor RWQCB 4 should endorse this type of
permit in the future. Any permits which rely on action by the regulatory agency before
requirements are triggered may experience similar iml:,lementation problems due to the
uncertainties of fitturc resources and changing priorities.

Finally, EPA has objected to "precedentiar’ receiving water limits which were adopted by
the SWRCl~ in January 199g, and incorporated into recent MS4 permits (the RWQCB 2 Vallejo
and the KWQCB 9 Riverside County MS4 permits). The "precedential" language requires that
storm water management plans be designed, implemented, and, if necessary, upgraded to prevent
only those exceedances which "cause or substantially (m more than a de minimus amotmt)
contribute to a continuing or recurring exceedance of any applicable water quality standard."
EPA believes that receiving water limitations must address all exceedances of water quality
standards--not jt~st those that are substantial, continuing, or recurring. The Los Angeles Coxmty
MS4 permit contains its owt! uluque receiving water limils language wl’,ich provides that
implcmentation of Best Ma~.agement Practices (BMPs) required by the permit constitute
compliance with receiving w~ ate~ limits. EPA accepted this language when the pemxi! was
reissued and has not reconsRtered its acceptability since that time. However, the revised
receiving water limitation language, which EPA developed with the SWP, CB and the California
Storm Water Quality Task Force, needs to be included in all forthcoming MS4 permits issued m
the State, including those in RWQCB 4.

Applica~fo.n ot~,9, ecoadar¥ Treatmem S~andard.¢

In rt:spomse to CWA requiremems, EPA has established performance standards for
secondary Lreatment at 40 CFR 133. [ 02 which describe national minimum levels of effluent
qua!ity required for five-day Biochemical Oxygen D~mand (BOD~) and Suspended Solids (SS)
(both efflurmt concen~at~on and percent removal from iruquent) as well as pH_ All publicly
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owned treatraent works with pertm~s ~iewed-o~ spot checkedby EPA contained appropriate
secondary treatment standards, including some which were more stringent than the Federal
minimmns in order to fully protect beneficial uses. In some of these permits, wldle EPA found
that s~ndary treatment standards for effluent pH were not contained in the permit’s "Discharge
Limitations" section, they were found in the "Standard Provisions, General Monitoring, and
Reporting Requirements" section ("Attachment N" to these permits).

A_nz~lication o_[ Effluenl l.imitat~¢.~ns ~iuidelines

Natio~lal effluent limitations guidelines set forth effluent limits for industrial categories
(i.e., refineries, fo~mdries, etc.). The guidelines, as developed by t~PA, represent a reasonable
level of wastewater treatment which is within the econo;nic means of specific categories of
industrial facilities. The industrial permit reviewed by EPA (El Segundo Refunery) included all
effluent limits required by applicable effluent limitations guidelines, WRS staff are commended
on their implementation of the guidelines given the complex circumstances suaoundmg the
discharge of process and non-process wastewaters by this facility (described in the fact sheet and
permit findings).

Im~lement_ation of Water Oualifl~ Standards

EPA recognizes tb.m a number of the RWQCB 4 wmer quality standard permitting
problems that are discussed below are partially attribulable to the lack of State-wide water quality
standards for toxic pollutants. EPA’s promulgation of the California Toxics Rule (CTR) and the
Stme’s adoption of the Inland Smface Waters and Enclosed Bays and Estuaries Plan’s
Implementation Policy are expected to address this issue for most constitue, ts. In the interim, to
ensure permits are issued as required, all RWQCBs shou|d refer to EPA’s Techafcol Support
Documen~ and to fact sheets and permits that will be provided as examples by the SWRCB, as
discussed in Appendix A, State-wide issues.

The re :ulatioas a~ 40 CFR ! 22.44(d) requn’e that numeric water quality based cffluent
limitations be established fo~ discharged pollutants which cause, lmve th-c reasonable potential to
cause, or contribme to an cxceedance of narrative or numeric water quality standards. In the
permits reviewed in-depth or spot checked, fact sheets!permit findings indicate that "reasonable
potential" served as the basis for many of the water quality based effluent limitations. Fact
sheets/statements of basis need to clea~ly detail: (1) the procedure by which reachable potential
was determined for the discharge (e.g., the statistical approach from EPA’s Technical
Document for Water Quality-based Toxics Control (Technical Support Documenl; TSD) fox
wa~er quality-based toxjes control, percent of objective approach detected in et:flt~ent approach,
etc.); (2) which effluent pollutants were evaluated for reasonable potential; and (3) other
important characteristics of effluent ¢o llutant data sets evaluated for reasonable po:ent~al (e.
operationa/time period which data represent, size of data set, etc.). In addition, EPA
recommends that the WI’~S use a consistent approach for determining reasonable potemial.
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In some of the perm~a~viewed-in depths, h-’PA fmmd:that.some wa~r quality basr_d
effluent limitations were not based on appropriate numeric criwria, for example: (1) for
protection of an "aquatic life" beneficial use. effluent limits were established based on less
stringent Maximum Contaminant (MCL) objectives, rather than on more stringent p~otective
aquatic life criteria; and (2) while daily maximum limit., were established based on available
acut~e aquatic life criteria, no monthly avcrage limits were established based on available chroni_____~c
aquatic life criteria. EPA ~[so found that the averaging period for a given numeric
objective/criterion was not consistently applied to permits. For example, the averaging period for
the same objective should not be "�~aily maximum" in one permit and "monthly average" in
another permit. EPA suggests that the WRS develop procedures to ensure consistent
implementation of objectives/criteria with respect to beneficial use protection, reasonable
potential determinations and effluent limit averaging period (see also EPA’s Techmcal Suppor~
Document, Chapter 3, Efl]uent Characterization, and Chapter 5, Permit Requirements).

In all inland surface water discharge permits rex~ewed in depth or spot checked, the
metals efl3uem limits were not properly developed. The "tbrm" required for most metals effluent
limits in these permits was the "disso/ved" form rather than the "total recoverable" form, as
defim~d in 40 CFR 136. Expressing wate~ q~mlity objectives/criteria for metals in the dissolved
form poses the need to ’~translate" between dissolved and total recoverable metal fonts for the
purpose of NPDES permits, so that total recoverable effluent In’airs for metals can be estzblishcd
as required by 40 CFR 122.45(c). This translation is necessary because chemical conditions in
ambient wa~ers frequently differ substantially from those in effluents, and there is no assmance
tha~ efflz~em pe~ieui~¢ metal will not dissolve after discharge.

A "translator" is the ratio of disso!ved to total recoverable metal concentrations as an
efnuent mixes with the receix, in8 water, and is used to estimate the concentration of total
recoverable metal in an effluent (i.�., the wasteload allocation based on a TMDL or estimated
using a water quality objective~criterion) ~ equates to a dissolved instream concentration equal
to the dissolved ob.jeetive/criterion~. This "~otal recoverable" wasteload allocation represents the
maximum release that will still allow attainment of the "dissolved" ob)eclwe/criterio~. Total
recoverable metal effluent ILmits are established based on this w~steload allocation. Where s~e-
specific "uanslators" have not been developed, £PA ~commends using criteria conversio~
facto~ ~ dcfa~l~ Ur~r~sl~tors. EPA notes that Water EFfect Ratios (WERs) should be used zo

[C,(Qo÷Q.)-Q.CJ
WL.A~ = , where

WLA, = total recoverable wasteload
C = con~nt~on
C~ = total r~ovem~e ins~eam ~n~n~at~n equal to ~e dissolved criterion

(i e,, "O~so~ed" criterion * translator)

: ups~eamu

eMu~t
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develop site-specifk: obj~-ct~ves/critmaa, not "dissnlveai" cffluc.m limits, as allowed in RWQCB 4
permit conditions. Also, in .some permits, EPA found that hardness values for the "effluent"
rather than the "ambient water body" ~ete used to determine applicable water quality criteria for
some metals. EPA re, commends that ambient hardness values b¢ used to determine applicable
water quality criteria for metals.

~lementation ot Whole ~_ffluent Toxicity

EPA recognizes that a number of the whole effluent toxicity (WET) permitting problems
discussed below a~e partially attributable to the lack of a State-wide implementation policy tbr
toxicity. Progre~ in addressing these issues is expected once the State adopts its Implementation
Policy for toxics standards for inland surface waters, enclosed ~;ys, and estuaries of California.

EPA recommends that 9ermits require sensitivity screening using a vertebrate and an
invertebrate tbr acute toxicity test species, as recommended in the Technical Support Document.
Most permits reviewed in depth or spot checked requited both acute and chronic WET
monitoring, and most inland surface water discharge p~:rmits required chronic toxicity
monitoring in the receiving water. While these permits required sensitivity screening using a
vertebrate, invertebrate, and alga for chronic, toxicity test species, they did not require sensitivity
screening using a vertebrate and an h~vertebrate for acute toxicity test species. In addition,
permi~z shou|d reqtti.re that all WET and receiving water testing be conducted using the most
curren| acute ttnd chronic toxicity test methods manuals approved under 40 CFR 136.

In all inland surface water discharge permits reviewed or spot checked, EPA lbund that
chronic toxicity limits (using the Basin P|~a~’s narrative objective for toxicity) are applied to the
"receiving water" rather than the "effluent." Subsequent to the EPA review exit briefing, further
analyses indicated that for at lea~ one of these facilities where there had been chronic toxicity
problems with the effluent (Tillman WRP; see Enforcement Case Studies section of this report),
the permit was reissued with receiving water limits for chronic toxicity rather than effluent lirm~.
EPA wishe~ to emphasize that receiving water limits Ibr chronic toxicity may be used tc
complemem, but cannot sub_stirute for water quality-based effluent limits for chronic tox:ci~
when required by "reasonable potential" regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(d)~. Where effluent data
for chronic toxicity demonstrate the "reasonable potential" ~o exceed the Basin Plan’s narrative
objective for toxicity, regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(d) r~ water quality based effluent limits
lbr chronic toxicity or for the pollutant(s) causing the tOXicity. Where receiving water li~rfits for
chronic toxicity are warranted, EPA recommends that the permit clearly establish the distance
dow~stTeam of the effluent discharge within which chronic toxicity may occur, consistent wilh
Basin Plan chrome toxicity mixing zone provisions (<250 feet).

While this ~tatement ~s rnadc m the context of our review of implementation of wl)ole e/tluent
toxicity in perm~t~, it also applies to any pollutant discharged under lhe NPDES
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Several t:~rrtdt~wo~in-~i~h-t:tmmimd"Toxit~ ~oa Evaim~n (TIE)
trigger" conditions following exceedanee~ of I TUc m the receiving water; EPA supports using
the magnitude of I TUc as a benchmark for trigge~,mg mvemgation into the causes of toxicity
and as the basis for establishing water quality-based limits for chronic toxicity when reasonable
potentia~ is demonstrated.

All permits reviewed in depth contained "TIE trigger" conditions based on the observance
of "consistent toxicity," or toxicity observed over "n" consecutive months; howcver, these
permits did not requirc accelerated effluent monitoring for toxicity following the exccedance of
an effluent limit orbenchmark where no effluent limit has been established. Where accelerated
effluent monitonng is not required following such an exceedanc¢, EPA is concerned that critical
levels of effluent toxicity may cootinu¢ for an unacceptably long period oftirne before arty action
to red,me effluent toxicity is required by the permit. This ts of special concern where effluent
monitoring requirements for toxicity ar~ in~eut in relation to the frequency of exceedances
that trigger action by the permittee to redu~ or identify the cause(s) of toxicity. Region 9’s
recommendations for accelerated effluent monitoring fi)llowing the measurement of effluent
toxicity at critical levels may be foxlrid in the Regions 9 and lO Guidance.[or Implementing
Whole Effluent Toxicity Testing Programs (Denton and Nerves, 1996).

Finally, understanding that ammonia, in conjunction w~th other toxieams, may be
responsible for toxicity at critical levels, EPA reeomn~.nds that standard permit language
specifying the conditions under which ammonia can be removed during a toxicity test be
updated. When the suspected toxicant is ammonia, rec, mmended procedures for identifying and
evaluating the cause(s) of toxicity are outlined in page~ 5-7 through 3-9 of Regions 9 and 10
Guidance.for Implementing if’hole Effluent Toxicity Testing Programs.

Other Permitting and Documentation Reauirttment~_s

in t~o of the six permits revie~ved in depth (Simi Valley WQCF and Tapia WRF),
effluent or receiving water monitoring reqmremen~s for some pollutants with effluent limits or
receiving wate~ limits (e.g., chronic toxicity) were omitted from the monitoring and reporting
program. This should not be allowed. Despite these two cases, EPA believes that only on
occnsion do these types of otmssions occur a~d that it is routine procedure for RWQCB 4 to
include monitoring requiremems for all pollutants with effluent limits and for ambient toxaciry
when a permit contains a toxicity "’receiving water limit" or "receiving ~ater objecrave".

The fact sheet (or statement of basis) mad supporting docmnentation serve as the primary
basis for defending a permit in an administrative appeal ,’rod, ultimately, in the courts.
Regulations at 40 CFR 124.8 require that fact sheets contain the following reformation
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¯ l~e type and qtmnfiry
¯ a summary ofthe basis for the tentative permit conditions including reference to

applicable statutory or regulatory provisions and appropriate supporting references to the
administrative record; and

¯ any calculations or other necessary explanations of the derivation of specific effluent
limits and conditions.

The fact sheets preheated by *Jae WRS provide summary explanations for permit
requirements, and special attention is given ~o the source docLtment for water quality based
effluent limitations. Additional explanation detailing the basis for requiring water quality based
effluent limitations needs to be provided in the fact sheet, including reasonable potential
procedures and lhe methodology used to implement water qualily objectives!criteria as ettluent
Limits.

FoT some permits reviewed m depth, fact sheets/permit fmdings did not indicate whether
antibaeks/iding requirements at Section 402(0) of the CWA (see also 40 CFR 122.44(1)) and
Section 303(d) of the CWA have been met. Permit fact sheets/statements of basis need to clearly
document whether antibacksliding requirements are met.

In general, fact sheets/permit findings for the reviewed and spot checked permits did not
appear to establish whether the permit is consistent with State and federal anfidegradation
policies. The fact sheet/statement of basis needs to document whether the permitted discharge is
consiste)at with State and federal antidegradalion policies.

As discussed above, the need for greater specificity in fact sheets is a State-wide issue.
To ensure permits are issued as required, all RWQCBs shotdd refer to EPA’s Technical Support
Document and to fact sheets and permits that will be provided as examples by the SWRCB, as
discussed in Appendix A, State-wide issues.

Sta___! .~_ rd Permit Conditions

Standard permit conditions in 40 CFR 122.41 and 122.42 delineate the legal,
administrative, and procedural requiremems for all NPDES perrmts. Standard conditions may be
incorporated into the permit verbatim, or by specific reference to the regulations. The use of
standard conditions helps ensure uniformity and consistency of all NPDES permits issued by
authorized States or EPA NPDES permits adopled b7 RWQCB 4 contain these standard permit
conditions in the "Standard Provisions, General Monitoring, and Reporting Requirements"
section (NPDES permit "Attachmem N"). EPA reviewed "’Attachment N" dated April 21, 1997,
mid concluded that it should be updated with respect to violation penalties, sludge conditions,
and reporting requizements. EPA also iaoted that at |east two different versions of "Am’~chmenl
N" (i.e, April 21, 1997 and May 14, 1997) are being ased by the WRS. Because attachments

R00703~8



cr~_.~.Y_L~ u ~t                                     1~007

EPA NPDE$ Program Imp|emen~tion Review-Final Report Page 16 of 45
Los Angeles Regional W~ter Quality Control Board

may cha~ge o~’er rime~ EFA r~t~-ts~flmt signed m~or pc~m~ s~ by RW(~B 4. to EPA
include all aRachmen~s, including "ARachment N."

Memorandum qf A~ee~n~ (MOA~

The MOA tequiremems are generally followed by RWQCB 4. While tentative permits
seem to be provided to EPA for review within time frames specified unde~ the MOA, all permit
at¢achmems and fact sbeets/s,,atements of basis do not accompany these submittals. EPA
requests that the practice of seeding to EPA all permit attachments and fact sheets for major
permits be reinstated.

EPA has noted that during the pubLic comment period, as RWQCB 4 enlers into
negotiations with the permittee and other interested parties, substantial changes may be made to
the noticed tentative permit prior to adoption by the RWQCB’s Board. In accordance with 40
CFR ! 24.10 and ease law which establishes the standard for te-imtiating public notice, a second
public notice may be required when RWQCB 4 chatagcs to tentative permits are "substantial" or
when the changes can act reasonably be considered a "logical outgrowth" of the public
coratnents received during the public comment period. While this can be a fact-specific
judgment call, re-noticing may avoid procedural challenges and bring cut any lingering
substantive concerns. This issue may be of State-wide concern, in addition to those State-wide
issues discussed in Appendix A.

Permit ~Modi/icatio~rocedure._s~

In its review, EPA noted that permit modifications, especially modifications to
monitoring and reporlmg programs which result in less stringent permit conditions, are
frequently made by the Executive Officer. Many of these modifications are major modifications
as defined by regulations at 40 CFR 122.62, and must be properly public noticed and subject to
appeal procedures (see also the MOA). During the in-depth review of major permits, EPA found
that RWQCB 4 improperly modified one of the perrni)s subsequent to its expiratior date
(TiLlman, Order No. 91-102 issued ~/9/91, as modified in 1998). Impropes modific.attoxas
undermine permit enforceability, therefore. EPA requires that all permit modifications be
conducted i~ accordance with applicable regulations. This issue may be of State-wide concern,
in additton to those State-wide issues discussed in Appendix A.

~omrdiance ,Schedules

As established by 40 CFR 122.47 and applicable case la~, NPDES permi(s cannot
contain comphance schedules for aehteving water quality based effluent limitations unless an
authorizing provision is included in a State’s water quality standards. The primary water quality
standards doctm~ent in the Los Angeles Region is the Basin Plan. The Basin Plan comains an
authorizing compliance schedule provision for ammonia objectives, but no~ for other cltluent
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pollutants routir~ly r~tlXflamd-Ln N’PDF.S penxfits. Sev~nl ~ ~e’cie~ted in d~pth or spot
checked by EPA contained unauthorized compliance schedules for water quality based effluent
limitations without an authorizing provision in the applicable water quality contro| plan. EPA
requires that when an authorizing compliance schedule provision is not included in the applicable
water quality control plan, the permit must be issued with a companion enforcement order
comaining appropriate compliance schedule conditions. This was one of the bases for EPA’s
subsequenl objections to the reissuance of permits for Tillman WRP, Glendale WRP, and
Burbank WRP and SPP. EPA’s concerns were fully addressed by RWQCB 4, and Time
Schedule Orders (TSOs) for these facilities have beeti i~ued. Tiffs issue is of State-wide
concern, as discussed in Appendix A.

EPA CQNCLUSIONS SUMMARy--PERM]TS

Strengths

1. In FY 1994/1995, RWQCB 4 had a NPDES permit backlog (individual permits including
stoma wateO with near[y 70 pexeem of their percnits requiring reissuance. At the
completion of FY 1997/1998, RWQCB 4 was reissuing all permits in accordance with its
workplan schedule for permit assuance, with ordy a tew mino~ permits remamixtg
backlogged. "/’his is a significant accomplishment.

2. RWQCB 4 is coordinating the setting of water quality standards with NPDES permitting
using a rotating priority watershed approach.

3. RWQCB 4 is establishing water quality based effluent limitations for toxic chemicals in
NPDES permils when the RWQCB finds that a discharge causes, has the reasonable
potential to cause, or contribute to an exceedan,ze of narrative or numeric water quali~y
objectives (i.e., has "reasonab|e potential").
Where reasonable potential is established and numeric water quality objectives/br toxic
chermcals are lacking, RWQCB 4 is using the Basin Plan narrative toxicity objective in
conjunction with protective numeric criteria for toxic chemicals (e.g., NTR criteria, Gold
Book criteria, etc.) to establish water quality based effluent limitations which in most
cases ensure protection of beneficial uses. Lack of State-wide water qtlality standards for
toxic pollutants is a State-wide issue, disct~sed below.

5. RWQCB 4’s NPDES permit files wet~e orderly, current, and readily available for review.

~ Chan~es.--State-wide Issues

The current lack of State-wide water quality standards for toxic pollutants, and the
absence of a plan of implementation for establishing water quality based effluent lmaits
far toxics and wlao|e effluent toxicity, results in NPDES permit issuance problems at all
the RWQCBs, including RWQCB 4 EPA Promulgation of the California Toxics Rule
(CTR) and the S~ate’s adoplaon of the Inland Surface Waters and Enclosed Bays and
Estu~ies Plata’s Implementation Policy are expected to address ttus issue for most
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consz~ocnts. In themamrim, to ~_~ ~mft~ an~ issued, as.rt~mimd.ailRWQCBs should
refer to EPA’s Techmcai Support Document and to facl sheets and permits that will be
provided as examples by the SWRCB. During the period prior to adoption and
implementation of the CTR and the to×i� standards for inland surface waters, enclosed
bays, ~nd estuaries, all RWQCBs should develop a permitting process to ensure
consistent establishment of water quality based effluent limits using Basin Plan objectives
~ncl other protective numeric criteria. In addition, dunng the period prior to adoption and
unplementation of Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for 303(d) listed waters, all
RWQCBs should develop a permitting process ~vhich ensures consistent establishment of
water quality based effluent limits for discharges to 303(d) listed waters without "I’MDLs
where discharges are found to contain pollutants causing or contributing to non-
attainment.
Adoption of NPDES permits by the RWQCBs containing compliance schedules for water
quality ba~d effluent limitations is not allowable (in accordance with 40 CFR 122.47 and
appJicable case law [i.e., Star-Kist Caribe, Inc., NPDES Appeal No. gg-5]) unless an
authorizing provision is contained in the applicable water quality control plan (e.g., Basin
Plan. Ocean Plan, etc.) EPA requires that when an authorizing compliance schedule
provision is not included in the applicable water quality control plan, the permit must be
issued with a companion enforcement order containing appropriate compliance schedule
conditions. RWQCB 4’s Basin Plan contains an authorizing compliance schedule
provision for ammonia objectives, but not for other effluent pollutants routinely regulated
in NPDES permits. Several RWQCB 4 tentative penuits reviewed in depth or apt1
checked by EPA contained unauthorized compliance schedules for water quality based
effluent ]imitations without ma authorizing provision in the applicable water quality
controt plan. EPA’s cotxccms were fully address~ and Time Schedule Orders (TSOs)
these facilities were issued by RWQCB 4 to meet this requirement.

3 All RWQCBs including RWQCB 4 need to ensure that permit fact sheets/statements of
basis cle:uly establish that permits are consistent with applicable statutes, regulations, mad
policy (e.g., reasonable potential, antibacksliding, establishing mixing zones, determining
dilution credits, etc.). Along with summary explanmions, RWQCB a s fact sheets need to
provide additional explanation detailing the basis for requiring water qualily based
effluent limitations, including reasonable potential procedures and the methodology used
to in~plement water quality objectives/criteria as effluent limits.
Appropriate receiving water limitatzons language, for wh’~ch acceptable modcl language
was developed by EPA. SWRCB, and the Calitbrr~a Storm Water Quality Task Force.
needs to be included in "all forthct~ming municipal storm water permits from ’Ml the
RWQCBs, including RWQCB 4.

~Required _Cba_nges--R WQCB 4

In accordance with 40 CFR 122.45(c), RWQCB 4 must establish metals effluent limits in
the "total recoverable" form rather than the "dissolved" form.
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In accordance with 40 CFR 122.44(d), where recent toxic chemical ef]luem data indi~te
the "reasonable potential" to exceed the Basin Plan narrative toxicity objective protecting
aquatic life beneficial uses, RWQCB 4 must establish water quality based effluent limits
for that toxic chemical using numeric Basin Plan objectives (or other protective numeric
criteria when numeric objectives are lacking) that will protect aquatic life beneficial uses.
For example, a MCL objective should not be used to protect aquatic Life beneficial uses
where aquatic life cnleria are available and more stringent than the MCL.

3. In accordance with 40 CFR 122.44(d), when recent chronic WET data indicate the
"reasonable potential" to exceed the Basin Plan narrative toxicity objeclive, RWQCB 4
must eslablish water quality based effluent limi1~1ions £or either chronic toxicity or for the
pollutant(s) causing the toxicity.

4. In accordance with 40 CFR 124. I 0 mid case law which estab|ishes the slandard for
initiating public notice, RWQCB 4 mus~ conduct a second public notice when RWQCB 4
changes to tentative permits are "substantial" or "#lien permit changes can not reasonably
be considered a "logical outgrowth" of the public comments received during the comment
period. This issue may be of State-,~id¢ concern, in addition to those State-wide issues
discussed ha Appendix A.

5. In accordance with 40 CFP~ 122.62, RWQCB 4’s major permit modifications must be
public noticed and subject to appeal procedures. This includes changes to permit
monitoring l~rograms which result in less stringent permit conditions. EPA notes that t.h_is
issue may be of State-wide concer~L in addition 1o those .’3tate-wide issues discussed
Appendix A.
In accordance with applicable case law, R.WQCB 4’s expired permits may not be
modified (Tillman). EPA notes that this issue may be of State-wide concern, in addition
to those State-wide issues discussed in Appendix A.
In accordance with 40 CFR 122.44(i), permits issued by RWQCB 4 with pollutant
effluent limits must reqtare monitoring for those pollutantz.

8. - NPDES permiks and related information need to be submitted by RWQCB 4 ~o EPA in
accordance with the MOA.

COMPLIANCE

.EPA Evaluat.ion Procedures

Activities conducted at EPA prior to the June 1998 RWQCB 4 office visil included the
review of data (oblaaned quarterly from the State’s Wasle Discharger System (WDS) data
system) in EPA’s Permits Compliance System (PCS) data system, review of the quarterly non-
compliance reports (QNCRs) submitted by RWQCB z~ from FY 1995 through 2nd quarter FY
1998, and review of the self-morfitonng reporls (SMRs) for the same period.
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Fidd~ztivifies at.the RWQCB 4 office included mtervicws~ the amt chiefs (also
referred to as "seniors") in the Watershed Regulatory Section (WRS) and I 1 other staffofthe
WRS, review of files maintained by the staff; and review of staff inspection notebooks
Subseqh-en~ to d~e field review, supplemental information was gathered from telephone
convcrsations with one of the above and two additional staff members.

WRS staffare responsible for all activities liom permitting through compliance and
informal (and occasionally formal) enforcement. Therefore, it was not possible to estimate the
resoucces utilized in individual program activities such as inspections or SMR review.

Comnliance TrackinR-Procedu~

RWQCB 4 has developed and is piloting a new data system, the Environmental Reporting
Information System (ERIS, now known as SWIM), to replace the existing State-wide WDS.
ERIS/SWIM has expanded capability as compared to WDS in terms of programs it can Ikandle.
case of use, m~d ready expansion of data fields. ERIS/SWIM is also designed to receive
electronic data submission from dischargers and automatically compare submitted data to
requirements, thus eventually relieving emit fi-om doing manual compliance determinations.

SM~ and other reports required by NPDES penmLs are ;eceived and date-stamped at a
central location. The receipt date is entered into ERIS/SWIM and the report is routed to the
appropriate senior; the serfior then routes it to the staff responsible tbr the facility. The
reviews the reports and, exercising discretion, prepares a Level ! letter (signed by a senior) if the
report is inadequate. The staff will aJso generate a Level I letter m the case of non-receipt of a
due report; it is expected tha~ EILIS/SWIM will generate non-receipt letters in the future after due
dates ege coded. See the F.Riorcement Procedures section of this report for discussion of
~Levels".

Monitoring files are kept at the individual sraffperson’s office. The staff reviews the
SMRs using the actual pemfit or a summary sheet as a compliance refeten, .~, and enters
information about the review (date, violations, etc_) onto a SMR summary ~eview sheet (orange
sheet kept o~ top of the SMP.s in the monitoring file). For violations which warrant action other
than a telephone call, a Level I or Level 2 letter (EO signature level, similar to a Notice of
Violation) is prepared and muted up to a senior for review and transmittal to the facility, or a
recommendation for Level 3 action (formal enforcemenl, which includes clean-up and abatement
orders (CAOs), cease and desist orders (CDOs), administrative civil liability complaints
(ACLCs), and civil and criminal litigation) is routed up to a senior for review/transmittal to the
Standards and Enforcement Unit tbr action. On occasio~L depending upon workload, WRS staff
will prepare the Level 3 action.

All outgoing correspondence, regardless of signature level, is accompmaied by a green
mail cheek.list sheet which serves as the routc slip/concurrence sheet I0r the document and ~s
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rout~l to/thl, a~l~ lzllit audser.fiaar.hir~. The mail ch~List is stotr..din a c~ location for
approximateJy three months after the document is signed. If no problems occm with the
document, the mail checklist is r~cycled.

Telephone conversations with permitt~s are recozded on a Record of Communication
form and are filed in the facility correspondence file. This includes "dings" for minor violations
when the staff person decides that a Level I letter is not wan-anted. -Phone complaints received
from the public are normally handled by staffresponsibl¢ for the facility and the complaints arc
written up on a Spill/Complain! R~port Ibrm. Follow-uT, is documented on the form which is
then filed in the con~spondence file. If the complaint is abotn a storm water problmn which
normally would be handled by a municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) program, the
complaint is forwarded to the MS4 agency for follow-up. Currently, RWQCB 4 is entering
records of s’pills and complaints into its violation and enforcement tracking system and are
includc.d in the EO’s report lo RWQCB 4’s Board. However, the curr~nt system does no~
accommodate automated tracking to ~nsure that follow-~rp is accomplished. EPA r~otes that the
S~ateoWide Information Management System (SWIMS), when implemented, can accommodate
autom.~ed u’acking of follow-up                                     ¯

Monthly, WRS staffmembers give information to the urdt chiefs on SMRs received and
reviewed, with highlights of problems noted. The unit chief includes this inlbrmation m a
monthly report to the WRS section chief. Quarterly, WRS staffalso prepares a form regarding
all violations noted (all programs, not just NPDES), actions taken, and other infbrrnation. The
compJeted forms are given to the permit coordinator who is responsible for a number of tracking
systems and reports for violations, spills, enforcement actions, and public information requests.
The permit coordinator consolidates the violations information into a qum~erly violations
summary report which is sent to the EO as an attachment to the quarterly report. This report is
made av~lable to the public on the RWQCB 4 web site (hr~p://www.swrcb.cagov/-rwqcb4)

Quarterly, WRS staff prepares the Quarterly Non-Compliance Report (QNCR) for each of
their assigned facilities, as necessary. The pennit coordinator compiles each individttal QNCR
into one repor~ and sends it to EPA. Questions from EPA regarding content are referred to the
appropriate staff person.

Comolia,nce Track ing--Cqnclusio.n~

The monitoring/ills reviewed by EPA were complete, well organized, and the stunmary
review sheets were completed promptly_ The WRS staff interviewed by EPA had a good
knowledge of the compliance sta .t~s of the faciJitk:s for which they wt:ze respo~Lsible. There ~s
litde chance that non-reporting can occur withom action or that noncompliance will be
unobserved. There are some problems, however, which need correction in the reporting of
noncompliance.
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Some oflhe.~laff_are not entering ce~ain violations ~1 the lea’ms which comprise
RWQCB 4’s qt~arterly violations summary report, the QNCIL or both. In some cases, staffmay
be using discretion in deciding that the violations are not important enough to report. This is
counter to the intent of the report. Discretion can be factor~l in at the actions part of the report,
but al! violations should be 1eported. in one case, 8KK Corporation, staffwas making
compliance determinations based on an interpretation of the pemfil rather than the permit itself.
The metals limits in the 1991 permit did not state what form 0oral, total recoverable, dissolved)
the limits took. Without such delimitation, the plain meaning is total metals. It is not proper to
factor in discretion when delermining compliance. RWQCB 4 needs to implement a solution to
the BKK Corporation technical noncompliance problem. Since the review, EPA notes that
RWOCB 4 rescind~ BKK’s permit and enrolled it under the General Industrial Storm Water
Permit.

In another ease, Venrttra RCSD-Santa Paula, no information was provided on the QNCR
for this facility even though it was in significant noncompliance (SNC) with BOD limits for the
October 1997 through March 1998 period. The staff person said that it was not included because
the information regarding noncompliance had been Ibrwarded to the Standards and Enlbrcement
Unit for action. The facili~, still should have been reported as SNC on the QNCR

A potential problem observed was the way in which reports from the permirtees are being
tracked. The date that a report is physica[/y received at the RWQCB 4 office is the official
logged date for compliance purposes. However, a review ofRWQCB 4 permits indicates that
most, if not all, reporting requirements are phrased as "transmitted" or "submitted" without
definitions being provided for these tern~s. The plain meaning of these terms is "scot." Thus,
rather than track by receipt date, the WRS should be tracking against "sent" or postmarked date.
-l-lxis is hard to do, as few reports are sent certified mail and postmarks are often illegible or
missing. However, enforcement could be compromised by using the wrong triggering date.
RWQCB 4 has implemented procedures to ensure that pennittees are notified of their respective
"date certain" report due dines. The ERIS/SWIM system is now being used to track report due
dates and receipt.

The WRS has experienced some difficulties in the preparation of the QNCR, especially
since 1996, when EPA added non-mouthly averages to the coverage. Neither the permit
coordinator responsible for the QNCR nor staffhave had training on preparation of the QNCR
and none were familiar with the 1996 coverage expansion. Adequate preparation of the QNCR
(quality and content) is of State-wide concern, as discus_~ed in Appendix A, State-wide assues.

lnstmctions--Procedua-es

Each WRS inspector provides the WDS coordinator with a schedule of inspections to be
accomplished during the upcoming inspection year (July I through June 30). The scheduled
dates are entered into WDS and serve as a reference for ~*ture accomplishment reports.
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Instate generally con,,h.,~.d without noti~ orxcilh.a one-day notice to all
facilities, except for Department of Defense facilities (which require additional pre-notice) and
power plants (wMch need enough notice to arrange for an environmenta~ representative to be at
the facility). Almost all of the annual inspections of major facilities me smttpling inspections.

The inspector sets up the automatic sampler tbr the effluent sample on the firs~t day or the
inspection, conducts the inspection, and retrieves the 24-hour composite sample on the second
day. A sample of the influent, when needed, is obtained by splitting a sample taken by the
perrnittee. Samples are delivered, using chain-of-custody procedttres, to the State laboratory in
Los Angeles for analysis. The State lab provides the sample bottles (with preservatives, if
necessary, alreacly in the containers) and cleans the automatic samplers after use.

Inspection findings are recorded either m a bound notebook or on loose-|eat papeI during
the inspection. The inspectors check the standard items during the inspection, including facility
site review, operations a~d maintenance, records, and reporting and compliance schedules.
Laboratory analytical procedures are not ~valuated az part of the inspection as the permits require
the use of State-certified labs for self monitoring and analysis. Compliance with EPA sludge
regulations is also not normally evaluated, with the exception o f ~, Tapia wastewater treatment
p|arlt where sJudge problems have been observed.

Once back at the office, the inspector completes the Facilities Inspection Report (SW’RCB
Form 001 ). The report usually does not contain any narrative description of the findings of the
inspection unless non-compliance was observed; an exception to this may be if it was the
inspector’s first visit to the facility. The inspector may wait for the sampling results to come
back ~om the State lab (usually one month) ormay indicate "pending" on Form 001. A copy of
Form 001 is then sent to RWQCB 4’s WI)S coordinator for data entry. After data input, the
WDS coordinator indicates by a check mark on Form 00] that the dam has been entered and
keeps the form m a fil-c. When the lab restflts are received, information about compliance oz non-
compliance is written on the form and the form is filed by the inspector in the facility inspection
file. The lab results are also filed in the inspection file. It is left to staff discretion whether or not
thas reformation is submitted to the WDS Coordinator for entry into a "comment" field of the
WDS system. The notes from the inspection may or may not bc retained, depending upon the
inspector and whether notes were taken on bound or loo:;e-leaf p~per.

When non-compliance is noted, either during the inspection or as a result of sample
analysis, a nanative repoli is added to Form 001 ~md the report is sent to the permirtee by cover
letter (usually Level l; see the Enforcement Procedures section of this report tbr discussion ol
Levels) requiring that the perrrurtee explain the reasons for noncompliaD}ce m)d the actions t~J{ell
to prevent recurrence. Depending upon the response, the inspeclor may Iecommend escMnted
action
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The APM, in Chapter 4, stalm2haI.~ens cx.agltw, ted.to fttlfill EPA r,-q.-in-~_.__,~nts will
be documented using both Form 001 and EPA Form 3560-3, and that for majors the latter EPA
Form will be sent to EPA. The inspectors do not complete the EPA Inspection Report Fore1
3560-3 for any inspections as EPA told the State that Forms 001 and 3560-3 contain basically the
same iaformation, so c, omp|etion of the lauer is not nex~ssary. Copies of inspection reports have
not been sent to EPA since 1992 when impe~ion data started being entere, d into WDS The
APM also ~ates that copies of inspection reports will be sent to the. facilities inspected, whereas
RWQCB 4 only sends a report to thciliues if violations are noted during the inspection. As of
the time of thLs review, RWQCB 4 had not sent copies of inspection reports to the SWRCB for
approximately two years.

Quarterly, the WDS coordinator prepares a report Ibr each inspector which compares the
inspection schedule in WDS with accomplishraents. Copies of the quarterly reports are sent to
the seniors and the section chief. This serves as a r~minder to staff regarding remaining
workload and also as a reminder to submit Forms 001 for data entry.

!ns_t~’ctions--EPA Conclusionq

RWQCB 4 is doing a good job in conducting NPDES inspections. During inspection
years (IYs) 1995 r.hrough 1997, 126 of 132 scheduled inspections of major facilities were
conducted, for a 95 percent completion rate. This is very close 1o the regulatory requirement of
100 percent coverage [40 CFR 123.26(eXS)j Of these 126 inspections, 80 percent were
sampling inspections which significantly exceeds lhe minimum requirement. One inspection was
trussed dunng IY 1995, none were missed during IY 1996, and five were missed during IY 1997
Of the laner IY, fo’ttr were missed because of increased emphasis on permitting in that particular
watershed, and the other facility was ~ted the first month in the following inspection year.
However, even though it was known that the inspections would not be conducted, no irdbrmation
regarding commitment changes was provided to the SWRCB and, therefore, to EPA. This
eliminated EPA’s opportunity to increase the coverage to 100 percent if it chose to do so, by
conducting the inspections with EPA staff or contractors.

With regard to minor facilities, RWQCB 4 inspected over 97 percent of the facilities
during the five-year period IY 1993 through IY 1997, which meets the EPA policy requiremcn~
of inspecting minor facilities at least once during the five year life of" each permit.

Although delaaled inspection reports are not routinely prepared, a review of selected field
notes indicates that staffare knowledgeable about inspection techniques and the inspections are
thorough. On-the-.iob inspector training is supplemented by formal traimng, such as training by
smnpler manufacturers, when available. Having ready access to a State lab Ibr sample cont~finers
and cleaned samplers is a considerable asset in lessemng the workload involved in sampling
inspections.
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Insp~tion reports of major_facilities are not bemg sent to EPA as tex]nJ~dby the MOA.
For EPA to mamtain its oversight role, general knowledge is needed of on-going violations and
of the State and permitlee actions regarding those violations. Thus+ receiving copies of
inspection reports which note violations is impommt. Also important is receiving copies of
report transmittal letters which detail the action needed by the permittee as well as copies of the
responses from the permittees. For inspections where -o violations were noted, there is no
additional information about the inspection other than what is contained in Form 00! which is
entered into WDS. As this WDS data is subsequently transferred ++o PCS where it is available +to
EPA, EPA considers the inspection report to have been "sent" to EPA, and the requirement of the
MOA is satisfied. This issue is of State-wide concern, as discussed in Appendix A, State-wide
issues.

EPA has no requirement that reports for inspections with no violations observed should
be sent to the perrnirtee. While all EPA guidance indicates that inspection reports are normally
~nt to the permit’tees, RWQCB 4 may choose to do otherwise. The primary purpose served by
sending such a repor[, other than comlesy, is to provide the pe~-.irtee with an official record that
an inspection was conducted and that no violations were found. Balanced against this wotdd be
the time involved for the additional replies and whether sufficient information may have been
provided to the permittee by the inspector during the closeout interview. Regardless. inspectors
should be careful to complete the portion of Form 001 which indicates which compliance areas
were observed/evaluated during the inspection, and note which areas were not evaluated. This
mLmrmzes the possibility of a permirtee claiming, should violations be found later, that the
inspector had observed and determined facility compliance with all compliance areas.

Inspectors’ use of loose-leaf paper rather than bound notebooks to record field
observations is of some concern, but more troubling is that some inspectors do not keep field
notes of inspections coaducted where no violations are found. 40 CFR 123.26 r~quires thai
"’Investigatory inspcctions shall be conducted, samples shall be taken and other information shall
be gathered in a manner that will produce evidence admissible in an enforcement proceeding or
in court’. Reasonable implementation of this rcgulation calls for records retention for at least
three years. The field aotcs will suppor~ findings in an inspection report as well as oral lestimony
because these records are the actual record of the inspection and contemporaneous recordings of
obscrvations. The notes also serve as the primary evidence in any action thal nhay be taken. For
example, a peTrmtt¢e may request inspector’s notes of inspection findmgs ~o defend itself against
an enforcement action. Tb.is issue is of State-wide concern, as discussed in Appendix A. State-
wide issues. Common pracuce for inspectors is to keep fl~eir notebooks for their entire career
Uskzg bound notebooks with numbered pages, w~th care taken so that al! pages are nccoumcd for
(including, where appropnate, marking pages or portions of pages "’deliberately left blank"), is
the "gold standaxd" of note taking for field inspectors, and ts strongly encouraged.
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~-PA CONCLUSIONS SU~Y.~O~~CE

1. RWQCB 4 ~ ~ excellent re~ ~d ~c~ prog~ to ~scss ~mpli~ of i~ 44
m~ior ~d 2~ ~or NPDES pe~R~s. Ins~fion ~vemge of~th major ~d minor
~its is goM ~d g~er~iy m~ EPA ~u~em~ts. lns~6o~ of majors almost
~ways includes s~pling which excee~ EPA’s ~quiremen~. The sy~em developed for
scheduling ~d ~ng ins~tion~ provides a g~ tool for ~c~ng
accomplis~~ork ~ ~ ~.

2. ~e ~acking, follow-up, ~d review pro~ss of SMRs is excelleng ~d ~ff is ve~
~owledg~bl¢ of~ compl~c¢ ~ of ~e ~inees. "~e fil~ ~e complete md
e~y to access, even ~ough ~g kept m ~divid~ ~rk ~fiom. RWQCB 4’s qu~rly
viohtion s~ ~n is m ex~H~t m~ for ke~g ~ement up-to~c on
complimc~, ~d m~ng it ava~able on ~e Int~ct is m ex~ll~t way 1o convey
complim~ i~afion to ~ public.

3. ~c new E~S/SWIM data system will ~ a gr~at step fo~d in data m~agement for
~e State of ~litb~a. RWQCB 4 is to ~ cowhided Ibr its leadership in dam
m~agemenl in sup~ of ~e State-~de pro~a.
EPA’s review of ~lec1~ field notes ~di~te ~t ~e knowi~geable a~ut
ins~c~on tec~ques md ~e i~c~ons ~e thorough.

R~r~ Chmg~s--Smt~de lssue~

1. RW~B 4’s ~p~cfion ~ve~ge is generally adeqt~te. However, State-~de, field
~c~mp~m~ ass¢~m~t at NPDES major ~d ~or faciHfies ~ not ~equate.
I~ues include use of appropna~ ~pling me~o~, adequacy of field ins~ction notes,
~d depth of on-site review. Not~ ~ during ~cfions must be retained by
inspectors at all the RWQCBs for at l~t ~¢e y~s, as feqmred by 40 CFR 123.26
Copies of i~cfion repo~ of ~jor p~tt~s, m we 11 as copies of re~o~ from
~ittees a~ut violation follow-up, mint be sen~ by ~,.il RWQCBs to EPA, in
a~r~ce ~th the Memo~d~ of Agreement (MOA) ~tw~n EPA ~d ~e State.
The QNCRs submiRed by ~e RWQCBs need improvement in quali~ md contenl.
RW~B 4 m~ rein all ~pnale ~olations on ~e QNCR, i~lud~g violations of
non-mont~y ave~es, in ~cordm~ wi~ 40 CFR 123.45 and EPA ~idmce.

Reqmred C~ges_.RWOCB 4

1. RWQCB 4 ne~s to implement a solu~on to ~e B~ Co~oration tec~ic~
~ncomp~ probl~, ~ 40 CFR 122.q5(c) and 40 CFR 123.45. Since the review,
EPA notes ~at RWQCB 4 ~escinded B~’s petit ~d c~olled it ~de~ the Gener~
Indu~i~ Sto~ Wa~r P~it.
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2. RWQCB 4 needs to implement proper cmnpliance evaluation ofreporl subraittals, as
required by 40 CFR ! 23.45(a)(2)(ii)(D). At a minimum, the language in all future
permits needs to be reflective oft,he way reports ,gill be tracked for compliance.
RWQCB 4 is now implementing practices to ensure that permittees are notified of their
respective "date certain" report due dates, and the: ERIS/SWIM system is now being nsed
to lrack report receipt.

3 The SWRCB needs to be notified by RWQCB 4 of changes m insp~tion schedules if
they will result in less than 100 percent inspection coverage of majors for the inspection
year (July I through June 30), in a~ordance with the MOA, to afford EPA the
opportunity to conduct remaining inspections if so desired.

STORM WATER COMPLIANCE AND ENFORCEMEN ~

.~PA_ Storm Water Evaluation Procedu~

EPA’s storm water compliance review consisted of two parts: (1) interviews and
discussions with RWQCB 4 staffand management to discuss activities, priorities, resources
issues, and other challenges, and (2) a review of,selected files at RWQCB 4’s offices. In
particular, the Los Angeles County and Ventura County MS4 program files were spot checked
for purposes of completeness, and for RWQCB 4 action on permittee submittals.

_S~orm Water

RWQCB 4 staff are responsible for tracking dischargers’ compliance with the following
storm water permits: two municipal storm water program permits covering the Counties of Los
Angeles (with 86 co-permittees, including Los Angeles County) and Ventura (with 1
permit~ees, including Ventma County), both issued by RWQCB 4, and two General Pem~its,
issued by the SWRCB, one each regulating storm water discharges from industrial and
construction rites. Regarding these latter two perrmts, there are approximately 2,600 and 600
facilities/sites, respectively, that are subject to these two permits within RWQCB 4"s jurisdiction.

As of the time of this review, RWQCB 4 received five person years from the SWRCB to
implement the storm water program, inchidmg oversight of municipal, industrial, and
construction permit compliance. Storm water compliance resources are distributed within each
of the WRS’s watershed unils, as well as in the Standard:~ and En.forcement Unit. At the time of
this review, 1.5 person years were allocated within the Los Angeles Coastal Unit for oversight of
t̄he Lo~ Ang~l~s County MS4 program a/on¢o This allocation includes an estimated 0.75 person
years expended in support of on-going litigation with the City of Long Beach, which filed suit
against RWQCB 4 in connection with issuance of the Los Angeles County MS4 permit.
RWQCB 4 estimates that they require significantly more resomces to properly implement their
responsibilities in regard to the storm water program, and have subn~itted requests to the
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SWRCB for the additmnaltesmar.e~. Storm water ~levels~ aState-wide concr.n~ as
discussed in Appendix A, State-wide issue~.

Storm Water Compliance Activities_

WP~S compliance activities in the municipal storm water program include review,
commenl, and approval, as appropriate, of submittals made pursuant to permil requirements.
WRS staff also spend a significant poiaion of their time involved in periodic outreach and
management meetings with co-permittees and other regulated entities (industrial facilities). In
1997-98, the WRS committed to evaluate 10 eo-permittees program submittals for compliance
with the Los Angeles MS4 permit conditions’. However, there was a significant lack of overall
progress in implementing the terms and conditions of this storm water permi! (as re-issued in
July 1996) because the WRS had not reviewed and approved the model program components
submitted by Los Angeles County, the lead permirtee. The MS4"permit was structured such that
a numb~ of s~orm water management program compontnts (e.g., illicit ¢onnectiorts/illegal
discharges, industrial/commercia/best management practices (BMPs), etc.) are to be proposed by
the County as "model" programs. Only after Executive Officer/Board approval of individual
mode] programs are the other co-permittee cities required to adopt the model program within
their own jurisdiction. As of the time of the EPA review, five major model programs submitted
by the Cotmly had not yet been reviewed and/or approved by the WRS, thus hindering overal!
progress towards ach.ievmg pertmt objectives.

Compliance activilies in the industrial slorm water program include annual report
tracking, review~ and referral for enforcement (generally informal) for annual report non-
submitlal. Staffalso responds to telephone and written inquiries from the public, and inspects
sites to veriI~ Notices of Termination and Notices on Non-Applicability, to investigate possible
non-fliers or to determine permit compliance status ofpermittee faciJities. According to
RWQCB 4’s records, during Stale FY 1996/1997 (the last complete year that such records were
available), WRS staffaecomplished, among other things, review of 671 annual reports, issuance
of 676 letters lbr non-submittal of annual reports, inspection ~f 50 industrial sites, processing of
154 Notices of Termination, and response to l, 113 phone inquiries.

Compliance activilies in the construction storm water program largely co=mist
of conducting inspections of construction sites m~d engaging in occasional outreach activities.
For State FY 1997/1998, the Ventuta Coastal Watershed Uni~ established and accomplished ~he
goal of conducting pre-rainy season inspections at each active site within tl~e watershed
(approximately 40). Slaffalso performed follow-up inspections dunng the rainy season at
approximately 80 percent of the active sites.

Co-permtttees are required to comply with th(~ requirements of the last (1990) perm=t
until such time as md~vidua~ elements under the re-issued {1996) permit go into effect.
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~torm Water Compli _~,’-_--EpA Concl,,~on,

RWQCB 4 storm water program staff are both very knowledgeable and dedicated. They
accomplish a great deal in spite of a resource base that is both severely underbudgeted and
diver~ed from compliance activities due to the litigation brought by the City of Long Beach.
Oversight of the Los Angeles County MS4 progzam has been adversely affected by ~his diversion
of stuff. Oversigh~ of the Ventura County MS4 program appea~s to be adequate. Staff working
in the Ventura Coastal Unh admirably conducted a signiScant number of inspections of
construction sites prior to mad duz-ing the past rainy season.

Going into the review, EPA was particularly conc~rn~l about the lack of compliance
oversight of the Los Angeles County MS4 program. Overall progress under the terms and
conditaons of the storm water permit had been severely hindered due to the inability of RWQCB
4 to review/approve model program components submitted by the County as the lead pcmurtee.
Since the NPDES permit is structured such that compliance with permit requirements is
dependant upon this RWQCB 4 action, EPA believed that it was important that RWQCB 4 find
the means to provide a prompt and thorough review of model program components as submitted.
Since the time of rite review, EPA was able to assist by providing contractor resources to
RWQCB 4 to help in the review of some of the outstanding model progrmn component
submittals. Also, to ils credil, RWQCB 4 staff have conducted audits of certain individual co-
perrnittee city stonn water management programs.

Within the industrial and construction program areas, RWQCB 4 needs to establish a
greater field presence, both to provide an appropriate level of compliance over’sight of permitted
facilities and sites, and to identity, entities that are operating without having filed for appropriate
permit coverage. This latter point is important both as an equity issue and also as a possible
source of future budgetary resources for RWQCB 4’s storm water staff, a~ a portion of permit
filing fees are returned to the RWQCB from the SWRCB in the form of storm water program
person years. EPA remains concerned about the lack of resources for implementation of the
storm water program State-wide, as discussed in Appendix A, State-wide issues.

Finally, RWQCB 4’s storm waler files are generally both voluminous and very well
organized. At the time of this review, the inspections tracking system was limited to gros~
reporting of statistics, such as the total number of inspections of industrial facilities in a given
time period_ However, RWQCB ~ has since developed a tracking system to account for
individual inspections and dates which was activated on Sep|ember 1, 1998.

See also the conclusions summaries lot pertmtting and enforcement for additional
information on the RWQCB 4 storm water progrmaa.
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EPA CONCLUSIONS SUMMARY-STORM WA~ER

1. - RWQCB 4 is [brtunaxe to have such knowledgeable and dedicated stuff working in its
storm water prograna. Staffis accomplishing an admirable level of work given its
severely limited resource base.

2. The Ventura County municipal program is well implemented, with an adequate level of
oversight by RWQCB 4 staff; RWQCB 4 nominated this permit for an EPA national
award.

3. RWQCB 4 staff inspected 100 percent of active construction sites within the Ventura
watershed at least once prior to the onset of the 1997-98 rainy season, and re-inspected
approximately 80 percent during the rainy season. RWQCB 4 is to be commended tbr
this pre/post rainy season inspection protocol.

4. Los Angeles Coastal watershed unit staff have started to perform m-depth audits of
individual co-permirtees under the Los Angeles County MS4 program.

5. During the review, the need was identified for a beaer inspection vacZing system, to
account for individual inspections and dates rather than just total number of inspections.
RWQCB 4 is to be commended for developing and implementing such a tracking syslem
in September 1998.
The storm water program’s files ate volurmnous, but well organLZed.

P-,ex~uired Changes--Sta~e-wide Issuc.~

1. A greater inspection presence in the storm water program for both industri’,d and
construction sites needs to be established by all RWQCBs, including RWQCB 4.
Activities conducted by RWQCB 4 during 1997-98 in the Ventura watershed construction
program are a good model for the other RWQCB 4 watershed units to strive for.

2. Within the industrial program, RWQCB 4 needs to continue and more actively seck out
non-filing facilities. EPA recognizes that inereasr-d efforts are underway

Re~uire.d Changes--RWQCB d~

RWQCB 4 must review and COmment on the Los Angeles County MS4 permit model
program submittals. Without t~mely RWQCB 4 action, implementation of this MS0
perrmt is not possible.
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PRETREATMEr,ff
EPA Pretrealanent Evaluatio~a Procedure.g

The review conducted at EPA of FY 1995 through FY 1998 records included Discharge
Monitoring Reports (DMRs) from all RWQCB 4 ap~oved pretreatment programs. Field
activities at RWQCI~ 4 included review of selected records, including RWQCB 4 and SWRCB
quarterly activity reports, RWQCB 4’s Watershed Management Initiative (WM.I) information,
Pretreatment Compliance Inspection Reports (PCIs) and audits, Pretreatment-related records Ibr
nine of the 11 pretream~ent programs as indicated in the al~ached Table 4 and an interview with
the Watershed Regulatory Supervisor.                               "

Pret~r_ eatment Staf’fin~

RWQCB 4 is respo~ible for the regulatory oversight of 11 approved pretreatment
programs as listed in the attached Table 4. Pretreatment program oversight is assigned to six
WRS staff members according to the watershed and associated ~rmirtees for which they are
responsible. Each staff member is responsible for overall oversight of one to three pretrealment
programs. RWQCB 4’s WMI chapter identifies pmtreatrnent inspections and audits as a
Category I core activity.

In RWQCB 4, and throughout California, nearly a/l industrial wastewaters dischargc into
POTWs under the regulation ofpretrearment programs. The 11 pretreatment programs in
RWQCB 4 regulate over 50 percent of all significant industrial users OUs) in California.
including mostly large and old facilities, most of which must comply with complicated Federal
standards. These programs aecotmt for a significant component of the toxics control
accomplished in Califorma under the Clean Water Act.

The complexity of the pretreatrnent program and its importance to RWQCB 4 requires in
depth experience and expertise. Implementation and oversight of the pretreatment program
requires a working knowledge of the Federa! pretreatment imp]ementation regulalions as well as
the nearly 30 categories of Federally-regulated industries. For each regulated industry, an
tmderstanding is required of Federal rules, development documents which support the rules,
industrial processes and methods, and technologies for ~,-astewater treatment and handling. Tbe
SWRCB. RWQCB 4, or some combination of RWQCBs must develop the necessary
pretreatment program expertise described above, as well as in industrial user permitting and
oversight, in order to fulfill the requirements of the APM and to effi~ctive|y implement the
pretreatment program. This issue is of State-wide concern, as discussed in Appendix A
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Pre~ Comalianr~ T _racl~iqg

Quarterly and annual pretreatment reports submitted by the permittees are not consistently
tracked (receipt) or reviewed by RWQCB 4. Of the nine pretreatment programs reviewed by
EPA, only two pretreatment programs’ annual and quarterly reports were tracked and reviewed,
as indicated by the inclusion of a Self:Monitoring Jarogram Summary Review Sheel m the fites.

RWQCB 4’s report tracking and review process requi~es change in order to comply wilh
the SWRCB’s Pretreatment:Program Administrative Procedures Manual (APM). The APM calls
lbr review of quarterly and annual reports, especially for submittal of Water Enforcement
National Data Base (WENDB) data elements (see discussion below) and in preparation for PCIs
and audits. Consistent tracking and review will ensure report receipt as required by the NPDES
permit, as well as indicate Industrial User (IU) compliance status and adequate/inadequate
program response and implementation. The Self-Monitoring Program Summary Review Sheet is
a comprehensive log which is used to record program reviews, status, and activities, and is
recommended for use by all RWQCB 4 pretreatment programoversight staff.

Eretreatment PCIs and Audi~

The schedule for conducting PCIs and audits is included each year in California’s am~ual
CWA Section 106 grant workplan. The WMI documents set forth the following stmldard for
prctrcatment audits and inspections: all pretreatment facihties will be audited once during a
f-year period, and for years when an audit is not conducted, a PCI will be conducted. This is
compatible with EPA guidance. During FY 1994/1995, four PCIs/audits were scheduled and
conducted, but only two reports were issued; during FY 1995/1996, eight PCIs/audits were
scheduled, but only two were conducted and had reports issued; during FY 1996/1997, eigh~
PCIs/audits were scheduled, but only three were conducted and had reports issued. RWQCB 4
did not formally revise its PCI/audit schedule, which is required on a quarterly basis by the CWA
Section 106 workplan, so that the SWRCB could notify EPA when PCI/audit commitments were
not going Io be met.

EPA reviewed five PCI/audit reports. This review indicated that the PCI/audits were
thorough, including timings from the last PCI/audit, and review and evaluaaon of legal
authority, local limits, IU characterization, control mechanism, compliance monitoring,
enforcement program, and program resources. EPA’s file review indicated that m only tluee
cases were PCl/audit checklists used to conduct the inspections While checklist use as not
required by the APM, regular use will ensure ongoing consisteocy and thoroughness tn the
manner Ln which PCl/audits are conducted

PCI/audit reports are complete, including findings, recommendations, and requirements.
Of the seven reports issued by RWQCB 4, PCI reports were issued approximately three months
after each PCI was conducted; audit reports were issued approxtmateiy four months after each
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a~dit was conducted, with the e, xc.eption of one which was issued three years after the audit. This
delay was attnbuted to RW~g2B 4’s backlogged permit reissuance activities. The APM and 106
workplan require that PCI reports be completed within 60 days from the inspection, and that
audit reports be completed within 90 days from the audit. Three reports were not issued for two
audits and one PC/conducted by RWQCB 4 during FY ] 994/1995. However, they were
reported to EPA as conducted/complele. According to EPA policy, a PCI or audit is not
considered "complete" or "conducted" unless a report is issued.

The PCUaudit reports were transmitted to the pretreatment program permittees by letters
signed by the watershed unit chiefs. In most cases, a 45-day response from the permittee was
requested. There was some follow.up to some reports in the form of correspondence, submittals,
and lurther RWQCB 4 review and evaluation, but this was not the ease for all reports. I! is also
noted that RWQCB 4 has not taken any pretreatment-related enforcement actions (Ibrmal or
inlbrmal) during the three-year review period, even though PCl/audit reports included findings
along with "r " " ¯eq~urements which the pre~eatment permittee needed to implement in order to be
in full compliance with pretreatment regulations and requirements. The APM requires that in the
event of non-compliance by a discharger, the RWQCB should issued a Notice of Violalion
(NOV, an informal action) and conduct follow-up investigations.

Copies of PCI reports, audit reports, and completed WENDB forms (for entry into PCS)
for PCIs, audits, and annual report reviews are not consi.qtently submitted to EPA in accordance
wilh the 106 workplan.

RWQCB 4 maintains formal files for approximately half of its approved pretreatment
program permittees. Of these, most were in good order mid ctwrent, but in some cases PC1 and
audit reports were missing and had to be located. Some files included the Self-Monitoring
Program Summary Review Sheet as described above. RWQCB 4 must establish and maintain
complete and current public files for each NPDES permittee’s approved prcrreatmen! prograaaa

Pretreatrnent PCIs and Audits--EPA Conclusion__s

PC1 and A udit Schedulin__E

RWQCB 4 does not formally revase its PCI/audit schedule on a quarterly basis, as
required by the CWA Section 106 workplan, so that the SWRCB can notify EPA when PCI/audit
cormniUnents cannot be met. RWQCB 4 needs to establish procedures to ensure that auchts and
PCIs are scheduled in accordance with WMI principles and t!~at the EPA/SWRCB is notified
quarterly of schedule revisions and shortfalls.
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PCls. Audaa. Reoort, t, and Fo.l/ow-,q~

PCIs, audits, and their reports appear to be complete and include findings, re~luirements,
and recommendations. Most PCI and audit reports are issued three to four months after the
inspection, instead of the required two and three month interval. Thee reports were not issued

for two audits and one PCI conducted by RWQCB 4 dutsng FY 1994/1995, though they were
~eported to EPA as conducted/complete. PCI and audit reports are transmitted by letter.
RWQCB 4 needs to ensure that all PCI and audit reports are issued and timely, that adequate and
timely PCI and audit follow-up investigation and enforcement is conducted, and that PCI reports,
audit reports, and WEaNDB data elements are submitted to EPA. Lack ofpretreatment
enforcement is of State-wide concern., as discussed in Appendix A, State-wide issues.

Pretreatraea! F~les

RWQCB 4 maimains formal files for approximately half of its permittees with approved
pretreatmenl programs for which it has oversight responsibility. Of these, most were in good
order and current, though RWQCB 4 needs to establish and maintain complete and current public
files for all of its approved pretreatment programs, either in the permittee’s facility file or in a
separate pretreatmem file. The Self-Monitoring Program Summary Review Sheet should be
completed and included in all pretre.atment fries.

Prerream). ent P.roglam Approvals and Modifications

Program approvals and modifications genera!ly have a lower priority than othcr
RWQCB 4 NPDES activities, and thus have lagged in recent years. No formal
approvals/modifications, including approvals of local limits, had been done during the three-year
time period covered by this review. Thus, there was a backlog of actions needed (approval of
local limits for the City of Los Angeles, aud Burbank programs, and approval of a full-level
program for Ventura Waterworks District No. l --Moorpark).

PRETREATMENT CONCLUSIONS SUMMARY

PC|s, audits, and their reports are complete, including appropriate findings, requirements,
and recommendations.

2. The Self-Monitoring Program Summary Review Sheet is a comprehensive log which is
used by some staffto record ptogra_m reviews, status, arxd activities. This Revtew Sheer is
excellent and recommended for use by all stai-£
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Reauired Cham’es--Smte..wide lssuc,~

The SWRCB, RWQCB 4, or some combination of RWQCBs must develop the necessary
program expertise in industria/wastewater treamaent, the Federal categorical standards
and pretreatment regulations, and industrial user permitting and oversight, in order to
fulfill the requirements of the APM and to efl~etively implement the pretreatment
program.

2. State-wide, pretreatment priority and work conmaitments need to be addressed.
RWQCB a needs to establish procedures to ensure that audits and PCIs are scheduled in
accordance with WMI principles, and that EPA and the SWRCB are notified quarterly of
schedu/e revisions and shortfalls, as required by the annual 106 workplan.

3. Lack of pretreatment enforcement State-wide is of concern, especially where water
quality problems exist due to pretreatment noncompliance. RWQCB 4 must ensure that
pretreatment enforcement activities are concktcted, as described above, and are timely.

Re0uired Chan_Kes--RWQCB 4

1. RWQCB ,l needs to review quarterly and annual pretreatment reports, in preparauon for
PCIs and audits, and for submittal of WENDB data elements as required by the MOA.

2. RWQCB 4 needs to ensure that all PCI and audit reports are issued and timely;
adequate and timely PCI and audit follow-up investigation is conducted;, and that PCI
reports, audit reports, and WENDB data element, are submitted to EPA. in accordance
with the MOA and the APM.

3 RWQCB 4 needs to complete the review of the Burbank local limits and formally
approve the limits, as modified if necessary. In response to EPA’s now completed formal
re’clews of the City of Los Angeles local limits, RWQCB 4 needs to approve these local
limits. Also, RWQCB 4 needs to complete the pretreatment program review mad
approval process for the Ventura Waterworks Di,.~rict No. ] [2Moorpark facility).

4. RWQCB 4 needs to ensure that all records for all of its approved prctreatmem programs
are filed as required by the MOA.

ENFORCEMF_.N_[

EPA’s NPDES enforcement review consisted of three pans:

1. A review of the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), applicable portions of the
SWRCB’s Adnlmistrative Procedures Manual [Water Quality Enforcement Policy
(Resolution No. 96-030, as amended by Resolution 97-085) and "Guidance to hnplement
the Water Quality Enforcement Policy"], the Regional Board’s Enforcement Strategy
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(Order No. 97-005) mad implementing guidance, andapplicable portimm of retrain CWA
Section 106 Work#am.

2. A review of case files on a subset of recent enforcement actions to verify that appropriate
procedures are being adhered to.

3. A review of a selection of other NPDES permitted facility files based upon a screening of
discharger self monitoring reports (SMRs) to determine how the WRS responds to
violations.

_Fmforcement procedure~

RWQCB 4’s enforcement process to ensure discharger compliance is provided in the
SWRCB’s Administrative ProcedLues Manual (APM), Water Quality, Chapter 6, which consists
of the SWRCB’s Water Quality Enforcement Policy (Resolution No. 96-030, as amended by
Resolution No. 97-085) and "Guidance to Implement the Water Quality Enforcement Policy,"
dated April 1996 and amended September ! 997. In March | 997, RWQCB 4 adopted Order No.
97-005, which fommliy adopted the SWRCB enforcement policy as its own.

According to the SWRCB’s "Guidance to Implement the Water Quality Enforcement
Policy," enforcement cases may be initiated from any of the following means: (1) review of
SMRs, (2) compliance inspections, (3) direct facility rel~)rting, (4) complaints, (5) file review,
and/or (6) interagency notifications.

The Water Quality Enforcement Policy sets forth specific types of violations that are to be
considered for possible enforcement action by the RWQCBs:

1. major NPDES facilities in Significant Non-Compliance (SNC) with Technical Review
Criteria (TRC) per 40 CFR 123.45;

2. major NPDES facilities in SNC ofmontkly average effluent limitations in any four
months in a six month period per 40 CFR 123.45:

3. any incidence of acute toxicity which violates Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs),
Basin Plans, or other provisions of law;
violations of narrative toxicity standards contained m WDRs or Basin Plans due to
chronic toxicity;

3. violations of prohibitions contained in WDRs, Basin Pl&-,s, or enlbrcement orders:
6. spills (unauthorized discharges);
7. failure to submat reports;
8. violations of compliance schedule milestones;
9. failure of a POTW to unplement its approved pretreatmeni program, and/or
10. failure to comply with terms and conditions of a storm water permit.

In talcing an enforcement action, the SWRCB’s Guidance to Implement the Water Quality
Enforcement Policy specifies that the following types of actions are available:
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1. lnfornml.Enforcement 5. Clean~& Abatement Orders (CAO)¯ Telephone contact]follow-up letter 6. Modification or Rescission of WDR¯Notice of Non-Compliance Letter
7. Administrative Civil Liability (ACL):2. Time Schedule Orders (TSO) 8. Referrals for Judicial Action3. Notices to Comply

¯ Attorney General4. Cease and Desist Order (CDO)
¯ District Attorney

In establishing its own enforcement strategy to implement the requirements of Resolution
96-030, RWQCB 4 has developed what it refers to as a "’progressive enforcement policy" in
which enforcement actions are generally escalated according to a discharger’s response to a
previous RWQCB a action. RWQCB 4 reserves its ability to bypass tower threshold actions if
the nature of a particular set of violations so warrants. Under its progressive erLtbrcement policy,
RWQCB 4 has identified the following levels of enforcement:

Level l: warning letters (Notices of Non--Comolianee letters), issued by the
section/unit chief;

Level 2: formal Notice of Violation, issued by the EO;
Level 3: administrative enforcement actions, issued by the EO (CAOs) or p~sttant

to Board Order;
Level 4: referrals for judicial enlbrccmem made pursuant to Board Order

Enforcement matters had been handled within each of the respective programmatic or
watershed units. However, in August 1997, the Executive Officer (EO) established a new
Standards mad Enforcement Unit (SEU) within the Surface Water Division, which, among other
thingz, is responsible for the development and pursuit of all of the formal enforcement actmrm
that are recortmaended to the EO or to RWQCB 4’s Board for issuance. Originally a team or" two
plus a supervisor, the SEU had six staffat the time of this review, including a supervisor and one
staffpersot~ who is dedicated to matters relating to thc industrial stoma water program.
"Informal" enforcement-the dra.Sdng of violation letters and Notices of Violation--is still largely
left to the individual WRS project officer for a given facility.

E-mforcement Action Czse Studies_

Enforcement case files of six major NPDES pern’dtted facilities were reviewed by EPA,
in accordance with the NPDES program review checklists developed for this review and the
APM. The fOes were selected from among the 18 actions forwarded to EPA in May 1998, and
were selected so as to review one each of several different types of fomaal actions. EPA also
reviewed facility files tot three NPDES major facilities, t’or which enforcement had not been
taken but which appeared to merit consideration due to the nature of violations reported in
SMR.s. Thc results are sunmaarized below.

Order ~.5-020 Admtmstrative ivil Liabi i Corn t "        E’lla e Pro erties Co
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RWQCB 4 issued an ACLC on April 21, 1995, for violatians of the ~ C,~aeral
Construction Activities Storm Water NPDES Permit (NPDES Permit No. CAS000002).
Specifically, the AeLC alleged failure to develop and implement a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPp), failure to develop and implement a monitoring program, and
discharge in a manner which caused, or threatened to cause, a condition of pollution,
contamination, or nuisance on at leas! 19 days. The ACLC cited a total maximum civil liability
of $17,824,000, and recommendedthat RWQCB 4’s Board impose an administrative civil
liability in the amount of $226,200, with 226,200 (21S 000 penalty plus 211,900 staff costs) to be
made due and payable, and the remaining 2200,000 to be. suspended, conditioned upon the
discharger’s compliance with tl~e terms and conditions o.~the General Permit. The ACLC
estimated an economic benefit of non-compliance (cost ~vings) in excess of 2105,000, although
the recommended cash penalty of 215,000 would not recover it. Village Properties (Baldwin
Co.) filed for bankruptcy protection ~ometime ai~r issuance of the ACLC. In subsequent
discussions, RWQCB 4 agreed to settle for 235,000. There was nothing in the files dated later
than February 1996 which ~dicated whether or not the penalty was paid. Discussions with
RWQCB 4 and SWRCB staff indicated that a decision was made to not pursue the penalty
through the bankruptcy process.

Order No. 95- ].5 Cease nd esist Order " i F, lle ail     i "tricl

RWQCB 4’s Board adopted this CDO on August21, 1995. The purpose ot’the Order
was to extend the final date for compliance with ef/luent limits from July 1, 1996, to January
1998. The discharger had been under a CDO establishing a final compliance date since May 2
1990 (Order No. 90-063). The original July I, 1996, dine was the result of a previous CDO
(Order No. 90-063, amended in 1992 to extend the original complia~c,¢ date from July 1993 to
July 1996). Order No. 95-115 also required compliance with in,rim milestone dates. A review
of the file indicated that all interim milestone dates were complied with as reported by
dischm-ger, and that ITmal compliance was achieved with dedication of a new treatment facility m
October 1997. When RWQCB 4 adopted the renewal order (Order No. 96-04) for O)ai Valley.
that Order had a provision rescinding the CDO Order No. 90-063 which had been amended by
Orders No. 92-093 and No. 9% 115.

O__~rder No. ~e Order (T,~O], ~.a.r l/ir~,enes
Ta ia Fr’ater Reclamation Facilil    RF             ~ A’fum¢ipal ~/arer Disirici

Th~s TSO w~s issued at the time of the reissua~ce of the facility’s NPDES Permit (No.
CA0056014) on November 3, 1997, because the facility was unable to immedialely COmply with
new effluent limits established for nitrate (a~ N) or dichlorobromomcthane. The TSO set interim
~ff]uent limits for these constituents, and also established a time schedule that required the
discharger to investigate measures to reduce concentrations ol’these two constituents ia its
effluent. The TSO also set a final compliance date of October 10, 2002, for compliance with the
permitted effluent limit for nitrate. However, there was no final date tbr complia,~ce with the
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effluent limit established for diclflorobromomethane, instead stating thin the interim limit "is in
effect un61 such time as the Discharger has completed the study required in this Order and has
implemented the necessary measures to reduce the pollutant in the discharge, and the Executive
Order (sic) has determined that the constituent limit is achievable." Las Virgenes MWD has
complied with milestone dates that had passed as of the time of the EPA review. WRS
committed to the discharger that it would review the December 1997 workplans by the end of
January 1998; there was no record in the file that the WB.S review had been done.

Order No. ~8-016, Cleanup and/Ibatement Order (CAO), Cit~ of Thousand Oaks, Unit W Sewe,
Interceptor

RWQCB 4’s EO issued this CAO on February 9, 1998, to address a February 3, 1998
washout of the City’s Unit W sewer interceptor during a storm event and the resulting disciharge
of raw sewage into the South Fork of Arroyo Conejo. The Order required an assessment of the
extent of contamination resulting from the spill; implementation of a cleanup and abatement
program; submittal of a written report on the February 3, 1998 event; submittal of a long term
corrective action plan; and monthly status repo:Ls. According to the EO’s R.eport of April 13,
1998 (prepared for the RWQCB’s Board meeting), the discharger had complied with all of the
requirements of the CAO to that date. RWQCB 4 also issued an ACLC seekh~g payment of
penalties for the February 3, !998 event. (EPA is aware of the results of the Board hearing on
this ACLC, which occurred after this review was completed.)

W, ler clarnati     n

This facility’s file was selected for review based upon a review of Discharge Monitoring
Reports (DMRs) at EPA’s office that indicated a recent history of violations of the chronic
toxicity limit. The facility violated the limit for chronic toxicity during the following months:
January through March, May through July, September, and November 1997; and January and
March 1998. A review of this facility’s files at RWQCB 4’s offices revealed that the facility had
acknowledged each monthly violation in submitting applicable DMRs. Further, the facility
completed a ’~oxieity identification evaluation and toxicity reduction e,~ ~luation (77E.rI’RE) i~
February 1998, identifying "seasonal diazanon" as the likely ca’-’~ative agent. A review of s-taft
reports dated 1998 to RWQCB 4’s Board did not indicate that the Boazd had been kept informed
of the continuing toxicity violations, but that is perhaps attributable to a clause in the facility’s
permit stating that if the discharger is implementing a TIE it shall not be considered in violation
of the chronic toxicity effluent limit. The discharger requested an alternate, aarratave effluent
limit. The permit was re-issued in June 1998, and the chronic toxicity effluent limit was replaced
with chronic toxicity "’receivix~ water limits" for ctu’ouic toxacity, rather than effluem linaits (see
disc~sion in this report at NPDES Permitting, Other Permitting mad Documentation
Requirements). A review of the files also indicated several (approximately five instances during
1995 through 1997) violations of the effluent limit established for residual chlorine. There was
no record that violations were reported by staffto RWQC8 4’s Board m accordance with
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required proc~ures (the SWRCB’s Water QuaJity Enforcmngm Policy (RgsolutionNo. 96-030,
as amended by R~olufion No. 97-085). However, the WRS ~rea engineer assigned to this
l~cility was aware of the violations and s~ated that the f~:ility was presently undergoing a
rehabilitation of its chlor~n~tion/deehlorination control system, wl~ch is due to be eomplet~ in
1999.                                          -

Shell Oil Los Aneeles Refinery/Carson Plani

This facility’s file was also selected for review based upon a review of DMP~ at EPA’s
office that indicated a recent history of violations of the chronic toxicity limit. In July 1997, the
thcility completed a Phase I TIE Report to address previously recurnng toxicity in the bioassay
test organism Selanastrum. The report identified the ionic nature of the discharge as the root
cause of the observed .toxicity, and recommended a change in test species to the Fathead minnow.
However, the discharger reported violations of the toxicity limit m December 1997 and from
January through April 1998 even with the change in test species. Additionally, the facility also
reported violations of effluent limits Ibr the following parameters: z~nc (February 1998), silver
(April 199g), and xylene and toluene (March 1998). There was no record that the violations were
reported by staffto RWQCB 4’s Board (only the toxicity violations were required to be reported
per policy). The WRS staff assigned to this faeilily were familiar with the violations, and stated
that the facility had ceased operating as a petroletun refinery, had thronged to use as a bulk
distribution plant, and thus now only discharged storm tater, no longer having any process
wastewater. The facility had, therefore, requested that its NPDES permit be terminated, and that
it be placed under coverage of the California General Industrial Activities Storm Water NPDES
Permit.

Texaco Re)qnin~/Marketing Inc. Los Angeles Plant_

This facility’s file was selected for review based upon a review of DM’R_s at EPA’s office
that indicated a recent history of violations of several effluent limits in 1997 and 1998. The
facility had also been identified in a report by a local environmental group~ as having had a
significant number of spills (this assertion was not independently verified in the course of thc
EPA program review). A review of the :thcility file indicated that RWQCB 4 had in the past sent
a number of informal and formal notices of violation (Levels 1 and 2) for the above-refierenced
effluent limit violations. Discussions with RWQCB 4 staff indicated that an en/brcement action
was being developed againsl this facility for the above-noted effluent limit violations,
demonstrnling a good example ofRWQCB 4 progressive enforcement approach. However, the

"SEU indicated that they were not considering the facility’s spills history in their assessment, and
were unaware of the extent of this history, stating that this inlbrmation had not been provided to

Omission A m Itshed. The Lack of a Re ~onal Water Board Enforcement Pro ram
~ Heal the Bay, January 1998
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them. Additionally, dumzg the EPA site review, a draft nmewal NPDES pemut was marled by
the WRS without the knowledge of the SEU.

.Erd’oreement-EPA Conclusions

EPA’s review tbtmd that RWQCB 4 enforcement activities largely lneet the requirement.~
of the approved NPDES program. RWQCB 4 has adopted a "progressive erLtbrcement approach"
in implementing the SWRCB’s Enforcement Policy, although not always tbllowed in the past, in
particular regarding the issuance of Level I and 2 non-compliance notices. At the time of this
review, RWQCB 4 had taken a few formal enforcement actions in the past, and had collected
some civil penalties. In August 1997, the EO created the Standards and Eaforecment Unit,
primarily responsible for initiating and undertaking formal enforcement actions. The number o1
formal actions has increased significantly since the creation of this unit. Since the time this
review was conducted, EPA notes a significant improvement m both the number of enforcement
actions taken and the penalties assessed by RWQCB 4, i.e., RWQCB 4 expects to issue 140
ACLs and assess over $1,5 million in fines this year. A sumraary of fom~al enforcement actions
may be found in the attached Table 5. Also, embreement files were generally Complete and well
organized, although most enforcement-related documentation is aot being tbrwarded to EPA. as
required by the MOA

EPA’s review found that the tbllowzng RWQCB 4 enforcement activities require change
to comply with applicable regulations and national policy.

_Civil Penalties and Economic Benefit

During the review, EPA found that, while RWQCB 4 imposes and collects some
perm/fies, it rarely included an assessment of. nor attempted to recover, the economic benefit of
non-compliance iaa its penalty actions. The need for State enforcement actions to comply with
State penalty policies including recovery of economic benefit through penalties is of State-wide
concern, as discussed in Appendix A_

However, EPA notes that, since the time of the review, RWQCB 4 assessed a record $2.3
million penalty, which did recover economic benefit, against the City of Thousand Oaks for an
86 million gallon sewage spill. During ] 999, RWQCB 4 has also initiated several ACL actions
with complaints which appear to include assessment of the economic benefit of non-compliance
R.WQCB 4 staff have also attended EPA’s training class in BEN, the Agency’s computer model
for estimating economic benefit, thus providing them with the ability to dctermme, c~dculate.
justify, and r~cover economic benefit in a consistent, fair, and equitable manner in accordancc
with the SWRCB’s and RWQCB 4’s etfforcement and penalty policies and EPA natio~ml policy
requirernenL~.
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EPA also hotel during the review that RWQCB 4 has_a hista~ of supporting~he use of
supplemental environmental projects (SEPs) as a major part of its penalty actions. EPA also
supports the use of SEPs, to the exnent that they are consistent with EPA’s "Interim Revised
Supplemental En~iromnenml Projects Policy," dated May 3, 1995. In general, EPA’s policy
states that SF.Ps may be used as a supplement to a cash penalty, which in turn "should recovor, at
a minimum, the e~nornic benefit of’non-compliance, plus ]0 percent of the gravity component,
or 25 percent of the gravity component only, whichever is greater" (Revised SEP Policy, Section
E.I., page l I).

Also, although ACLCs adequately document the discharger’s liability and the
justification Ibr the proposed penalty assessment, case files themselves do not appem" to contain
record of final paymcm of the ACLC penalty by the violator. This information must be retrieved
from a SWRCB database. It would be advisable for the case officer to track the discharger’s
compliance with req~.~i~ements to pay the penalty and, whore appropriate, compliance with other
requirements established as a condition of suspending a portion of the ACLC. These tracking
activities should be documented in the files.

_Violations Reporting

The SWR.CB enforcement policy requires that specific types of violations be reported by
RWQCB 4 to its Board. RWQCB 4 accomplishes this requiremenl with a quarterly "’Report of
Violations and Enforcement Actions." However, as noted m the ease file reviews above, not all
of the applicable violations are being brought to the attention of the Board as required. This may
be attributable to the fact that the forwarding of violations to the compiler of the quarterly report
has largely been let~ to individual staI]t’s discretion. It is anticipated that this problem will be
corrected with the maplementation of the new automated database that is under development by
RWQCi3 4 (ERIS/SWIM), discussed in the Compliance Section of this report, from which the
quarterly reports will be compiled in the future.

.Final Comaiianee Da!¢8

In the matter of the Las Virgenes Tapia WRP, on-. of the six case files reviewed by EPA,
the adopted TSO did not contain a final compliance date/’or the effluent limit set for
dichlorobromomethane. RWQCB 4 must ensure that all TSOs, CAOs, and CDOs require
compliance with the applicable NPDES permit, establish a final compliance date, and set
appropriate interim effluent/imits and schedu/e rmles~ones.
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E~PA CONCLUSIONS S-IJ.MMARY-ENFORCEME’b/T

.,qtre,~hs

RWQCB 4’s creation of and resource commitment to the new Standards" and Erdbrccment
Umt is commended, as is the significant improvement in both the nuanber of enforcemenl
actions taken and the penalties assessed by RWQCB 4 this year.

2. RWQCB 4 generally initiates formal enforcement actions (TSOs, CAOs, CDOs) to
address NPDES violations when warranted, largely in conformance with SWRCB and
RWQCB 4 policy.

3. RWQCB 4 imposes and collects some civil penalties lhrough issuance of ACLCs. Since
the time of this review. EPA notes that RWQCB 4 assessed a record $2.3 million penalty,
which recovered economic benefit, against the City of Thousand Oaks for an 86 nullion
gallon sewage spill.

4 RWQCB 4 has adopted a p ogresswe enforcement approach."
5. RWQCB 4 is currently emphasizing enforcement actions for violations due to raw

sewage spills. This is consistent with EPA policy and the Federal government’s Clean
Water Action Plan.                         "

6. RWQCB 4 has established a sound citizen complaint tracking system.
7. RWQCB 4 has established a binder that contains all enforccmenl actions available for

public review.

Re~_uired Cha~aKes--Staterwide lssue~

I. Penalty actions at all RWQCBs need to comply with applicable State penalty, policies,
including recovery of economic benefit resulting from noncompliance. Economic benefit
amounts mttst not be reduced or rescinded as an incentive toward achieving compliance
or as an off-set for supplemental environmental projects.

2. All RWQCBs including RWQCB 4 need to place more emphasis on initiating formal
erttbrcement actions in the storm water program. In particular, industries that are subject
to, bill that have not yet filed for coverage under, the Ge,~eral Industrial Storm Water
Permit should be targeted. EPA acknowledges RWQCB 4’s efforts which have resulted
in ~1 an/lug] report submittal rate of 90 percent. For the remaining non-subtraCting
facilities, RWQCB 4 has been implementing a progressive enforcement strategy that has
been effective in bringing facilities into compliance. (See also flae Storm Water section
of this report.)
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During the conduct of tiffs review of RWQCB 4’s NPDES program, EPA identified a
number of suggestio~ for improving R.WQCB 4’s administration of the program. These
suggestions are based upon both EPA’s experience in implementing the NPDES program and
national program perspective. EPA believes these suggestions will result in a more effective
program at RWQCB 4. Though not explicitly required by law, regulation, or national policy,
EPA urges RWQCB 4 to implement the following:

1. RWQCB 4 should consider encouraging public agencies that develop general public
education programs on reduction of discharge of toxic materials to include pesticides in
their programs (i.e., pesticides should be specifically mentioned in Section V of the MS4
permit, in addition to Section IV). This would be expected to result in lessemng the
adverse impact on water quality stemming from loutine household use of pesticides. (See
page 9.)

2. In addition to procedures for evaluating exfiltration from the sanitary sewer, RWQCB 4 is
encouraged to persu’,tde permittees to include procedures for evaluating malfunctiomng
septic systems in their programs. (See page ] 0.)

3. The L. A. Board should include each of’the annum reporting requirements, as listed m 40
CFR 122.42(c), in MS4 permits so that permirtees will not mistakenly only respond to the
specific requirements as set forth in the permit. (See page l 0.)

4. The WRS should develop procedttres to ensure consistent implementation of
objectives/criteria with respect to beneficiM use protection, reasonable potential
determinations and effluent limit averaging period (see also EPA’s Technical Support
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Document, Chapter 3, Effluent Charac~ea-ization, and Chapter 5, Permit Requir~nea~).
(See page 11.)

5. To protect beneficial uses, lffPDES permits issued by RWQCB 4 should contain toxicity
conditions which require sensitivity screening for acute toxicity using a verlebrale and an
invertebrate test species. (See pages 11-12.)
To protecl beneficial uses, NPDES permits issued by RWQCB 4 should contain toxicity
conditions which require accelerated effluent monitoring for toxicity following the
measuzement of effiuem tord¢ity at critical levels, as de~oted by the ex~¢¢dance of an
et~uent ILrnit or benchmark where no eff/ueat hmit has been established This approach
is similar to existing permit conditions which specifically require accelerated monitoring
when a monlhly average effluent limit is exee~cled. (See pages 14.)

7. To protect beneficial uses and to thcililate water quality based permitting, RWQC]~ 4
should develop aa implementation procedta-e for the chronic mixing zone provision
contained in Chapter 4 of the Basra Plan. (See page 13.)

I. RWQCB 4 should consider establishing an automated system to track its lbllow-up on
citizen complaints and spills. EPA notes that S~kqMS. when implemented, will
accommodate this tracking activity. (See page 21 .)

2. RWQCB 4 should consider having all inspectors use botmd notebooks for note-taking
during inspections as contemporaneous, bound notes are of more value in civil and
criminal enforcement proceedings. (See pages 23, 25.)

1. All RWQCB 4 pretreatmeat program oversight slaff should use fl~e Se!f-Monitoring
Pro.gram Summary Review Sheet. (See pages 32, 33.)

_Enfor¢cmen_t

1. The Watershed Units that are responsible for the ,:lay-!o-day oversight of regulated
facilities and the new Enforcement Unit should develop and itxap|ement procedures to
further improve on-going cotrununication. This will ensure that a facility’s tota!
compliance history is considered when developing enforcement cases, and wall also
ensure that any enforcement issuance strategies are not hindered by lack oi other
info.rmation regarding a facility. As discussed above, in the context of the pending case
against Texaco, all compliance ittforrnation is relevant and needs to be considered in the
development of an enforcement action. (See page 40~tl.)
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Attackmemt- Table
__ , CALIFOP.JqlA RWQCB AND BOARD AUTHORI]-I~S

RWQCB              ,,, &PPO1NTFD 9 ~’~ nf~RDS

Preparalion of~DES ;elat~ ~ts for Ado~og mc~ifi~o~ or ~sOssion ofBo~ adoption, m~ifi~on, or ~s~on
~DES

Issu~ of Notice of Viola~o~ ~OVs),
Nonce to Comply ~OC) ~d Cl~up ~d TS~, CDOs and ~fe~ls to ~e ARomey
Abmem~t Ord~s (CAOs) Genii or Di~ct AUom~
Prepmtiou of Time Sch~ul¢ Orders ~SOs),
Cede md Desist ~ders (CDO~)
~enda~om for ref~ to
Attorney Gene~ or District Attorney for
I Bo~d approval, ~fi~tion, ot ~ission

Iss~ of A~mis~tive Civil Liability Adopfioll, mod~cafio~ or remission of ACL(ACL) Complaint (se~ fo~ viol~om ~d ComplMn~ (sets fo~ ~Rlement ~o~t or
oro~d ~nMw ~o~t) for Bo~d adoption,

m~s)modifi~fion, or rescission

Development of region~ pl~ or polices Adoption, m~ification, or remission of(i.e., b~in pl~s or ope~ti~g proced~s, ~c.)
regio~l pl~ or policies (i.e., b~in pl~ orfor Bored adoption, modification,, or
o~mfing pro~d~es, etc.) for ratification byrescissio~

~ ~e S~CB
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4 NPDES PERMIT’£ED FACILITIES

.M~..jot     Storm
PcrmRtc¢           Permit No.

&rco PetToleum Products C~. CA00006g0 i ’
~-. __of CA0054372 ,Z

BKK Corporation CA0059536 -- --
. North American, Inc. -- --

City of Public Works CA0055531
Camadllo San , District CA0053597
Chevron U.S.A. Inc. CA00003
El Segtmdo Power, L.L.C. CA000114’ --

Products Div. CA0001333 -- --
2as Virgenes MWD CA00560

Beach Generation LLC CA0001
Long Beach Naval Complex CA0003786 ,/

City DWP (Harbor Oen.) CA000036] ~" --
LA City DWP (Haybes Gen.) ICA0000353 -~" --
LA City DW’P (Scarterg’d Gen. CA0000370

~. City DPW (Hyperion) CA010999 ~" --
City DPW (LA-Gleadale) CA0053953 -~ --

LA City DPW (Terminal Ish CA0053859 "~- --
City DPW (Tillman) ~- --
County SD (JW’PCP Carson’ CA0053813 -~- --

LA Comity SD (Long Beach) CA00541
Coun[y SD (Los Coyotes) CA005401
Comtty SD (Pomona) CA0053619 ~- --
Cotmty SD (Sm~ Jose Creek CA0053911

LA County SD (Saugus) CA0054311
County SD (Valencia) CA0054216
Comity SD (Whittier) CA0053716

Oil Corp. CA0055Y, -- --
Ocema Vista Power Generation CA0001180 -- -- ,
Ojai Va/ley San Dis7 CA005396 ~--
Oxnard Wastewater Div. Plant CA0054097
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Att~chmem-Table 3
FACILITIES

Major M-;--,~rPermittee Permit No. Mu Fe MS, allPowerine Oil Co.
CA0057177 "--- "--"

SoCal Edison (AIamitos) CA0001 !
SoCal Edison (Dominguez

CA005294
SoCal Edison (Ormond

SoCaI Edison (Redondo)
CA0001201

Buenaventura, CiD, of CA005365!
Sh¢]l Oi] Froduc~s Co.

CA0000809
Simi VaJIey, Cily of

CA0055221
Texaco Refining & Marketin

CA0003778
’Thousand Oaks, City of DPW

CA0005629
Tosco Corp. (Carson Plant)

CA0063185
Tosco Corp. (Wilm. PlanO CA0000035 "

Regional SD
Construction SW (200 CAS000002

SW (2,600 NOI~ CAS000001
County (84 Cities) CAS614140

’Ventura Cotmty (10 cities) ’ CAS06333:
G~oundwatet (GW) from CAG994001

GW from Dewaterinf~

GW From Clean Up Of CAG834001
Fuel Pollution 2

VOC Contaminated GW 2 CAGgl4~
Hydrostatic Test Water -’

CAG674001
,}ing Wmer 2

CAG2S4000 --
Total Permktees

5_~ ~’-] 2 6~)iadustrial and muaJcipa] mino~ permittees not listed individua!ly

with 345 enrollees
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RWQCB 4 APPROVF_.D PRETREATMENT PROGRAMS A ACTIV/’~ES

Reviewed ~ " " -- "s
Program by EPA PCIIAudJt Target Actual

Burbank / Audit 1/1/95 1/25/95 No
95196 PCI 3/1/96

~ 97198 PCI 5/1/98
Camarillo / 95/96 Audit 3/1/96 3/26/96 Yes NoLaz Virgenes ,/ 94195 PCI 1/1/95 5/16/95 No No

Los Angeles City       /    _94/95     PCI     9/1/94 10/18/94 Yes     Yes

Los Angeles County 94/95 PCI I/1/95 6/8/95 No No
Ojai J 95/96 PCI 2/1/96

Oxnard �" 96/97 Audit 6/1/96

.... 96/97 PCI 9/1/96
San Buenaventura / 94/95 Audit 4/1/95 5/18/95 No No

95/96 PCI 5/1/96

Simi Valley
95/96 PCI 3/I/96

- 96/97 PCI 8/1/96 10/4/96 Yes No
I’housand Oaks �" 95/96 PCI 3/I/96

_, 96/97 Pc~r ~ ~/, ~o~ 4/9/97 "" YesVenture
J Audit 1/1/96 2/23/96 Yes
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Attachment-Table 5
INVENTORY OF MAJOR NPDES ACTIONS BY YEAR

ACLCs

I I i No- $ Proposed I$ Assessed $ ¯
Year INOVs~ TSOs CAOs CDOs Issued, by RWQCB by Board Collected

t995 NTR~ 0 7 l 1 $211,200 $11.200 0
1996 NrR 0 4 2 4 $196,805 $195,805 $ 51,250-
1997 3605. 2 10 1 1 $20,000 $ 20,000 $ ] 5,000 -

" 1$3,471 -1998 (as of 6/l) 568‘.7 4 16 2 21~
,7406 ’3,524,140 $230,520

Total
I $ 2,482,7806

Figures on this Table may vary slightly due to conversion o/" tracking systems (WDS to ERIS
SWIMS). Also, collected penalty amounts do not include amounts that have/are funding
supplemental environmental projects.

Notes Key

"NOVs" include informal letters, for all RWQCB programs, not just NPDES majors
2) "NR" indicates not reviewed
-~) 1997 NOV data for 7- ] 2/97 only
’~) 1998 NOV data thru 3/3 l only
~) 4 of these ACLCs relate to violations of storm water permit requirements
6) $2,300,000 of Ib.is amount is attributable to a single assessment agains~t the City of

Thousand Oaks
This amount includes the hundreds of letters sent to industrial facilities ~ part of a
statewide initiative to identify non-fliers that are, potentially subject lo ston~ water

~,~,,~~iremeats.
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Sincerely,

Ori~,~na! sifned b),:

.,~.ssociat= ~tor

~los~
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EPA NPDES PROGRAM REVIEW
CALIFORNIA STATE-WIDE.ISSUES - March 1999                       Page 3

Field l~se~/con~tiance tssc~m~ut at I~DES m~jor m~! minor latices is

.insp~-tion not~ and depth ofon-~i~e ~iew.

The ~R(~’S Complian~ .,t..~lnC~ a~d E~[’orc~nent Unit is developing
,pmcexturcs to address this ~ targeted for completion in ~tme 1999. with Sta~e-
wide implemen .t~ion then~q~r. ~.PA ~ ~ d~ SW’~B ~s e, ffor~

¯ A greatc~ inspe~on pre=en~ ~n the storm w~er program/’or both indu.~-i~d and
con_co-u~t~on t’ite~ needs Io be establL~hcd by all RWQCBs; this program ©l~nent is

¯ The identification of non-fliers is a high priority and ~ould be erupt.
¯ Expected levei ofinspc~on pre~enc~e needs to be d~fiued, as weIJ as proc~

for ~-geting inspe~ons (geographic or otherwise). The Sine Urban l~unoffTask
Force wx~J address this issue. Thc ’~loor" ore ~rech’bl¢ s~ate*wide storm water
comp~an~ program ne~Is ~o be defined. EPA compEanc~ staff will assist in this

EPA wi~ work wi~ the State to decide what a~v~des will be ~uled in the
coming year, e.g~ id~ifica~ion ofnon-file~, development of the "floor" for
~tt~ie inspectio~ progran~ and a g~vc~ number ofstorm waxcr inspection~
(SWRCB notes that $I 00,000 = 100 ius’pe~ow). "

¯ Pr~trea~n~t program expertise, in gen=’a~, needs to be strengthened State-wick.
Indu~a~ us~ rcgu~a~on byth~ State is needed. IndustriaJ user
espcc~a]Jy when the pretrea~nent au~or~ is for whatev~ r~ason tmablc to cxer~
~thori~ ov~ the indum-id us=, must be addr~sed by the State.

¯ ~ wh~ EPA h~ identified wmer qual~ problen~.~ du~ to
noncompl~ance need to b~ addressed promptJy by the Statc.

CI~n Wa~r A~ Section I O~ workplan.
¯ Sheih Vassey, SWR~ Counsel, wi]J v,~te a mcmorandu~ regarding the State’s

the I~WQC~s.
¯ Deve]opmem and availability of Stme-wide ~em expertise will be

ad~ by the State’s NPDBS rvundtable, i.e., how and wh~re to provide this
exl~n~ (= the RWQCBs or SWRC~).

¯ SWRC~ will id~mtify ~ignifican~ tm~gula~cd induswial user~.
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EPA NPDES PROGRAM REVIEW
CALIFORNIA STATE-WIDE ISb-OF.S - M~cb 1999                      Pzg~ 4

¯ All ,RWQCB Ix=zz~7 ac~ons need fa r~cov~- economic benefit resulting fxom

-lWoc~urcs Manu~ (APM), mzd liz¢ State r:xtforcemeox Policy.

"rb¢ State ~ has evaluated BEN (EPA’s model for determining economic
benefit) and determined ~ it’s ¯ rueful ~oo] to determine ecozx~n,ic benefit.

¯ RWQC~s will aRend BEN training, to be t,c, heduled this ralen~h, kr year by EPA.
¯ ’The State Compliance and F-.aforc.~nent Roundtable is drvdoping both penalty

assesslmenI and settirment procedures. EPA will participate in the~e Roundtable
~lisctmsioas.
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Sizing and Design Criteria
Stormwater Treatment

Controls

Presented to the

California Stormwater Quality Task Force
by

Larry A. Roesner, Ph.D., P.E.
November 13, 1998

The Start of Something Big
California
Storm Water
Best Management Practlce
Handbooks

(1993)

R0070390
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Not to be Outdone!

(1995)

The Joint ASCE/VVEF MOP

(1998)

p, OO7039’t
2



Targeting Highway Runoff

(1997)

Dead Possum BMP
Any Roads worker
happening upon road kill
shall not ignore same, but
rather pick it up gingerly by
the tail (lest it still have
some bite left) and dispose
of it properly by heaving
same to the side of the
road.

DO NOT PLACE IN STORM
SEWER, SINCE IT DRAINS
TO RECEIVING WATER
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Oh No! Its Texas Again!

Update and Complete
Volume 3 - BMP Manual

The Denver Urban
Drainage and Flood

Control District
BMP Manual

(1998)

R0070393        4



The ASCE/WEF MOP

¯ Defines the state-of-practice
¯ Diversity of disciplines,

vocations and geography
represented

¯ Introduces ecology into the
equation

MOP Table of Contents

¯ Introduction to Urban Runoff
¯ Developing Municipal Stormwater

Management Programs
¯ Monitoring Modeling and

Performance Auditing
¯ Source Controls
¯ Selection and Design of

Passive Treatment Controls
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The Urban Stormwater
Problem

Receiving l

Water

Stormflow Impacts

¯ 100 year peak flow increases 2 X
¯ 15 year peak flow increases 3 X
¯ 2 year peak flow increases 57 X

¯ 2-yr peak flow occurs 3 X per year (res dev)
¯ 6 X per year (comm.

R0070395 6



Stormwater Flow Impacts

¯ Channel scours destroys ecologic
habitat

¯ Sedimentation smothers biota
¯ Changed hydroperiod affects estuary

ecology

If Anything Survives the Flow
Impacts

¯ Urban runoff contains a variety of
pollutants
- TSS
- Heavy Metals
- Nutrients
- Bacteria

R0070396        7



The Fact Is

Simply reducing pollutants in the runoff to the
Maximum Extent Practicable will probably
not result in significant improvement to the
ecologic condition of the receiving waters

Flow management is also required

Urban Runoff Hydrology
The Design Storm

Small storms 85 percent of the

account for storms in coastal

most of the California are less
than1 inch of rainfall

runoff and are
affected most 85 percent of the
by urbanization, storms in inland

areas are less than
0.65 inches
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California BMP Manual
The Design Storm

=o 90 ......

50% Impervious

o 50
p 100% Impervious

m 100~- 20 I I0 Treatment Volume Required (m31ha) 200

Maximized Water Quality
Capture Volume

The Design Storm

Po= a ¯ C ¯ PA

where:

Po = Maximized Water Quality Capture Volume (in.)
a = Capture Volume Coefficient

C = Watershed Runoff Coefficient

PA= Mean Storm Precipitation Volume (in.)

R0070398          9



Maximized Volume for
California

Po= a ¯ C ¯ PA

a = 1.3 - 1.6 for B5% capture of annual runoff

PA = 0.6 inches along the cost
= 0.4 inches inland

Po (coast) =~-~"linches (residential, C=0.15)

1 0"701-10"86 Inches (commercial, C=0.9)
Po (inland)~ _0._0_8~ -J0.10linches (residential, C=0.15)

O=L~J.50 -10.58~ inches (commercial, C=0.9)
The Design Storm

Design of Treatment Controls

R0070399



Minimize DCIA

¯ Drain Hard Lot
Surfaces onto Pemious
Areas

¯ Use Modular Pavement
where Feasible

¯ Drains Streets to
Swales

’ Lot/Site Drainage ’

Depressed

Grassed
Area

Grassed Parking Area
Reinforced with
Geotextile Fabric

11
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Lot/Site Drainage

Percolation Trench

Basic Design Criteria
Percolation Trench

¯ Seasonal High groundwater or bedrock
more than 4 ft below trench bottom

¯ Do not locate in fill material or
recompacted soils

¯ Soil should be type A or B with
minimum hydraulic conductivity of 6.5 x
10~ ft/sec                 I

¯ Po based on lot size and %1 i ~~

R0070401        ]2



Use Swales for Road and ’
Parking Lot Drainage

Design Criteria Swales

¯Provide 1-2% slope

~ ¯ Max V < 1 ft/sec
¯ Max bottom width, 8 ft

.~ ¯ Min bottom width, 2 ft
¯ Minimum length 100 ft
¯Maximum water height for maximized storm

than 1/2 the height of standing vegetation
¯Po sized for road runoff plus the portion of

maximized storm not captured on building site

R0070402



Infiltration Basins

Design Criteria
Infiltration Basins

¯ Seasonal groundwater or bedrock > 4 ft
below basin bottom

¯ Do not locate on fill or compacted soils
¯ Soil must be type A or B with saturated

surface infiltration rate > 0.3 in/hr
¯ Size to drain Po in 12 hour
¯ Use point system in book for rating

suitability of a site

R00704O3 14



Extended Detention

Extended Detention
comes in many forms

R0070404



Extended Detention
Design Criteria

¯ Size to detain Po for 12
to 24 hours, then add 20% ~~’~--~~
for sediment storage ~~--

¯ Use two stage design (empty less than 50% of
volume in first 1/3 of detention time

¯ Sediment forebay recommended
¯ Clogging outlets are most common failure
¯ Emergency spillway
¯ Sideslopes 1:4

Extended Detention (cont)
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Extended Detention (cont)

Extended Detention (cont)
Outlets

R0070406
]7



~0~0~00~

uo!le.~ll!-.I/~ uo!luelecI

uop, ue~,eci pepue],x3



Detention w/Filtration
Classic Application

Detention w/Filtration
Design Criteria

~ ¯ Capture Po or 1/2 inch of runoff
.._ from impervious area

~~ ¯ 24 - 40 hour drawdown time
¯ Minimum sand bed = 18 inches

,.L~-- ¯ Seal bottom of filter chamber
-- ¯Underdrain the sand filter

¯ Provide smooth flow transition from presedi-
mentation chamber to filter chamber
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Detention w/Filtration
Applications

Detention w/Filtration

Application In a Shoppin

R0070409        2O



Detention w/Filtration

Application to a Business Site

Detention w/Filtration
Retrofit to a Regional Detention Basin

R0070410
2]



Detention w/Filtration
Retrofit to a Regional Detention Basin

Retention

R0070411 22



Retention - Design Criteria

__~=,~\,_._. ¯ Design by one of two methods
- Solids-settling theory
- Lake eutrophication theory

¯ Both facilities are larger than
an extended detention basin

..... "~" for the same drainage area

~ ~--~~-~-=’-- ¯ For biochemical design, size t~:hold runoff from wettest two
weeks for 14 days

.-----~--: .,~o Design as regional facilities
as landscape amenity

Retention w/Added Detention

R0070412



Retention Pond Outlet

Retention

R0070413 24



Constructed Wetland

Constructed Wetland
Design Criteria

¯ Use same guidelines as
biological retention, but
detention time is 14 days

...... ~___---- during wettest month
---.- ¯ Open water is less that 50%

~
of total facility surface area

¯ Use a wetland biologist for
developing planting program

R0070414



Wetlands

today, a year
after cleaning

two years ago

Summary

¯ Design for the small storm
¯ Minimize Directly Connected Impervious

Area
¯ Use the treatment train concept
¯ Design outlet controls as multi-stage to

reproduce natural flow frequency curve

R0070415
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Thank You
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needs and fiscal strength, local priorities and pref~, regulatory de-
man~, otber infrasmmttwe needs and fise~d demmtds, m~l many other’s are
part of the equation. Also, this chapter is most useful if the wader has be-
come familiar with the topics disc~sed in Chapte~ 1 tlmm~ 4.

Ideally, stnmtu~ BMPs should be a Imrt of the treatment train discussed
in Chapter 4~tneiy, source control BMPs. Good housekeeping measures
~ to be immticed to ensure ~lequate performance and longevity of stnac-
turai facilities. For example, if ertmon control during construction is not be-
ing rigorously raced within the catchment being served by the structural
control facility, the f~ility will probably be nmdta, ed inoper~ve in a short
time. For example, a det~tion basin, a t,tention pomi. or a constntcted wet-
land will fill with sedimenL and infiltration devices will f~il. Thus. without
implementing sottrce erosion controls, the investment in the stnmtural fimili-
ties will be lost, trod ,xpensive ~habilitative maintenance or recottstmctim
of these facilities will then be needed to remm them to a working condition.

It is best that the pmoti~es deacribed ia Chapter 5 be selected through a
comprehensive planning process. This could involve systemwide simulmion
of rainfall and runoff prmmsses, preferably using a ¢ominmms model. Some
of the ~ of practices actually may be based on monitoring, bioassess-
mints, or the ondemanding of effects on the receiving systems. Chapt~ I,
2, and 3 add~s all of those topics and form the fonndatio~ and an intreduc-
tim to all topics covered in this chapter.

HYDROLOGY FOR THE
MANAGEMENT OF
STORMWATER QUA TY
In 1990, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) promulgated
National Pollution Discharge ~iml-ation Syst~’~n ~gulatinus n.garding the
permitting of stormwate, discharges from municipal storm sewer systems.

to the maxinmm extent practicable (MEP). The definition of MEP for the
control of storrawater pollntant discharges has focused primarily on the ap-
plication of economically achievable management practices. Becanse
smt’mwater runoff rates and volumes vary ft~m storm to strum, the statistical
Ixobabifities of nmoff events and their numagement have to be considen~ in
the develo[nnent of practices to meet the MEP goal. It is paramount that the
hydrology of urban runoff be examined within this context.

The type and size of storm runoff events to use for the design of runoff
treatment systen~ need to be examined. "I’r~ttment systen~s" a~ tho~e mea-
sures that are often refen~d to in the fiterauu~ as "BMPs." Among these are
swales; buffer strips; infiltration basins and pexcolafion Ir~nches; extended



RBF-HYDROLOGY F-940 T-388 P-004     MAY 10 ’99 13:37

detenlion basins; "wet" ponds that retain u3me or all of one event’s nmoff
until it is displaced by l~e runoff from a s~bsequent event; media filters; and
a variety of other devices and facilities. Guidelines for the design of the.~e
types of facilities can be found in this chapter and elsewhere (Livingston et
aL, 1988; Roesner eta/., 1989; Schueler, 1987; Udx~as and Roesner [Eds.],
1986; and Urbonas and S~ahre, 1993).

LONG-TERM RAINFALL CHARAL-"TERL.~CS. Hydmlogists typi-
cally look at the infveqnent events: ei~-’r Imge storms for drainage and flood
l~tion or drought pmods for water supply development. But what char-
acteristics ar~ representative of the storms that produce most rainfall on a
long-term basis?

Figure 5.1 presents the cumulative probability distribution of daily Im:cip-
ita~on data for 40 years at Orlando, Florida, and Cincinnati, Ohio. These data
have been screened to include only precipitation events 2.5 mm (0. l in.) or
greater in Cincinnati and 1.5 mm (0.06 in.) or greater in Orlando. Cumulative
occurrence probabilities were compuu~d for values ranging from 2.5 to 51
mm (0.1 to 2.6 in.).

Examination of Figure 5. l reveals most of the daily values to be less ~
25 mm (I in.) in total depths. In Orlando. which averages 1 270 mm (52 in.)
of rainfall per year, 90% of these events produce less than 36 mm (1.4 in.) of
rainfall. In Cincinnati, which has 1 016 mm (40 in.) per year of p~cipitafion,
96% of the events prodnce less than 20 mm (0.8 in.) of rainfall. By contrast,

,nt Selection and Design of Passive Treatment Controls 171
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Ihe 2-year, 24-hour storm produces precipitation of 127 mm (5.0 in.) in Or- ~
lando and 74 mm (2.9 in.) in Cincinnmi. This sugge~s that Capturing and
trcatmg runoff from "smaile~ storms should capture a large percentage of
the nmoff evenl~ and nmoff volume that o¢¢m. from the mban landscape. ~
Also, a water quality facility capable of capturing the~ smaller storms would ~

runoff events.                                                                                       ~

CAPTURE OF STORMWATER RUNOFF. To illustrate the terms                                          t=
"smaller" and "morn" discussed earlier, long-tram simulations of runoff were                                       ~
examined for six U.S. cities by Roesner et aL (1991) using the Storage.,                                           <
TreatmenL Overflow, Rtmoff Model (STORM). The six cities wm Butte,
Montana: Chattanoog~ Tennessee; Cincinnati, Ohio; Detroit, Michigan: San

flow. Runoff Model is a simplified hydrologic model that transla~s a time
series of hourly rainfal/to runoff then routes the runoff through detention
storage. Figu,

Hourly precipitation records of 40 to 60 yems were processed by Roesner
et aL (1991) for a variety of dmention basin sizes for the six cities. These
simuimions wer~ performed using the characteristics of the most typically defiat

occarring urban developments found in each city. Table 5.1 lists the average sitivit

annual rainfall and the inca-weighted runoff coefficient at each of the study orado

watersheds. Runoff captur~ efficiencies of detention basins were ~ested using ’~naxi

an outflow discharge rate tim emptied or drained the design storage volume turns

in 24 hour. This drawdown time was based on field study findings by Griz- six sn

zard eta/. (1986) in the Washington, D.C., area. They determined that a de- valu~

tention basin had to be designed to empty out a volume equal to the average Th
runoff event’s volume in no less than 24 hours to be an effective stormwater avera;

quality enhancement facility. The findings by Roesner et aL (1991) are illus- them.

trated in Figure 5~ naent

One way to define a cost-effective basin size is to relaC, sent it as that forme

which is locaua/on the "knee of the curve" for captm~ efficiency. This
"knee" is evident on the six curves in F’igun~ 5.2. Urbonas et a/~ (1990) have

Tabk

Table S.1 Hydrologk lmrameters areal at six study watersheds

~ ralufaU, in. (mm) study wam.sla~ ~

Butte, Montana 14.6 (371) 0.44 Cha~
Chauanooga, Tennessee 29,5 U49) 0.63 Cinci~
Cincinnati, Ohio 39.9 (! 013) 0.50 Deu’o
Dca’oit, Michigan 35.0 (889) 0.47 San F
San F.ra~sco, California 19.3 (490) 0.65 Tucsc
Tacson, Arizona I 1.6 (295) 0.50 --
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,ave

Table 5,2 Maximized unit storage volume at six study wat~
(Roesaer et aL, 1991).

~ Maximized storage volume*
nt of City in_ (ram) Ie-~ac (m3/~i111)ed
-- Butle, Montana 0.25 (6.4) 0.021 (63.5)

Chattanooga, Tennessee 0.50 (12.7) 0.042 (127)
Cincinnati. Ohio 0.40 (10.2) 0.033 (102)
Detroit, Michigan 0.30 (7.6) 0.025 (76.2)
San Francisco, California 0.80 (20.3) 0.067 (203)
Tucson, Arizona 0.30 (7.6) 0.025 (76.2)
"Based on the ratio of runoff volume captmed from all storms.
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Table $.3 Semttivtty of the best manat~m~t practice capture
volume in Denver, Colorado (Urbem~ et at, 1990).

~ Aanllal Nnmher Average mm~mi

0.7 75 27 861.0 85 30 882.0 94 33 90

capture and total suspended sediment removal efficiencies were estimated
for capture volumes equal to 70 and 200% of the maximized volume. These
findings are summarized in Table 5.3.

Review of Table 5.3 shows that doubling of the maximized capture vol-
ume resalm in a very small increase in the total annual runoff volume cap-
tared and an insignificant increase in the average annual removal of total sus-
pended sediments. When 70% of the maximized volume is used, only a
moderate decrease occurs in the volume of nmoff captured and an insignifi-
cant decrease in the annual total suspended sedintent load removed. Based on
these findings, the Denver, Colorado, municipal area adopted an 80th per-
centile ranoff event (that is, 95% of the maximized event) as the basis for the
sizing of stormwater quality BMPs. This 80th percentile runoff event is now
coasidered by the municipalities in this ~-miarid region of the U.S. as cost
effective for stormwater quality management and is viewed as the design
event ~ achieves MEP definition under the Clean Water Act.

Although the MEP event is not clearly defined by the regulations, insight
to the appropriate MEP design event can be gained by performing an analy-
sis of local long-term hourly rainfall dam similar to those reported m Tables
5.1 though 5.3. These analyses form a basis for makiag a rational decision in
defining sizing criteria for various BMPs. As an example, the maximized
unit runoff volume for a watershed in Denver, Colorado, with a runoff coef-
ficient C = 0.5, is 7 mm (0.28 watershed in.), or 70 mS/ha (0.023 ac-ft/ac).
This compares well with the maximized storage volumes listed in Table 5.2
for Bu~, Montana, and Tucson, Arizona~namely, the two semiarid com-
munities on that fist.

As can be seen from Figure 5.2 and Tables 5.2 and 5.3, most runoff-pro-
ducing events occur from the predominant population of smaller storms,
namely, less than 13 to 25 mm (0.5 to 1.0 in.) of precipitation. To be effec-
tive, stormwat~r quality management should be designed based on these
smaller events. As a result, detention facilitie~ wetland basins, infiltration fa-
cilities, media filters, and possibly swales need to be sized to accommodate
runoff volumes and flows fi’om such storm events to maximize pollution
conu~l benefits in a cost-effective manner.
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AN APPROACH FOR ESTIMATING STORMWATER QUALITY
CAPTURE VOLUME. Estimating a Maximtw, ed Water Quality Capture
Volume. Whenever local resoun~es permit, the stormwater quality capture
volume may best he found using continuous hydrologic simulation and local
long-term hourly (or lesser time increment) precipitation records (see Chap-
ter 3). However, it is possible to obtain a first-order estimate of the needed
capture volume using simplifi~l procedures that target the most t)vically oc-
carting population of runoff events.

Figm~ 5.3 contains a map of the contiguous 48 states of the U.S. with the
mean annual runoff-producing rainfall depths superimposed (Driscoll et aL,
1989). These mean depths are based on a 6-hour interevent time m define a
new slorm event and a minimum depth of 2.5 mm (0.10 in.) of precipitation
for a storm to produce incipient runoff. After an extensive analysis of a num-
ber of long-term precipitation records from different meteorological regions
oftha U.S., Guo and Urbonas (1995) found simple regression equations to
relate the mean precipitation depths in Figure 5.3 to "’maximized" water qual-
ity runoff capture volumes (that is, the knoe of the cumulative probability
curve).

The analytical procedure was based on a simple transformation of each
storm’s volume of precipitation to a runoff volume using a coefficient of
runoff. To help with this transformation, a third-order regression equation,
Equation 5. i (Urbonas et aL, 1990), w~ derived using data from more than
60 urban watersheds (U.S. EPA, 1983). Because the data were collected na-
tionwide over a 2-year period, Equation 5.1 should have broad applicability
in the U.S. for smaller storm events.

C ---- 0.858i3 -- 0.78i2 -I- 0.774i + 0.04 (5.1)

Where

C = runoff coefficient, and
i = watershed imperviousness ratio; namely, percent total impervi-

ousness divided by 100.

Equation 5.2 relates mean precipitation depth taken from Figure 5.3 to the
"maximized" detention volume. The c~efficients listed in Tabie 5.4 are based
on an analysis of long-term data from seven precipitation gauging sites
cared in different meteorological regions of the U.S. The correlation of deter-
mination coefficient, r2, has a range of 0.80 to 0.97, which implies a strong
level of reliability.

Po = (o ¯ {7). P6 (5.2)

Where

P0 = maximized detention volume determined using either the event
capture ratio or the volmne capture ratio as its b~is, ~
in. (mm);

Selection and Des~g~ of Pa~i~ Treatment Conlrols 175
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Figure $.3 Mean storm
pr~|p|~flon depth In Me
U.S. (In. [in. X ~.4 = mmJ).

0.500.60
0,70



Event capture ratio a = 1.109 1.299 1.545
r2 = 0.97 0.91 0.85

Volume capture ratio a = 1.312 1.582 1.963
,2 ffi 0.80 0.93 0.85

¯ Approxin~a~Jy SSth pezgcmi~ runoff event (ran~ ~ to 88%).

Selection and Design of Passive Treatment Controls 177
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Example of a Water ~ Capture Volume ~te. It is desired to gle B

estimate the maximized storage volume for a 223-ha ~550-ac).watershed that
has 40% of its area ~vered by impervious surfaces. Assume that this site is

POI~located in Housto~ Texas (tl~ is, the largest storm region of the U.S.). The
PRA,detentiou basin needs to be sized and designed to drain its water quality cap-
whentut~ volume in no few~" than 24 hours. Substituting a value of 0.40 (that is
cu~i~40/100) for the variable I in Equation 5. ! yields a runoff coefficient C =

0.30. Using Figure 5.3 we find the me, an storm precipitation depth in Hous-
ton: P6 -- 20.3 mm (0.8 in.). From Table 5.4 we find the coefficient a = be co
1.299 for the 24-horn, drain time. Thus, the maximiz~ detention volume is Tbe~
calculated as follows:

Po = (1.299. U) = 0.39 in. (0.026 ac-ft/ac) wate~

P0 = 7.9 mm (79 m3/ha) ;
tan~

The volume of an extended detention basin for this 223-ha (550-ac) water-
shed needs to be 17 600 m3 (14.3 ac-ft). It is recommended that this volume Luea
be increased by at least 20% to account for the loss in volume from sediment tatiot
accumuhttion. The final design then caa show a total volume for the basin of poilu
21 200 m~ (17.2 ac-fi) with an outlet designed to empty out the bottom treau
17 600 m~ (14.3 ac-ft) of this volume in approximately 24 hours.

SELECTION
till:

OF TREATMENT
CONTROL BEST
MANA  EMENT CTICES

tr~l~ (tl~ i~, BMt~) i$ oft~ d~i~l by couside, r~ti~s ~ th~ teci~ical

¯ Real and pm~�~ived receiving water problems; pm~
¯ Beneficial uses of rue~iving waters to be protected; are
¯ Th~ cost of the BMPs being considered; vast
¯ Subjective and sometime~ arbitrary acceptance by the r~gulators or cuss~

¯ Wmen’shed smdies.
rigm

While reduction of pollutants in stormwater discharges to the MEP is the shed
stamto~ t~qui~¢m~nt of the stot’mwatex r~lgulatious, ttg real goal has to be fog
tl~ reduction of effects to urban stormwau:r runoffou the rm:~iving watt.
The cost of the BMP is always a major consideration. Recognize that no sin-

178 Urban Runoff Qm~ti~y Management
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Management Practices
b /Jerald S. Fitfield, Ph.D.

Not all BMPs are effecl.ive in controlling sediment inthese commenters and has modified the final general

runoff waters and erosion. Unfortunately, the EPA ml-permits so that these [straw bales and brush barriersl are ~

ir~ did not provide guidelines as to when mitigationnot specially listed as an appropriate structure control."

measures are not to be installed. As a result, Storm Water
The failure of bales to control sediment is alway~ evi-

Pollution Prevention Plans (SWI’PP) are being devel-
dent after runoff events. Yet, designers continue to illus-

oped with, and contractors are installing~ mitigationtrate them on SWPPPs and regulatory, agencies expect to

measures that often increase the potential for erosion,see them as part of a sediment and erosion control plan.

increase downstream floodin~ and increase down-It sometimes appears that the definition of a barrier--
"anv~hing~ material or immaterial, that acts to obstruct

stream sedimentation, or prevent passage" -- has been forgutten. Pity, the poor

Limitation of barriers contractors who have to install and maintain these

Straw or hay bale barriers "worst management practices."

America has a love affair with bale barriers. Tbe.v are
.~av designer, contractor, or inspector who under-

the most common mitigation measures illustrated instands the importance of proper installation, inspection,

SWPPPs and found on construction sites. While theirand maintenance knows that bales have limited uses on

use is widespread, the EPA states they ~ agree withconstruction sites. ; ~ ~~.
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Runoff flows around
~ the bale banler

t~u~noff flows u~

the new methods (e.g., .synthetic barriers)
being introduced every, year. Silt fence material1: Illu: Ick stru, must not be used unless it is properly support-fall in a drai
ed. If vegetation is to be established, avoid bale
check structures. Instead, properly install rolled

erosion control products (RECPs) (see FigureSpecific problems include: course, proper installation, inspections, and3) in the channel.
¯ Runoffwaters do not readily maintenance of the bales must occur. However,

seep through bales, other techniques should be considered. Prop-Protecl:ing ar~a drains
erlv sized rock check structures (see Figure 2) Techniques often proposed in SWPPPs to¯ Bales are not an effective method provide an excellent alternative as do some ofreduce sediments in runoff waters enteringfor filtering sediment.

¯ Bales are frequently not installed
o1~-- ~"~~~~(m/--);Iproperly and runoff flows between,

!.J~, :[:under, and around the structures. 78 t 18 t 8 20 28 3~ 48 |
1~0 ! 30 38 41 80 88 t00¯ Bales are often not inspected

or maintained. ~
* Bales are one of the more costly ~~

methods for controlling sediment " A ~ A
in mnoffwaters.

~_ .~..l~Protecting drainage channels
Perhaps the most frequent use of barriers is ~

as check structures in drainage channels. (41a.mmm)tmm~
~Unless bale barriers are properly installed,

inspected, and maintained, their effectiveness SIDE VIEW FRONT VIEW
in controlling sediment and erosion is practi-
cally nit. In addition, their effectiveness as a
BMP to assist with vegetation establishment in
a drainage channel is also nearly nonexistent.

Figure 1 illustrates ~vo of the more corn-                                      FLo~
mon failures of bale check structures. Unless
installed in a trenched, staked, and backfilled
channel, water will flow under the bales. A
more common problem in using them as
check structures is not having a sufficient num-
ber of bales on the channels side slopes to force
runoff over the flow line bales. ~~ ~~

Instead of providing a BMP to reduce era- mmmmmemm~m~n~
sion, a worst management practice is specified ___..~i~i"llm~ ~- I
by designers or regulatory agencies. Contrac.
tars then install the bale barriers as required.
The result is channel degradation and signifi-

~~~ ".~..,....,~cant amounts of sediment being transported .
downstream. FigUre 2: ........ ~’’ ’: :~ ~’:’’’’ " "Illustration of ~ smell rock checkWhat is a solution to this probtem~ Of           ~                   ,_ ..~... , ,
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I
inlets are bale and silt fence bamers, Unfortu-
nately, ne~her ~echnique can be classified as a NOTE: Besurethe blanketis stapled securely to the
resoundingly successful BMP ground using manufacturer’s specification.

\s an example, consider protecting area I~m~m’,:~,~anW
drains in roadway medians. ~A/hen roadway ~III~I~IL~II,~I~ aOcm "

.......
median drams are on a grade and bale bamers
placed around the iniets, the lbllowing usually

s~:~,l¯ t,,,~ -~~m
occurs tsee Figure 4):

¯ rhe barriers divert runoff waters
s~,.

~ ~ t2 In.) ep~t Scm
to downstream locations.

¯ Diversion around inlets cause
downstream flooding and " /\"

/ \,,,
downstream deposition of sediment.                    F-OW

. Diversions cause bale structures
to experience massive failure.

~,.,,.,~.\.The barriers no longer serve as BMPs.
Runo~" and sediment enter the drainage svstem \ \
and discharge pollutants into downstream r=l~l~imt~

waters, aoe, m ~ ~ : 30¢m 8¯�ldill\.What is a solution to this problem{ Remove ~,, -" ~" ~_ ~.~p~ _.~ \.
the bamers around an area drain and allow Trench 1Scm

runoff waters to flow into the inlet! Instead of
r-

i ~- -~m~ "\.

placing bales around an inlet, install a properly, ._~._~,..~ln_ _,.,.~          ~,~q, ~m (1~ ~lm~.I ~l~e~l~,~ ~.m~ !~--; ~ %’\.designed upstream sediment containment svs- .~m !
~,.-i~mae-I~’-| .q~- " "£’’d .tern. Since medians are long and narrow, they, ~ ,"- \

provide ideal conditions for effident sediment
traps. When properly installed and main-
tained, sediment traps (see Figure 5) will "    ..~:; ....;~"’~ ......

reduce sediment in runoff waters and a~low Fllmi~ ~-’illtmlrailon
inlets to function in a manner for which they (:h~ltlt@l bllltklt |llltillll|Oh

are designed -- as drainage systems. (RIIC~}.|II ~ dr.|ling@, .. , ch~rlll@l.

if sufficient space does not exist for a con-
tainment system, then install a nprap checksince water seeps slowly through hay or straw
structure (see Figure 2) to serve as a sedimentbales (if at all), pond conditions can remain for
trap. However, care must be taken to ensure thea long time. A potential solution to this prob-

rock used has suft2cient diameter and mass tolem is to use a silt fence.

avoid failure lbr large flow events. Ideally silt fence barriers around sump area
drains should pond water and allow for the

Silt fence barriers deposition of suspended partides. The material
around sump area drains should also allow water to percolate into the ¯ All comer posts must be securely

Only around "sump" area drains should drain. Fortunately, the idealized view of silt braced.

any ,type of barrier be installed. Unfortunately, fence bamers found at the top of Figure 6 rarely ¯ Gaps cannot exist in the perimeter
when barriers are properly installed around aoccurs. Imagine the problems associated with materials around the inlet.
sump inlet, localized flooding can occur. Also,nearly a three foot deep pond. Few situations

could accommodate the accompanying local- ¯ Internal support must be provided

ized flooding, by installing a wire mesh within

When water accumulates around the out- the interior of the structure.
side of a silt fence barrier, hydrostatic pressure * Material must be properly installed
usually causes the structure to collapse {see in a trench and bacldilled. Additional
bottom of Figure 6). ,~s a result, runoff waters support of material between posts may
and the accompanying suspended parades require the installation of anchors.
flow into the inlet.

How can these worst management practices .am alternative to consider for silt fence (or

become an acceptable B,’,,I.P~ If silt fence barri-bale) bamers around a sump drain is to use
ers around an area drain are to be effective ina rock barrier. When properly installed (see
controlling sediment, the following must be Figure 7), major localized flooding will not
completed: occur. Ago, proper installation minimizes the

73
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runoff does not-

the lower barriers
destroys the structO~

/
/

/

seepage. In addition, ponded runoffwaters will
not float the rock from the inlet. Unfortunately,
rock barners in front of curb inlets are not very,

effective in reducing sediment in mnoffwaters.of bale barriers- Even though seepage can occur, the structures
tend to divert runoff to downstream locations.

Unless a curb inlet is located in a sump, lit.possibiliD’ of hydrostatic failure and ensuresshould never be used since the)’ cannot betie runoffenters the drainage ,system (see F gureadequate drainage, installed correctly. They also prevent seepage8). Runoff waters are often diverted down-
and often divert mnoffwaters. In addition, dry, stream and eventually cause flooding andRock barriers for curb inlets 50-pound bales will float in less than six inchesdeposition of sediment. Consequentb; a BMPTwo common techniques often used toof water, becomes aworst management practice.control sediment in mnoffwaters entering curb Rock bamers for curb inlets solve the prob- There are two solutions to the problem ofinlets are bate barriers and rock barriers. Baleslem of installing a structure that allows forprotecting curb inlets installed on a grade. The

15cm (61 :~

SIDE VIEW FRONT VIEW



more elficient method is to ~nstaii an ~nsert
ms,de the ,olet bo~. ~hesea~e,’e~’e~~,’e~dIDEALIZED SITUATION
not subiect to destruction. A second altemativ~
~s [o place smail curb s~diment traps above the

inlets t sc~ Fibre 9~ With eider Oe inse~ or

Not all BMPs are effective in
controlling sediment in runoff

waters and erosion. Storm
Water Pollution Prevention
Plans are being developed

with mitigation measures that -
often increase the potential REAL SITUATION
for erosion, increase down- ~,~,~,.,~.,~

stream flooding, and increase ~-~-~ ~,~. ~o~.~

downstream sedimentation.

curb sediment traps, drainage into the inlet is
not diverted. Hence, downstream flooding and
downstream sedimentation is avoided.

Sediment containment systems
Sediment containment s,vstems consist of

basins or traps. In their February 17, 1999
ruling, the EPA stated the following criteria
are to be followed when !0 or more acres are
disturbed:

1.) Provide a sediment basin having a vol-
"

ume of 3,600 cubic feet per acre drained, or
Figure 6: Ill
fence barriers installed

2.) Provide a sediment basin with suffi-
cient volume to capture runoff from the local

around an aFea dr~in:
two-year, 24-hour storm event when using
local runoffcoefficients, all runoff resulting from a three-inch storm is

to be captured, then about 8,640 cubic feet per

The first criterion represents one inch ofacre should be provided. What is not clear in

runoff resulting from about three inches of pre-the EPA’s ruling is whether 3,600 cubic feet per

cipitation. The EPA considers three inches toacre or 8,640 cubic feet per acre for clay soils

be representative of a two-year, 24-hour stormshould be selected.
event tbr the nation. L nfortunatelv, not a~l of Perhaps the answer to this dilemma liesTenn., where the two-year, 24-hour event is

the U.S. experiences these events, with evaluating the second part of the EPA rul-about 3.5 inches of precipitation. If a construe-

How much precipitation will result in oneing. Pro~4ding storage for runoff caused bv ation site consists of loamy clay soils, then Fig-

inch of runoff? The answer to this questionlocal ~,o-year, 24-hour storm event is very,ure l0 demonstrates that about 2.6 inches of

depends upon the soils and amount of precipi-practical in and and semi-and environments,runoff will occur. When a containment s,~tem

ration. Figure 10 illustrates precipitation andFor example, ira two-year, 24-hour storm eventis constructed to accommodate this runoff,

runoff comparisons for different soils. Noticeof 1.6 inches falls on clay soils, then 3,600then about 9,360 cubic feet per acre of storage

that only for sandy soils will one inch of runoffcubic feet of storage per acre disturbed will bewill be required.

result from approximately three inches of pre-required. All other soils will require less storage Which storage volume should designers

cipitation. When clay soils are considered, thento accommodate runoff. For example, a con-select -- 9,360 cubic feet or 3,600 cubic feet

three inches of precipitauon will cause aboutstruction site in loamy day softs will onlyper acre? The larger value satisfies one of the

2.4 inches of runoff, require about 2,880 cubic feet per acre. EPA requirements for a two-year, 24-hour

How much storage volume should be What happens to this criterion m thestorm event. However, if the smaller value is

developed to control runoff from day soils! Ifnation’s humid regions? Consider Nashville,selected, then well-intentioned BMP criteria
cE ~,~/s,~-~,~ 75
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CONCRETE BLOCK BARRIER       ROCK BARRIER BAGS
Connote bkxdm. ~-~ ~ .25mm (1In) dJamMir m¢~

~ Area Inl~ wtlh grat~
~g, mesh

CROSS-SSCTION (~ SIDE VIEW

may resu t in development of a worst manage-
propomonal to the discharge questions. In this manner, a required BMP on amerit practice, rate of water from the system, construction site will not become a worst man-It is the author’s opinion that the design of

sediment containment ,systems based upon a 5.) Pond volume is inversely agement practice.

two-year, 24-hour storm event is achievable for proportional to the mass of the
If reduction of sediment in runoff frommost of the nation. However, what may not be design size suspended particle,

construction sites is to occur, it is important
reasonable is requiring development of a sys- 6.) A ,system must provide sufficient that limitations be recognized with all structur-tern based upon a storage volume of 3,600 flow lengths to allow for deposition al and non-structural methods. Many of thecubic feet per acre disturbed. The following of design s~zepartides, common BMPs found on construction sitescriteria was demonstrated by the author as

may be increasing, instead of decreasing,necessary, for effective sediment containment Also demonstrated was that while suffident environmental damage. Consequently des gn-~systems: volume is necessary, it is not the most impor- ers, regulatory, personnel, contractors, and
tam sediment containment system parameter,inspectors must recognize when mitigation1.) A "reasonable~ design size particle
Instead, Figure 6 is the most important para-will function as BMPs and when they, will beto capture must be selected.
meter, worst management practices. ¯2.) Size distribution of upstream Should a 25 acre Nashville construction site

soil partides must be evatuated, have a 5.4 acre feet sediment containment

3.) Inflow and outflow from the ,system required bv the EPAfor a two-year,

,system for a specific frequency, 24-hour storm event.~ Or will 2.1 acre feet be
~

storm event must be known, suffident? Only by incorporating the sb~ items
for H~ztro~’~-in~at~l inlisted above will it be possible to design an
Colo. He~~&(303)~l.0377.4.) Pond volume is directly                effective containment system to address these --, " - ....... ,;~mi~,-~ r
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and prelimlrmry
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Fi’gure 81111Uitration of how rock barriers:
in front of Inletsdivert, ..._.,. runoff water,

:~I Pllce two or mo~e m of bags ina mllme~-~
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URBAN RUNOFF POLLUTION -
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ABSTRACT

A number of papers at this conference were presente:l on quality aspects of ttrban runoff. In addition, three
workshops addressed Urban Best Management Prac’iices (BMPs), Highway Runoff, and Megacities in the
21st Century, respectively. Several well-known presenters expressed conflicting views on fundamental issues
regarding BMP adequacy and the proper approach to urban runoffquality management. Upon reflection, the
author believes that the conflicting opinions result principally from two related facts: 1) there is no accepted
umform design criteria for EMPs, so that various agthors are comparing apples and oranges; and 2) the
objectives of the management practices differ between authors. This paper responds to those conflicting
views, w~th some reflections on the state-of-practice in the three subject areas, based upon some of the
presentations in the conference sessions and in the wcckshops. © 1999 IAWQ Published by Elsevier Science
Ltd. All rights reserved

KEYWORDS

BMPs; cities; developing countries; highways; stormwater; stormwater quality; urban runoff; water quality.

STATE-OF-PRa~_CTICE FOR URBAN BMPS

One of the first observations on the state-of-practice that comes to mind when one listens to different
speakers talk about their experience with urban BMPs, is that there is no commo~ basis for design of the
called "structural" BMPs (extended detention basin,.~, retention ponds, wetlan~ls, infiltration devices and
swales). This is especially true for the hydrologic design of these facilities. The result is that reports on the
performance of these BMPs contain many conflicting conclusions. For example, Thomas Schu¢ler in his
conf~¢nc~ keynote address (paper not available) asserts that the current practice of BMP application does
not prot~t the downstream aquatic environment. He hypothesizes that proper protection to the downstream
~osyst~m can only be provided by limiting the gross imperviousness of development and leaving the most
upstream ~nd of the existing stream network in its natural state, with buffer strips between the stream and
the developed area to protect the stream. In contrast, Peter Stahre (see paper in these proceedings) argues
that the creation of large regional water amenity facilities that receive runoff from highly impervious
residential and commercial developments, drained with traditional pipe systems, is the correct approach to
development of sustainable urban water resources. This argument is in direct conflict with Schueler’s
thesis.
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Upon closer examination of this author’s approach, we find at least the following differences:                               on

mm¯ With respect to downstream objectives, Schueler is concerned about preservation of the downstream
nea~aquatic ecosystem, while Stahre’s downstream interest appears to be flood control,
that,, BMP design criteria used by Stahre include provision for downstream flood protection; BMP design
Schcriteria used to design the facilities examined by Schueler, do not include protection of the downstream
storaquatic ecosystem.
oth~¯ The water and aquatic plant environment in Stahre’s BMPs is designed as a community amenity;
facilpollutant removal is a by-product of the facility, not a design feature. Schueler, on the other hand,
captadvocates that the design of the water and aquatic plant environment in BMPs be based upon guidelines
(seefor pollutant removal.

Given these differences in BMP objective and function, it is no wonder the authors have come to opposing
conclusions regarding the recommended approach to urban runoff management.

This comparison points out why there is so much controversy over the efficacy of BMPs in urban
environments. First, there is no universal agreement on the objective function of BMPs, and secondly,
design criteria used for the BMPs often do not address the objectives of the investigator. It is this author’s
opinion that most BMP installations in the world are improperly designed hydrologically and hydraulically,
and until flow management and water quality management are jointly considered in BMP design, we will
continue to be disappointed with their performance.

Toward better BMP design

Charles Rowney (paper not available) discussed some of the shortcomings of present design practice. It is
well understood that urbanization increases both the intensity and frequency of peak flows in urban streams

Figt(see Figure 1). To alleviate this condition, the current state-of-practice is to design flood control facilities

and BMPs (for pollution removal) on the basi: of a "design storm" or a set of several design storms. For
conditions where only flood control is addressed               Rowr

Increased                          Rowney argues, as does this author, that less than 10 panp,,~,k percent of the annual storms that occur on the
desig~Peak watershed are controlled. If the 2-year storm is the

Flow condi’
Post l~vel minimum level of control, the facilities will regulate

devel~the runoff hydrograph in a significant way once in as a
PreDevelopmet     D,vO years! This is why we observe accelerated               princi

erosion of stream channels following urbanization of a conditwatershed. The change in the flow-frequency curve on th~Frequency resulting from runoff management for flood control qualit’only is illustrated in Figure 2.
pheno

0.           1.          10            100

Return Period, yrs                         Post Development w/Flood
Control Facilities

Figure I. Effect of urban development on the Peak
flow-frequency curve. Flow In the

~
documIn contrast to flood control, the water quality storm 30,00C

(or BMP design storm) is much smaller, typically a are coll-yr storm or less. This author argues that the BMP separa~
storm should have a recurrence interval of about 3 BMPsto 4 months, since a facility sized to manage that partici!
level storm will capture and treat 75 to 85 percent I I ~

i

removi
of the runoff in most of the United States and 0.1 1.0 10 100 "’Are E
Europe. Figure 3 shows, for the Edinburgh, Return Period, yrs theyScotland area, the percent of the annual runoff that applicawould be treated in an extended detention basin Figure 2. Effect of flood cona’ol on the
BMP if the basin were of different sizes. Note that post-development flow-frequency curve.
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on an annual basis 90 percent of the runoff from a typical residential area would receive treatment if only 6
mm of capture volume was provided. By contrast, the runoff from a 2-yr storm in the area is about 10 ram,

~ of the downstream nearly twice as much. So for water quality management, we are talking about facilities a fraction of the size
that engineers are accustomed to designing for flood control. In Delaware, where the BMP studies used by

ection; BMP design Schueler to conclude that BMPs do not protect downstream aquatic environments, the minimum design
n of the downstream

t

storm for outflow control was the 10-year storm in three of the eight basins examined, while for the four
others, a water quality storm of 25 mm (1 inch) of runoff was used to design extended detention into the

:ommunity amenity; facility as well as flow attenuation for the 2, 10, and 100-yr storms. In contrast, the water quality storm for
, on the other hand, capture of 90 percent of the runoffis 8 mm (0.3 inches) based on the hydrologic characteristics of the area
used upon guidelines (see Urbonas, Roesner, and Guo, 1996).

~ Because few persons involved in
/e come to opposing environmental management are familiar with

these facts of urban hydrology, it is more
common to use a larger BMP design storm

of BMPs in urban than the 90th percentile storm. There is a

MPs, and secondly, feeling among scientists, environmentalists,
~r. It is this author’s and regulators who have not been introduced

y and hydrau ically, to the hydrology of urban runoff, that more is
MP design, we will better, i.e. the more runoff captured the better

the quality (and by presumption the
downstream aquatic environment).    But

Post Development w/Floodesign practice. It is
Control Facilities and~vs in urban streams Figure 3. Annual runoff treated by various size extended detentionPeak Oversized BMP Controlod control facilities basins - Edinburgh, Scotland. Flowdesign storms. For

,ntrc’ - addressed Rowney argues that BMP design practices focusing on only
)r, t zss than 10 part of the spectrum of the flow frequency curve (i.e. a
:hat occur on the design storm) can lead to worsening urban stream~.-year storm is the conditions. That is, parts of the unregulated post-ilities will regulate development flow-frequency curve may actually increaseicant way once in as a result of BMP construction (see Figure 4). This is due
bserve accelerated principally to the effect of back-to-back storms -a 0. 1. 10 100~g urbanization of a condition that increases with increasingly wet climates - Return Period, yrsw-frequency curve on the performance of the BMP. And, the larger the waterFigure 4. Effect of flood control plus oversized BMPt for flood control quality design storm, the more probable that this on post-development flow frequency curve.

phenomenon will occur.

Special considerations for runoff pollution from highways

~ In the Highway Runoff Workshop, Jiri Marselek (paper included in these proceedings), produced well
documented studies that show toxic effects on receiving waters are observed when traffic count exceeds
30,000 vehicles per day. The types of pollutants most observed to have a negative effect on receiving waters

’velopment are copper, zinc, cadmium and lead. PAils, pyrene, oil, etc., are also found in the runoff. Bryan Ellis in a
separate presentation in the main conference (paper included in these proceedings) raised concerns that
BMPs (particularly highways) might even beComing sources of pollutants to the groundwater. But
participants at the workshop felt that if properly designed, good success could be had with BMPs in

¯ i removing pollutants from highway runoff. Further review of Ellis’ paper by this author, leads to the question
100

[
"Are Ellis’ conclusions based on BMPs that were under designed with respect to the hydrological setting
they were required to operate under?" True or not, Ellis’ findings point out a real deficiency in the¢rs

t application of BMPs to highway design; that is, the traditional highway engineer has little or no familiarity
al on the ~ with highway runoffpollution issues.
cy curve,

i
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The design criteria for the typical BMP run contrary to all traditional design guidance provided in traditional

fro~highway drainage manuals, i.e. BMPs pond water on the right-of-way or infiltrate it; highway design criteria

Sinare developed to avoid both of these conditions so as not to create a ponded water hazard to traffic, or allow
any possibility of infiltrating water into the roadway subbase. Workshop attendees ointed out that h mapersonnel are in general resistant to deviate from their standard hi~,hwa.., ~o;~ hE ..........

!ghw~ ay preo-- ., d~o,s- ....~tu~e ot me strict safety runguidelines that have been incorporated into their development, and the liability issues associated with
designs that deviate from these guidelines,                                                                        req~

maJ
Thus, a first step for more widespread control of highway runoff must include incorporation of BMPs design

In tguidance, suitable for application to highways, into existing design guidance manuals. We need to develop a

systbetter understanding of the water quality role of French drains and soak-aways, and develop design guidance
that addresses both water quantity and quality concerns. Since much of today’s highway work is renovation
or expansion of existing highway systems, it is a challenge to find BMPs that can be retrofitted into tight
spaces and integrated with existing drainage systems. Before BMPs implementation on highways can truly
come of age, water quality engineers who understand not only BMP design and construction, but also
highway design must work with transportation departments to develop design guidance documents that are
compatible with the rest of the highway design criteria and teach the highway staff how to use them. For a
recent example of this type of guidance, see the manuals developed for Caltrans (California Department of
Transportation) by Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. (1997). Similar guidance documents have been developed
for the Florida Department of Transportation (Florida DOT, 1987).

There are other issues that must also be addressed with respect to highway BMP design. Maria Viklander
and Vladimir Novotny presented papers (both included in these proceedings) about the quality of snowmelt.
Viklander found that the partitioning of dissolved and particle bounded substances varies by traffic load;
further the snowmelt contains a very high percentage of the pollutant in dissolved form, which is the form
that is toxic to the receiving water biota. Perhaps the model described by Novotny could be used to develop
BMP design criteria for snowmelt treatment. However, as Viklander suggests, those BMPs might be snow

plan~handling procedures, i.e. "source control" rather than the "structural" (or treatment) BMPs.
enter

The role of sustainability in urban BMP desig,

Sustainability as applied to a resource, is usually defined as exploitation of the resource by the current
generation for their improved quality of life and standard of living, but not to the extent that it compromises
future generations from achieving the same quality of life and standard of living. But sustainability is a
fashionable word whose meaning varies depending upon the user, and as popularly used, it usually means
"same old stuff" couched under the heading of "Developing a Sustainable Approach to ..." But Peter
Stahre in his presentation to the Urban BMPs Workshop argues that developing a sustainable urban water
resource system that does in fact increase the quality of life of city citizens requires a paradigm shift in our
thinking about urban runoff. That is, we must cease thinking about the products of rainfall - runoff and
infiltration - as nuisances, and regard them as assets. Given that in most geographies 90 percent of the rain
that falls is in small storms, the urban planner, the scientist and the engineer, and the environmental
regulator must take the viewpoint "What can we do with this wonderful resource to enhance our quality of
life?" not "What can we do to get rid of this stuft’?." By integrating stormwater management planning with
green way and open space planning as Malmo is doing, we can have parks and walking paths that
incorporate stormwater management facilities as water amenities, and add value to the aesthetic and
recreational experience that persons gain from visiting these facilities. The land required for this type of
planning is actually less than if each of these land consuming features is tacked onto community planning
independent of the others.

People are naturally attracted to man-made water features, and not just natural settings. Thus, in addition to
the park land type of water resource management facilities that Malmo is undertaking, it is also possible to

particincorporate water features into the main high density development of the cityscape. For example,
and pincorporating a water cascade into the drainage system design of a plaza where runoff from small storms is
thes~used as a supply source is just one way of turning runoff into an amenity. One such cascade that could

easily lend itself to adaptation for this purpose is the water cascade at the central train station in Oslo                 ,.. ::.
Norway. An architecturally designed water cascade that parallels the steps up to the train station entrance               partic~
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Jrban runoff pollution 357~rovided in traditional from the plaza below could easily be adapt,~d to convey storm water from the upper plaza to the lower plaza.
ighway design criteria Since the cascade has a permanent pool on the lower plaza, water can be recirculated during dry weather to
ard to traffic, or allow maintain a continual water feature. Landscape architects Herbert Drietsel (1999) and William Wenk (1999)
nted out that highway present a variety of similar ideas for this type of intra-city water management, aesthetically integrating
Jse of the strict safety runoff management into the architectural design of urban developments. But doing this on a large scale
;sues associated with requires innovative thinking and attitude,, on the part of all parties involved it the development and

management runoff: municipal officials, de-elopers, design engineers, and regulators.

ation of BMPs design " In the Urban BMPs Workshop, Stahre introduced a template for creating sustainable urban water resource
We need to develop a systems. To begin with we must take a ne,a look at urban stormwater management, combining fundamental’elop design guidance
ly work is renovation "know how" with community
~ retrofitted into tight values as illustrated in Figure 5.
n highways can truly This results in conceptual new
onstruction, but also solutions to urban water

documents that are

[

resource management.
to use them. For a

new solutions "from vision to
t’omia Department of The process for taking these

have been developed "[1" ,[]- ,[~ ,0- realization" is illustrated in
Figure 6. The first step is to

gn. Maria Viklander apply our environmental and

quality of snowmelt, engineering    resources to

u’ies by traffic load; Figure 5. Combining fundamental "know-how" with community integrate the new solutions

n, which is the form values leads to new solutions, objectives into our urban
master plan. Once this is done,d be used to develop it is essential that the municipalMPs might be snow planners and engineers partner with the local community, including public service providers and private

Ps. enter arise so that all individuals who are stakeholders in the urban planning and management process

urce by the current
that it compromises
it sustainability is a
~d, it usually means
to .. " But Peter

ainable urban water

~ ~
aradigm shift in our
ainfall - runoff and
) percent of the rain
the environmental

~ance our quality of
ment planning with
walking paths that
the aesthetic and

"ed for this type of
~mmunity planning

Figure 6. Stahre’s template for Ixansforming visions for new solutions to reality.
thus, in addition to
is also possible to participate and buy in to the new plan. Once that partnering occurs the master plan is reviewed and refined

,e. For example, and proposals are actually put forth for specific urban water resource management projects. The design of
am small storms is these projects includes ecological and biological criteria, along with landscape architecture, technical and
cascade that could hydrological design criteria. These proposals are then presented to the public at large through public
-in station in Oslo information events, education, media participation to the lay citizenry, while engineers and technical
in station entrance participants in the projects are educated through presentations at engineering conferences and papers in
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technical publications. Once public partk ~patton and support has been garnered for the project, the project
can be built. Realization of the vision oc~ urs through community use and enjoyment of the facility,
remaining sustainable as long as the facilfl ~/is properly maintained, a

dThat’s nice, but what about the real issues

tlThe above discussion on new solutions and sustainable urban water resources sounds great during the
nconference, but back in the office on Mon¢ ay :homing, I am still faced with the same old burning questions:
s.

¯ What about the land take? n
S~¯ Who’s going to be responsible for the ~ aair ~tenance?
T¯ Who accepts the liability ifthere is an ~.cci, tent involving one of these urban water features?

¯ What if the sediment is contaminated v ith pollutants?
¯ Will these BMPs perform as advertisec ?

So what’s the answer?

pr
The answer is that we won’t know until be tr¢. But rather than try to argue the whole program out before
we construct or change anything, let’s dev 51oI, some well thought out pilot studies that will give us insight
into these issues. Proper monitoring of tl e c ~st and performance of these pilot facilities is of paramount               --

soimportance. Having some real experien~ e i~ your own community is of great value in selling a new               d~
program to municipal officials, the commu fity developers and regulators. Create a public database to show

reresults and develop better engineer design i ,’uid ance documents based on the results of these pilots. Bring the
o fpublic into projects. Introduce them to th~ project and explain its purpose; and welcome their suggestions,
Wbecause public involvement builds commu~ dry confidence and acceptance for these new solutions.
so

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT IN MEGACITIES IN THE 21 sv tht
CENTURY ap

ml
Guy Pegram from South Africa presented a pat:er on Megacities in the 21st Century with some very sobering
statistics. These are the following:

Le~.¯ 1996 - The worldwide urban city popul ation numbered 2,500 million people, which is 43% of the world mt
population; there were 290 cities with p 3puations over 1 million people, pr~¯ 2025 - The worldwide urban city pop dation will number 5,500 million people, or 61% of the world go’
population; there will be 400 cities with pol:ulations over 1 million people, wil

¯ 90 percent of this growth will be in d~ veloping countries. ° Pa~

Workshop attendees thinking they were g )in~,, to talk about runoff pollution problems in London, Paris,
Tokyo, and New York City suddenly disco vered that the issues these cities face in the year 2025 are fairly at
diminutive compared to issues that the Thir i World cities are facing. The visual aids used by the speaker to cot
show the abject poverty where these Peol fie rive and the woefully poor water and waste infrastructure tha
available to them leaves one feeling rathe~ hopeless and depressed about the present, let alone the future wo
possibilities of improving the quality of life for these millions of people. But as workshop attendees inn
recovered from their initial shock and depression over the seeming hopelessness of the situation and the lack
of influence that they could have on impro ~ing the situation, a number of ideas and proactive avenues for Po~l
useful contributions began to surface, fun.

citi~
There is no doubt that the developing coun::ries do not have the technical or financial resources to develop fun,
and operate the water infrastructure manag~ merit technologies of the industrialized world. This applies not mar
only to stormwater but also the drinking water supply, and solid waste and wastewater disposal. We have
demonstrated through past aid projects and :ontinue to demonstrate with current projects that the traditional Inst
approach where we apply our industrialized nations hi-tech solutions to these countries is not practical or infr.
economical. These people have neither the xlucation to operate the facilities, nor the financial resources to patt
maintain them. In addition, many of the "1o tech" ideas, thought up in our western civilized ivory towers are ordi
not well accepted by the people and for obvious reasons: the solutions do not fit their culture.
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"nent of the facility So why is it that when we want to implement new infrastructure ideas in our western civilization, we involve

all the community stakeholders and achieve their buy-in before proceeding with a project; but when we
decide to implement new infrastructure ideas for Third World communities, we simply install the
technology and expect them to gratefully use it. People in Third World communities are no different than
those in industrialized communities with one exception: the people in the industrialized communities have

~ds great during the money. But as human beings, we are both the same, and we must work with Third World communities the
d burning questions: same way that we work with our own communities to develop and implement new solutions. That is, we

must follow the Stahre Templates previously illustrated in Figures 5 and 6 and discussed in the previous
section of this paper. We must work with individual communities to develop new solutions (Figure 5) to the
Third World infrastructure dilemma, then work alongside the community leaders to implement these

:atures? solutions (Figure 6). We cannot impose external solutions on the culture.

Toward an improved future

The engineering community in developed countries, let alone Third World countries does not commonly
practice application of the Stahre Templates. Therefore, to succeed in providing an improved future for

program out before Third World cities, we must address the five items shown in Table 1. Each item is briefly addressed below.
will give us insight

People Issues - To develop workable urban water infrastructureies is of paramount
solutions, we must consult and partner with individual communities toTable 1. Issues to be addressed~e in selling a new

lie database to show develop new approaches that factor in the ideas and beliefs, culture,for Improving Infrastructure

ese pilots. Bring the religion, etc. of the community. We need to partner with the leadersServices to Third World Cities
of the community and work with them to find workable solutions.~e their suggestions,
We must then work with the people to develop support for thesesolutions.

¯ People Issues
solutions and reinforce behavioral modifications necessary to apply¯ Leadership
these solutions effectively in their culture and environment. This ¯ Education
approach applies to water supply, waste disposal and stormwater ,, Political Issues
management. ¯ Communication

sod ry sobering

Leadership - We as professionals need to take a leadership position in advocating this approach to our peers,
is 43% of the world municipal officials, and regulators both in the Third World cities and in the international aid agencies that

provide funding to these cities. We must work with municipal governments and regional and national
" 61% of the world governments to gain their support for implementation of these new solutions. We need to find leaders

within the communities themselves, who understand the problems, and have a desire to solve them.
Partnering with these leaders is the only way to achieve our implementation goals.

~ in London, Paris, Edueatio__9_n - Having gained leadership support we need education. Technical training and research is needed
zear 2025 are fairly~, at colleges and universities on viable urban water (and waste) management solutions for Third World urban
~d by the speaker to communities. We need to learn and teach indigenous technologies. We must educate the community itself
~aste infrastructure that is school children, community leaders, etc. And, we need to educate the aid funding agencies of the
et alone the future world that traditional solutions to these problems will not work and they should fund their money on finding
/orkshop attendees innovative new solutions that include partnering with the local community.
uation and the lack
,active avenues for Political/Institutional Issues - Political issues also need to be resolved. We need leaders in governments and

funding organizations to understand the need for new solutions to infrastructure development in Third World
cities, so that infrastructure projects in these urban, low-income, socioeconomic areas can be developed and

sources to develop funded. We need these organizations to reorganize themselves in terms of their ability to deal with and
I. This applies not manage the infrastructure issues in these environments.
lisposal. We have
that the traditional Institutionally, municipalities need to revise ordinances and building codes with respect to developing
is not practical or ~ infrastructure for water supply, drainage, wastewater, and solid waste. Many of these municipalities had
racial resources to , patterned these ordinances and codes after those of the industrialized communities, but such codes and
’d ivory towers are ordinances are often counterproductive to achieving pragmatic infrastructure development in impoverished
re. communities
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Communication - We need to communicate this message to our peers, to international aid agencies, the
government officials responsible for spending aid money, and leaders in local Third World communities.
Through conversation and papers presented at multidiscipline conferences we can communicate these needs
and ideas to our peers. Holding conferences on this subject in the Third World countries themselves is one
way to communicate this information. We must present papers that propose new solutions, and report on the
results of applications of these new solutions. We need to focus on projects that do not work as well as
projects that do work in order to advance the state-of-practice as quickly as possible. Finally, we must
market these solutions so that all parties involved with water supply, drainage and waste disposal
infrastructure to Third World cities will understand and implement these practices.
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Introduction
It is ironic that modem cities tend to shunt away the rain that falls on them while they
import fresh water from distant streams and reservoirs.

-- Ferguson and Debo 1990

It has long been the public perception that stormwater in an urban setting is a liability and
large flood control structures should be built to protect the public. Thus, public agencies have
designed and constructed flood control facilities with one primary objective: protection of the
public. While this is the most important objective of stormwater management, there is another
side of stormwater management that has been relatively ignored-- viewing stormwater
runoff as an asset for use in replenishing aquifers and other non-flood control uses (recreation,
wildlife enhancement). To view stormwater as a multi-use resource, a comprehensive
stormwater management plan is required that accounts for the physical characteristics and
constraints of the watershed.

The development of a comprehensive stormwater management plan for a watershed requires
that the underlying hydrology of the watershed, both on the surface and underground, be
completely understood. The driving forces in the hydrologic cycle are precipitation,
infiltration, and evaporation. In the Southern California area, the majority of precipitation
occurs in the winter months (i.e., December through March). In addition, there is tremendous
spatial variability of precipitation in the Los Angeles basin. In the mountains surrounding Los
Angeles, the total annual precipitation is two to three times greater than the precipitation in
the coastal plain. The Los Angeles - San Gabriel Rivers drainage basin covers 1,460 square
miles, from the San Gabriel Mountains to the Pacific Ocean (Figure 1).

i

"++‘’~

Figure 1: The Los ~geles-San Gab~el ~vers drayage b~.
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In response to damages from the flood in 1934, the U.S Army Corps of Engineers in
partnership with Los Angeles County Flood Control District (the County) began construction
of a comprehensive flood control system consisting of detention/retention basins, channel
improvements, pumping plants, and local storm drains. With minor exceptions, the river
channels are concrete lined trapezoidal channels, entrenched in the upper reaches and
controlled by levees and rip-rap in the lower reaches. The system was designed to serve a
projected population of three million with much of the upper watershed (i.e., San Femando
Valley) to remain largely agricultural land.

In the past 50 to 60 years, there has been extensive development in the Los Angeles - San
Gabriel Rivers watershed which has created a vast amount of impervious surface areas due to
buildings, roads, driveways, parking lots and sidewalks. This has substantially changed the
hydrology and runoffprocesses in the watershed. Studies have shown that runoff in an area
of 75-100 % impermeable cover increases by a factor of nine when compared to an area with
natural cover. In the Los Angeles - San Gabriel rivers basin, the storm drain system that was
originally designed to convey the 100-year storm, now only provides 25 to 40 year protection
in some portions. The large amount of impervious space in the watershed has increased the
volume of runoff, and the timing of the peak flow rate is much faster than before.

The increase in runoff due to urbanization is clearly seen in Figure 2, which presents the ratio
ofrunoffto precipitation for the Los Angeles River watershed. From the 1930s to the mid
1960s, the percentage of rainfall that infiltrated into the ground or evaporated was more than
80% (20% of the rainfall was converted into runoff). Since the mid 1960s, this ratio has
steadily decreased and now approximately 50% of the rainfall is infiltrated or evaporated and
the other 50% is runoff which goes to the ocean.

100%
Runoff/Precipitation

~ 80% ~ 10 year average
"~.

~" 60% ¯

=o 40%- r

~ 20%-o

0%-

Year
Figure 2: The ratio of annual runoffin the Los Angeles River at Firestone Blvd. to the

annual precipitation at the Los Angeles Civic Center from 1928 to 1998.
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There is a growing realization that the traditional approaches to stormwater management have
not always worked well and in some instances the engineered solution made the situation
worse. The flooding in the Mississippi River basin in 1993 forced some communities to move
out of the floodplain to higher ground. Furthermore, the flood crests at St. Louis were up to 3
meters higher than a flood from an earlier storm of the same magnitude because of the
constricting effect of the upstream levees. In 1986, flooding in Sacramento was due in part to
errors in the operation of the Folsom Dam which is a major-flood control reservoir upstream
¯ of Sacramento. 1

This paper reviews traditional and non-traditional approaches to stormwater management and
explores some potential opportunities for alternative stormwater management techniques in
the Los Angeles - San Gabriel Rivers watershed. This approach to stormwater management
views stormwater as an potential asset, while at the same time keeping protection from the
liability of stormwater as a primary objective. The focus of this paper is the reduction of total
volume and velocity of stormwater entering the drainage systems, primarily through
techniques that capture or slow runoffat its source.

Traditional Approaches: Conveyance and Storage
Because natural drainage and storage processes have been altered by urbanization, stormwater
management systems attempt to compensate for increased runoff and decreased infiltration
and act as substitute for the role of the natural floodplain. The traditional design of
stormwater systems has focused on using conveyance and storage facilities to control the
runoff during a major storm event (based on historical rainfall or runoff). The traditional flood
control system consists of engineered structures such as a network of curbs, gutters,
underground pipes, and open channels. Since the 1970s, there has been a trend to incorporate
storage facilities (detention and retention basins) into the system that detain or retain the
storm runoff, releasing it at a controlled rate into the conveyance system2.

This approach to stormwater management considers stormwater to be a liability that is best
gotten rid of as efficiently as possible in channels that use the minimum amount of space. This
has worked well in many instances and has met the primary objective of the flood control
system -- protection of property from storm runoff. These facilities, however, were designed
for a single purpose (flood control) and only incorporated other benefits (e.g., recreational,
environmental, water conservation) that were feasible for their location.

The design criteria for these traditional stormwater systems varies depending on the
magnitude of the "design storm" (the maximum rainfall event that the system should be
capable of managing), the size of the facility, and the community’s desire for a high level of
flood protection. In Los Angeles County, if the watershed area of the drainage facility is
greater than 100 acres or a natural watercourse, then the system is designed for a 50-year
storm event. Otherwise, in urban areas, the combination of street capacity and storm drains is
to afford a 25-year level of protection. Lastly, the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) Flood Insurance program requires that all communities have 100-year flood
protection. In developed areas, all finished floor elevations of proposed habitable structures
must equal or exceed the water surface of the predicted 100-year flood. These design criteria
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may seem to be conflicting; however, the County criteria is applicable to local storm drain
facilities and the FEMA criteria applies to regional facilities, such as the Los Angeles River.

Conveyance Facilities
Conveyance facilities are designed to move water on or below the surface through a series of
gutters, catch basins, pipes, and open channels. This is the oldest, most efficient, and most
common approach to stormwater management. The components in the system are designed to
move the water as quickly as possible and without obstruction3. The facilities were often
designed to not allow water to infiltrate into the soil due to limited space requirements and
incompatible soil characteristics. Furthermore, the facilities are engineered to minimize the
amount of space required to convey the water. Thus, the facilities are economical and are
hydraulically efficient -- minimal width of the channel and minimal roughness.

Flow velocity is a function of the size of the channel, the slope, and the roughness of the
channel surface area. The impact ofcharmel roughness on the flow capacity of a channel is
demonstrated in Figure 3. The capacity of the channel is inversely proportional to the
roughness of the channel. Thus for a given channel width, if the capacity of a concrete-lined
channel is 10,000 cubic feet per second (cfs), then the capacity of a grass-lined channel with
the same dimensions is 4,000 cfs. The smooth, concrete-lined channel might be adequate to
meet the flood control needs of the community; however, it often limits uses during dry
periods. A grass-lined channel would have to be larger in size to provide the same level of
flood protection. A grass-lined channel that is the same size as the concrete channel would
only partially meet the flood control needs of a community, but it could be a multipttrpose
facility that could be used for other activities during dry periods.

16000

14000 . Concrete-lined (Q = 10,000)

12000 Soft (sand)-bottom (Q = 5500)

.-. 10000 * ~ r Green-bottom
¯ (Q = 4000)

~ 8000
O
E 6000

4000

2000

0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.05
Roughness Coefficient (n)

Figure 3: The effect of channel roughness on the channel capacity for a hypothetical
trapezoidal channel. The x-axis is the Manning’s roughness coefficient (n).
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Detention Basins
The function of a detention basin in a flood control system is to reduce the peak nmoffthat
occurs during major rainfall events, but the total storm volume conveyed by the system
remains unchanged. Figure 4 demonstrates the impact of a detention basin on the magnitude
of the peak runoff and the change in the hydrograph (amount of runoff over time). The peak
flow rate is substantially reduced and the shaded area in Figure 4 is the amount of runoff
volume that is detained in the basin.

Detention basins can be "wet" basins that have additional capacity reserved for detention of
storm runoffor "dry" basins that use all of the capacity to detain storm runoff. The wet basins
are typically multipurpose facilities that are used for recreational activities when flood risk is
not imminent and liability related to the public use is minimal.

Detention Basin

Flow(in)

Flow(out)

Flow

time

Figure 4: The impact of a detention basin on a storm hydrograph. The flow into the
detention basin is the solid line and the flow out of the basin is the dashed line.

Retention or Infiltration Basins
The other type of stormwater basin used in flood control systems is a retention or infiltration
basin. This type of basin reduces the total volume of storm runoffby allowing a portion of
the runoffto infiltrate and recharge the groundwater. The infiltration of stormwater collected
in the basins also restores the baseflow in streams and filters pollutants out of the stormwater4.
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Retention basins can be designed directly in the flow path of the channel or the basin can be
"off line" where flows are diverted out of the main flood control charmel. The stormwater in a
retention basin does not return to the downstream channel or waterway.

Non-traditional Approaches: Reducing Volume and Velocity

Rethinking Traditional Approaches
There are a number of reasons to reevaluate approaches to stormwater management: water
conservation, environmental concerns, desire for more open space, costs, and increasing
awareness of the indirect impacts of traditional systems. Single purpose conveyance systems
are increasingly viewed as throwing water away. They typically do not address other
watershed management concerns such as water quality, channel erosion, ground water
recharge or reclamation of surface runoff. Charmelization disrupts the local water balance
and the natural functions and habitat of a stream5.

The primary focus of stormwater systems has been the need for flood control and public
safety. Flood control and stormwater management are still evolving sciences, yet the
infrastructure isn’t always adaptable to new research findings. Traditional conveyance
methods merely allow the flood to move elsewhere at a faster rate; they do not reduce the
volume of water. Traditional designs may not handle the intended volume for several
reasons. For example, designs based on water moving at maximum velocity through the
channel don’t adequately consider the effect of the movement of sediment and debris through
the channel during high flows, which changes the nature of the flow6. Channels require costly
maintenance to clear vegetation and debris that reduce the capacity and impede flow. There
may also be inadequate provisions for storm discharges that exceed the design capacity of the
system, and since the urban floodplains are occupied this puts more people and property at
risk7. As our urban population increases, so do pressures on the existing stormwater system.
Reducing the volume and velocity of stormwater becomes an important and cost-effective
alternative to reducing risk and extending the viability of existing regional stormwater
systems.

One concept that is introduced in newer approaches to stormwater management is the idea
that smaller storms that are more frequent are significant and should be evaluated when
developing a stormwater management plan. Table 1 summarizes the rainfall amounts for 24-
hour storms with return periods ranging from 1 year to 100 years. On average, a 24-hour
rainfall amount of 2.46 inches is experienced once every two years and a 24-hour rainfall
amount of 5.32 inches occurs once every 100 years. The 100-year rainfall amounts are used
for design of flood control facilities; however, the lower frequency storms should also be
considered in stormwater management plans. The typical 24-hour rainfall amounts are shown
in Figure 5 for the 31 days of rain that the Los Angeles Civic Center experiences on average
each year. Of these 31 storms, 15 have rainfall amounts less than 0.25 inches (Figure 5).
Depending on the soil type and prior soil saturation, this amount of precipitation may be
infiltrated in areas that have a pervious surface. Thus, one of the aims of a comprehensive
stormwater management plan should be to minimize the amount of impervious land cover.
This would increase opporttmities for infiltration of rainfall, groundwater recharge and the
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reduction of overall runoff volume and velocity. Following are a few approaches that help to
accomplish these goals.

16

14 ..........LOS_ Angeles .Ci.v. ic _Cen.ter ......
Daily Precipitation (1948 - 1998)

~12 .....................................................

2-

0

0 0 ~ ~ ~ ~-~ ’~ ’~.. ’~ "~.. ’~    "~
Total

# O~uren~s 115 6 3 21.5 1~1.5 0.5 1 31

Figure 5: The ~pie~ amounts of daily raiafaB for an average year at ~e Los
£ivi¢ Center bas~ on data from 1948 to 1998.

Return Period (years) Rainfall Amount (inches)
1 1.77
2 2.46
3 2.73
4 2.92
5 3.06
10 3.52
25 4.18
50 4.72
100 5.32

Table 1: Los Angeles Civic Center 24 Hour Precipitation for various return periods
based on data from 1948-1998.
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Channel Design and Operation
As discussed earlier, the size and roughness of a channel dramatically impacts the velocity of
the flow. Wider channels, which provide a greater cross-sectional flow area, will slow runoff
velocity8. In unlined channels, reducing velocity also increases infiltration, thus reducing the
total channel discharge.

Another means of retaining flows in the channel is the construction of temporary dams,
constructed of inflatable rubber tubing or rocks and logs. These small dams slow the velocity
of the flow and allow water to pool behind them. If properly designed, the larger flood flows
will safely flow over the dam without increasing the upstream flooding. When rubber dams
are used in the channel, they can be inflated only when low to moderate flows are in the
channel. The rubber dams can be deflated when large flows are expected, to maximize the
capacity of the channel for flood control purposes.

Water Harvesting
Runoff water is detained in permanent ponds or wetlands and may be pumped from detention
basins into irrigation systems, stored in tanks for fire hydrant systems, or, for smaller areas
such as roofs, diverted directly into landscaped areas9. This is an old practice only recently
rediscovered for urban use. This is a different way of looking at runoff: it directs runoff
toward points of use rather than diverting runoff away from areas it could damage.

On-site Infiltration Facilities
Increasing infiltration restores a measure of the natural hydrologic cycle by returning water to
the soil and reducing runoff volumes inflated by urbanization. These facilities include grass
berms, drains, and subsurface percolation basins that collect and detain water on-site and
allow it to infiltrate into the soil. These methods work well if soil conditions are appropriate
to allow drainage and the site can be properly graded.

Cisterns or dry wells are also useful where open space and runoff volumes are limited. These
facilities capture runoff from roottops for infiltration or reuse. A dry well is a hole in the
ground lined on the sides with permeable material that will hold the soil in place, and filled
with coarse gravel. It must be located a sufficient distance from the building to prevent
saturation of the soil under the foundation, generally at least ten feet. If designed and sized
appropriately, dry wells work very well over time. A cistern is a container usually set above
ground, with an outlet valve that allows it to operate in a manner similar to a detention basin.
Cisterns must be covered to prevent mosquitoes from breeding and to keep out debris, and
must either have a small opening or be secured to prevent access by children. To maintain
capacity, the cistern must be cleaned of sediments periodically~°.

Percolation basins can be used to capture runoff from roof gutters, walkways, and for larger
areas such as parking lots. Perforated pipe is laid in an excavated area, covered with a layer
of gravel to provide stability, then paved or covered with soil. The drainage system directs
water into the pipes, which is then allowed to infiltrate into the ground. If pollution levels are
high and underlying soil conditions insufficient to filter out pollutants, water can be retained
in these basins and released slowly into storm drain systems after the peak stormflow has
passed.
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Rooftop storage allows water to be trapped and either slowly evaporated or harvested for
other uses, such as landscape irrigation or groundwater recharge. Rooftop detention basins
can be part of the design in new developments, or added to existing buildings provided the
roof is flat and the building capable of handling the additional weight. Existing buildings can
be retrofitted by increasing the size of the rain gutters, and directing downspouts into cisterns
or infiltration basins~ 1

Permeable Pavements
Permeable paving can be a porous concrete surface or a type of structural support for a gravel
or landscaped surface. It facilitates runoff capture and infiltration by increasing the void
space in the surface and subsurface material. These surfaces have been in use since the early
1970s and are widely used in Europe and Japan. Two general types of commercial porous
pavement surfaces have been developed: semi-permeable and fully permeable.

Semi-permeable surfaces have a coarse surface containing about 25% void space bonded to an
impermeable underlayer. They were developed originally for airport runways to improve
traction, and have been used for road surfacing as well (and have been used successfully by
Caltrans). The surface tends to compact, reducing its permeability somewhat, but stabilizing
at about 15% void space after two years use. Studies in Britain12 found that the surface could
potentially absorb up to 7.5 mm of rainfall when new, reducing to about 4mm over time. This
storage capacity would be adequate for many typical Southern California storms, and would
reduce the volume ofrunoffduring larger storms.

Fully permeable surfaces, which have a permeable tmderlayer, establish a more natural nmoff
condition by allowing rainfall to percolate to the water table. Although they have less
cohesive strength than regular pavement, they are adequate for surfacing parking lots,
playgrounds and walkways. These surfaces can absorb anywhere from 5 to 25 inches of
water per hour, depending on the composition of the subsurface material~3. Porous pavement
can also be used in combination with a subsurface infiltration system, such as a permeable
asphalt surface on top of a gravel or stone dry well or over perforated pipe. This surface may
also have some weight and traffic limitations, although some of the newer plastic systems are
extremely durable and structurally stable, enough to withstand use by heavy emergency
vehicles. The infiltration rates on these combined systems are only rarely exceeded, even
after a succession of storms.

Permeable surface types called open-cell pavers or "grasscrete" combine a concrete or plastic
grid with soil fill and grass cover. The grid provides the stability and structure, the grass traps
nmoff, and the soil allows infiltration. Concrete-based grasscretes are about 60% permeable,
but the newer polyethylene-based surfaces provide up to 98% open surface area. Although
structurally sound, these surfaces are best used for walk-ways or infrequent parking so that
sufficient sunlight can reach the grass. Grasscrete is in use on the UCLA campus at the
Anderson School of Management building along the south walkway, providing a transport
route for emergency vehicles.
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Porous pavements can be as simple as cinder blocks laid end to end with the holes packed
with gravel, or brick laid without mortar. These types of surfaces are not structurally suitable
for anything heavier than foot traffic, and are fairly high maintenance. Depending on the
type, permeable pavements can be more expensive than standard concrete or asphalt paving
and require more manual labor to install and maintain. However, when the costs of the storm
drainage system are added to that of conventional pavement, costs for porous surfaces become
very competitive.

Grass Swales and Filter Strips
Swales and filter strips are shallow depressions or open drainage areas planted with grass or
other vegetation, into which runoff is directed. They are used in highway medians, parks,
homes, parking lots and many other landscaped or open space areas. Swales and strips are
comparable in cost and maintenance requirements to traditional landscaping, and have the
added benefits of trapping sediments and filtering pollutants~4. The vegetation helps reduce
runoff speed and absorbs rainfall.

Considerations for Implementation
Many of the approaches described above are primarily designed to reduce runoff volume by
increasing infiltration rates. The success of these methods depends largely on the intensity of
a given storm and the characteristics of the site: depth to groundwater, soil water holding
capacity, infiltration rates, and antecedent soil moisture. Many of these techniques also trap
pollutants during infiltration. EPA studies have found that if there is sufficient clearance to
the water table, many of the pollutants will be removed by the soil during percolation, causing
no adverse impacts on groundwater~5. If pollutant levels are sufficiently high, for example in
industrial areas, infiltration should be implemented with some pretreatment measures, such as
bordering permeable surfaces with vegetation to intercept some of the pollutants16. In swales
and infiltration basins that are planted with grass or other cover crops, incorporation of sand
or peat filtration may offer a simple solution to treating runoff. Peat filters form a subsurface
layer under the vegetation soil-bed: a 6-12 inch layer of peat for absorption over a sand-gravel
layer for percolation. Peat can absorb many times its weight in oils and removes heavy metals
and significant amounts of nutrients and bacteria from the water as it filters through~7.

On-site structural methods and more efficient site designs are most commonly employed in
areas of new or redevelopment. Reducing runoff in existing developments tends to be more
expensive than when it is designed into the project, although the feasibility and cost
effectiveness of retrofitting is gaining legitimacy (see TREES example below). Providing
groundwater recharge and diverting runoff for irrigation also reduces the need for imported
water, another cost savings that is often overlooked.

Management Approaches
The so-called "non-structural" methods refer to more integrated approaches to watershed
management, not to specific engineering solutions. They can take the form of planning
procedures, floodplain zoning regulations, local ordinances, and design standards that
encourage or require reduction of runoff through various techniques. They can apply to
existing development and heavily developed floodplains, as well as to future development.
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As watershed management concepts gain attention, public agencies and communities are
recognizing the potential of stormwater management systems as multi-purpose projects, not
just for drainage but for recreation and riparian habitat. For example, detention basins may be
used for golf courses or parks, and bicycle or equestrian trails can be added alongside stream
channels. Many of the County’s facilities already provide such multiple uses. However, a
watershed approach to volume and velocity reduction would also aim to store and utilize
stormwater and minimize discharges to receiving waters. It would detain more runoff in the
upper reaches of the watershed by increasing vegetation cover, groundwater recharge basins
and detention facilities so that peak flows are reduced downstream. Additionally, floodplain
management that controls activity in areas subject to flooding through special zoning,
permitting, public education and enforcement of flood insurance requirements will reduce
both property damages and public risk.

Increasing vegetation and permeable space in the watershed reduces runoffby enhancing
infiltration of rainwater, which also provides groundwater recharge. This is a long term
strategy primarily applicable to new or redevelopment areas. For example, the City of Malibu
allows a maximum of 30-45% permeable surface in the design of any new development,
depending on the size of the lot, and encourages the use of permeable surfacing wherever
feasible. There is also an increasing trend to require new developments to manage rtmoffto
meet a specific target, such as capturing all runoffon-site during construction and ensuring
that runoff does not increase overall after the development is completed.

Local Government Regulations
The City of Santa Monica’s Urban Runoff Mitigation Ordinance, implemented in 1993,
requires new development projects to incorporate design measures to reduce runoffby 20%,
as well as control runoff during construction. Developers are required to submit an Urban
RunoffMitigation Plan prior to project approval. An evaluation of seven of the projects
completed since the ordinance took effect indicates that nearly 1.1 million gallons of runoff
were diverted from Santa Monica Bay over the 1994-95 winter season, an average of 31,000
gallons per storm. Overall, runoffwas reduced at these sites an estimated 24%. As additional
projects are proposed and subject to compliance with the ordinance, substantially more runoff
diversion is anticipated.

The City of Calabasas Urban Runoff Pollution Control section of the city’s development
code incorporates regulations to reduce runoffvolume and slow runoff flows by increasing
infiltration. The provisions apply to any new development that includes grading, building
new structures, or paving. Permit issuance is conditional upon approval of a Runoff
Mitigation Plan that demonstrates runoff reduction of 20% by incorporating minimum area
requirements for permeable surfaces and directing runoffto permeable areas for infiltration or
to storage areas for reuse. Recommended measures include the use of porous paving for
parking lots and walkways, diverting runoffto detention basins, drains or landscaped areas
such as swales and grass strips for infiltration, or capturing runoffon rooftops or subsurface
structures for reuse. The requirements are too new to evaluate, but Mitigation Plans received
so far show a preference for the use of porous pavements because they are the easiest to
install. There are considerations for the weight bearing capacity of some types of pavers
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however, and the prevalence of expansive clay soils in the area limits the use of infiltration
inducing measures in some situations.

Los Angeles County, as a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
holder, is required to manage municipal stormwater discharges. The County’s Department
of Public Works has developed a program to implement the requirements of the permit, and
to serve as a model for the cities that are co-permitees. The program establishes guidelines
for minimum standards, monitoring compliance, education and public outreach. For new or
redevelopment, the program establishes Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans,
designed to minimize runoff pollutants and reduce overall runoff volume by increasing on-site
retention and infiltration. Some of the suggested techniques include porous paving and other
alternatives to concrete, vegetated swales and buffer strips, and extended detention basins.

Non-traditional Approaches in Action
Projects in the Los Angeles area

The Los Angeles Unified School District recently began implementing in~astructure
improvements for its 400 schools, including playground pavement repaying. With the help of
TreePeople and others, LAUSD is developing a plan to reduce paved areas by 30%
throughout the schools. A number of Best Management Practices are under consideration
which will provide a greener, more sustainable environment, capture runoff, and reduce air
and water pollutants. A pilot project has been proposed for the Osage Elementary School in
Westchester which will utilize porous pavement, additional landscaping, and facilities to
capture runoff on-site for reuse as irrigation water.

Long Beach Organic, a non-profit community service organization, has been facilitating
community gardening and green waste recycling on vacant lots in the greater Long Beach
area since 1994is. They are currently securing funding for a proposed plan to divert 15,000
tons of green waste destined for landfills in Los Angeles County, to use as mulch for weed
abatement, water retention, bio-flltration, and creation of compost for soil amendment. The
project will cover about 27 acres of vacant property in Long Beach and Signal Hill.

One of the primary goals of the project is to measure the effects of mulch and compost on
runoff and soil infiltration. Mulch cover provides insulation to retain soil moisture, reducing
evaporation and soil erosion. Compost can hold up to eight times its weight in water, which
would not only reduce nmoffbut provide increased infiltration time. This project is
scheduled to start as soon as funding is finalized, and will continue monitoring into 2001.

Sun Valley Watershed, a 2,681-acre watershed located north of downtown Los Angeles
between Tujunga Wash and the Burbank Airport, experiences problems with flooding during
heavy rains. The existing drainage system within the watershed is inadequate, but the cost of
constructing a traditional storm drain to alleviate the flooding has been estimated to be $42
million. Los Angeles County is considering the possibility of alternative solutions in the
watershed that would address the flooding problem while providing additional benefits to the
community such as increased recreation, reduced flows and pollutant loads entering the Los
Angeles River, increased water and energy conservation, and enhanced wildlife habitat.
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Any alternative project must be able to provide the same level of flood protection without
adversely impacting groundwater quality in the region. Among the solutions under
consideration are retrofitting existing developments and requiring new development to capture
runoff onsite, use of permeable paving where feasible, and creating detention and/or retention
basins to capture runoff and provide habitat and recreation during dry periods. Support for this
project is high, and a stakeholder group was formed late in 1998 to evaluate the feasibility of
various alternatives. It is hoped that this project will serve as a model for flood control design
in other parts of Southern California.

The Transagency Resources for Environmental and Economic Sustainability (TREES)
project was founded by TreePeople in 1997 with the goal of demonstrating "the economic,
environmental and social benefits gained by cooperative approaches to designing our urban
landscapes as functioning mini-watersheds." The implementation of more sustainable design
and management measures would result in significant reductions in imported water use, in the
volume and velocity of urban runoff generated, and in the amount of pollutants carried by
runoff to the ocean. The initial design session brought together engineers, landscape
architects and other experts to develop sustainable landscape designs for commercial,
industrial, multiple and single family residential, and public sites. A design "planbook" was
produced which includes prototype designs for retrofitting these different types of
development. Each design includes a variety of suggestions for accomplishing a more
sustainable local environment~9.

As a demonstration of some of these ideas, a home in south Los Angeles was retrofitted with
drainage, runoff storage and landscaping techniques capable of capturing rainfall from a 10-
inch, one-day storm. In addition, TreePeople has developed cost-benefit modeling software
which allows different design scenarios to be more easily evaluated prior to implementing
solutions. The final component of the TREES project is an implementation plan which will
identify investment strategies for financing retrofitting on a large scale, and encourage
property owners to make their sites more sustainable. TreePeople has also been a great
resource in helping to design solutions for several of the other projects discussed here.

Venice Off-Street Parking Lot projects are currently in progress by the city of Los Angeles’
Architectural Division, incorporating several methods of Storm Water Management Best
Practices. One of these projects is the lot used for the Venice Farmer’s Market, at the comer
of Venice Boulevard and Venice Way. It was recently redesigned to capture and filter runoff
onsite. Strip filters surrounding the lot collect runoff for bio-filtration and groundwater
recharge. The lot was landscaped to collect additional runoff and reduce the amount of
"hardscape" area. The city is also installing porous paving and filtration devices in very
creative ways on other sites.

Where Do We Go From Here?
This small sampling of projects illustrates the diversity of design strategies being
implemented to manage stormwater runoff and reduce the need for more regional disposal
facilities. There are many other examples of sustainable practices in use or in the planning
stages throughout the county. This demonstrates the change of thinking that is taking place --
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stormwater is starting to be considered an asset that may be put to beneficial use, while at the
same time protecting the public from devastating floods.

A comprehensive watershed management plan can only be developed if appropriate tools are
available to assess the different management strategies. Geographic Information Systems
(GIS) are one tool that can be used to assess the cumulative impacts when different watershed
management strategies are implemented in a watershed. Appendix A presents some of the
data that can be used in GIS watershed management tools. The data presented in Appendix A
are just a sampling of the data available for the Los Angeles - San Gabriel watershed. Future
work should focus on developing new data and on using the data to assess the impacts of
different watershed management strategies.

Development of new methodologies requires interdisciplinary thinking, which may require
unconventional partnerships between different disciplines. A cooperative approach is needed
to manage all of the individual but interrelated issues in the watershed. Reducing stormwater
volume and velocity is only part of the picture, but it is an increasingly important component
of a comprehensive stormwater and watershed management plan.
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Appendix A:
Spatial Data for the Los Angeles-San Gabriel Watershed

A comprehensive stormwater management plan must be based on different physical data of
the watershed and appropriate tools for analysis. The maps presented in Figures A1-A3
present three examples of types of data that are important in forming an alternative
stormwater management plan for the Los Angeles - San Gabriel Rivers watershed. Figure A1
shows the digital elevation model (DEM) for the watershed at a 30-meter spatial resolution,
which may be used to derive slope. Figure A2 shows the current land uses for the watershed
and Figure A3 shows the rainfall infiltration rates, based on soil type. Other useful data may
include "shrink-swell" potential of different soils, type of vegetation cover in undeveloped
areas, location and depth of groundwater basins, and the spatial variability of precipitation
amount and intensity.

These data can be used to identify areas where nontraditional approaches to stormwater
management may be implemented. For instance, the soil infiltration rates identify those areas
where it might be appropriate to place permeable pavements and orrsite infiltration facilities.
Identification of these areas can also be accomplished by creating hydrologic units --
combinations of soil attributes, slope, and land use -- to identify areas that have common
hydrologic characteristics. Finally, these data can also be used to assess the cumulative
impact of stormwater management practices in the watershed.
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Figure AI: Digital elevation model (DEM) for the Los Angeles - San Gabriel watersheds.
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Figure A2: Current land uses for the Los Angeles - San Gabriel watersheds.
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Figure A3:lnffitration rates for the Los Angeles - San Gabriel watersheds based on a 0.5
inch per hour rainfall intensity.
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Appendix B:

City of Calabasas Development Code

City of Malibu Municipal Code: Storm Water Management for New Development

City of Santa Monica Runoff Control Ordinance
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¯ CALABASAS MUNICIPAL CODE - TITLE 17, LAND USE AND DEVELOPMenT CODE

Urban Runoff Pollution Control 17.56.010

CHAPTER 17.56- URBAN RUNOFF POLLUTION CONTROL

Sections:

17.56.010 - Purpose
17.56.020 - Applicability
17.56.030 - Urban Runoff Mitigation Plan Requizem~ts
17.56.040 - Drainage Struc~u_re Stenci]L~
17.56.050 - Pollution Prevention Agreements
17.56.060 - Requized Best Management Practices

17.56.010 - Purpose

Recognizing the health and safety benefits of clean water, the purpose of this chapter is
to ensure that activities within Calabasas add no new pollutants to our waterways and
reduce present pollutant levels and sediments which are can-ied to our area and regional
waterways through stormwater runoff. The concerns of stormwater management--to
mitigate pollutant and sediment loading--will include concepts of slowing water flows to
allow percolation and other filtering Best Management Pract~es (BMPs) to work in
harmony with the topography, and ensuring that designs for pollutant management are
part of the planning and approval processes of new developments. Meeting these goals
can include:

A. Reducing non-storm water ~e into the municipal storm water system and area
creeks by slowing runoff and maximizing infiltrat~n.

B. ~ting the spillage, dumping, and d~posal of sign~cant materials and
pollutants into the municipal storm water system.

C. Reducing pollutant loads in storm water and urban runoff through the use of
appropriate Best Management Practices.

D. Reducing the IllBoff of oil and g~ pollutartts into alBa storm water sy~tel~ and
creeks by filtration and/or bio-remediati~n of commercial/retail/industrial parking
lots.
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CALABASAS MUNICIPAL CODE o TITLE 17, LA~ USE AN~ DEVF.LOPM~rr CODE ,

Urban Runoff Pollution Control 17.56.020

17.56.020 - Applicability

A. Applicability of provisions. The provisions of this Chapter apply as detailed below,
to any proposed land use or development involving grading activities, or the
construction of new structures or paving. Compliance with the provisions of this
Chapter shall be required through land use permit or subdivision conditions of
approval. Any necessary pollution control measures shall be installed prior to
construction, or site/structure occupancy, as deemed appropriate by the City. In
cases, the applicant/pennittee is ~le for ensuring compliance with the
provisions of th~ Chapter.

1. Applicants proposing construction on parcels of 5 acres or more, or any
industrial facilities shallbe required to submit a Stormwater Pollution Prevention
P/an (SWPPP) in compliance with the re~ts of the Federal Clean Water
Act, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the California Water
Resources Board. The application shall also include a Hazardous Materia/s
Handling and Spi!I Respor~/’/an related to construction activities, and in the case
of industrial facilities, shall also address operations after construction.
applicant shall submit a copy of the SWPPP to the City prior to the processing

¯ of any land use permit or subdivision application, or the granting of any

2. All new or re-built retail/commercial/industrial parking lots shall provide a            -
sub-sin-face filtering system for oil & grease contaminates as part of their
application in ccrmpliance with the Administrative Policies of the City.

3. All projects shall submit a Runoff Mitigation Plan which iliustrates the Best
Management Practices they will be utilized to reduce stonztwater flow and to
prevent pollutants from rurming off the built project as part of the application
and initial planning process.

B. Respons~ility for administration. This Chapter shall be administered by the City
Engineer or his or her designee in coordination with the Direc~r of Planning and
Building Services.

C. Regulatory consistency. This Chapter shaft be constmaed to assure consistency with
the requirements

1. The Federal Water Pollution Control Act, 33 USCS § 1251 et seq., and the
applicable implementing regulaticrns;

2. The mandates and rulings of the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA);

3. The NPDES permit of Los Angeles County and its "co-permitees";

4. The Calabasas General Plan; and
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CALABASAS MUNICIPAL CODE o TITLE 17, ~ USE ,~D DEVELOPMENT CODE

Urban Runoff Pollution Control 17.56.030

5. Other existing or future NPDES Permits and any amendments, revisions or
re.issuance thereof by either Federal, Sta~e, County, or City reguJatory agencies.

17.56.030 - Urban Runoff Mitigation Plan Requirements

The following runoff reduction requirements shall apply to all persons submitting
applications for New Development within the City, whether fulfilled by the Federal
SWPPP format, by the less detailed City Runoff Mitigation Plan OLMP), or as an additional
measure.

A. Submittal of Runoff Mitigation Plan. At the time of submittal of an application for
the first planning approval for a New Development project, an applicant shall be
required to submit to the City Engineer either a Runoff Mitigation Plan to the City
Engineer, or copy of Notice of Intent (’NOI) flied with the Regional Water Quality
Control Board.

B. Goal for runoff reduction. In developing a Runoff Mitigation Plan, an applicant
shall demonstrate an effort to reduce projected runoff for the project by 20 percent
from the base 1985 10-year storm basis, through incorporation of design elements or
principles which address each of the goals set forth below in Subsections B.1, B2,
and B.3. The design ’ elements utilized by an applicant may, but are not required to,
include those provided on the list below, with the exception of Subsection B~-b
which is required where applicable. Although design elements are set forth as ff
they address only one goal, in many cases they address.more than one and can be
used to address multiple goals in achieving the reduced runoff to be achieved by the
mitigation plan.

1. Increase permeable areas. The following measures shall be used to increase the
permeable areas on the site.

a. To slow runoff and maximize infiltration, the perc..entage of a project site

applicable zoning district. The area may include vegetation, pervious
paving materials and porous materials for or near walkways, which
increase the amount of runoff seepage into the ground. Permeable suz-face
materials can include wood decking materials, brick or stone with spaces
to allow percolation between stones, and similar methods.
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CALABASAS MLU~ICn~AL CODE - TITLE 17, LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT CODE

Urban Runoff Pollution Control 17.56.030

MINIMUM PERCENTAGE OF SITE AREA REQUIRED TO BE
PERVIOUS SURFACE, BY APPLICABLE ZONING DISTRICT

b. Use natural drainage, detention ponds or infiltration pits so that nmoff may
collect and seep into the ground and reduce or prevent off-site flows;

c. Divert and catr.h runoff through the use of drainage s-wales, berms, green
strip filters, gravel beds and french drains; and

d. Construct .driveways and walkways from porous materials to allow
increased percolation of nmoff into the ground.

2. Minimize runoff. Minimize the amount of runoff directed to impermeable
areas and/or maximize storm wa~r storage for reuse:

~ rain gutters and orient them towards peumeable surfaces rathe~ than
d~iveways or nonpermeable surfaces so that runoff will penetrate into the
ground instead of flowing off-site;

b. Modify grades of property to divert flow to permeable a~eas and to
minimize the amount of sto~zn water leaving the property;

c. Use sediment traps to intercept runoff from drainage areas and hold or
slowly release the runoff, with sediments held in the trap for later removal;

R0070469
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CALABASAS MUNICIPAL CODE - TITLE 17, LAND USE ~D DEVELOPM]~ CODE

Urban Runoff Pollution Control 17.,.56.030

d. Use retention structures or design rooftops to store runoff. Utilize
subsurface areas for storm runoff either for reuse of to enable release of
runoff at predetermined times or rates to minimize the peak discharge into
storm drains. Cisterns are also a poss~le storage mechanism for reuse; and

e. Design curbs, berms or the like so as to avoid isolation of permeable or
landscaped areas.

3. Reduce parking lot pollution:

a. All parking lots are required to use oil and water separators or clarifiers to
remove petroleum-based contaminants and other pollutants which are likely
to accumulate;

b. Direct runoff toward permeable areas and away from pollutant laden areas
such as parking lots; and

c. Construct portions of parking lots from porous materials.

C. Criteria for evaluation of mitigation plans. The City’s evaluation of each Urban
Runoff Mitigation Plan will ascertain how well the proposed plan meets the
combined goals set forth in Subsection B. above. Each plan will be evaluated on its
own merits according to the particular characteristics of the project and the site to
be deveioped.

D. Waiver of Runoff Mitigation plan. Full or partial ~aivers of compliance with this
Section may be obtained by persons who apply on forms supplied by the City and
show that incorporation of design elements that address the o~ectives set forth in
Subsection B., above is an economic and physical ~ty due to the particular
configuration of the sit~ or to h-zecondlable conflicts with other city requirements.
Requests~for waivers shall be granted or denied, in writing, by a three-member board
comprised of one representative each from the City’s Planning Division, City
Engineering Department, and City Manager’s Office. Their decision shall be
forwarded to the Council for final approval

E. Compliance as condition of approval. Compliance with an approved Runoff
Mitigation Plan shall be a condition of approval of any required planning approval

F. Erosion control Erosion shall be controlled as fonows:

1. AI1 construction sites shall provide a plan to prevent erosion during
construction to be approved by the City Engineer,, and

2. Sloping lots shall provide soil holding plants as part of their ongoing landscape
maintenance and planting for erosion control will be part of their Water
Conservation Landscape plans.(See the Water Conservation Landscape
Ordinance.)
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Urban Runoff Pollution Control                                        1~.56.040

G. Hazardous and toxic materials controL The use of toxic and hazardous materials
shall be controlled as ~ollows:

1. Industrial facilities shall file a copy of their Hazardous Materials Handling and
Spill P.espor~ Plan with the City ~

l Restaurants shallprovide the City Enginem-with appropriate plans ~or handling
grease which may include bio-remediation; and

3. Commercial, industrial, retail and multi-t~mnily developments will provide a
plan for reduced use of pesticides and he_vbicides as part of their Water
Conservation Landscaping plans.

17.56.040 - Draina$e Struchtre Stencilin~

Where a catch basin or other drainage structure is required for a proposed p~oject, written
and/or graphic information &iscouraging the dumpin~ discarding, and/or ~
pollutants into the storm dxainage system shall be permanently affixed to the structure in
a location approved by the City F, ngineer. The in/ormation shall be painted, stamped into
the concrete, or provided on a metal plaque affixed to the structure as approved by the
City Engine~ or hi~ or her designee.

17.56.050 - Pollution Prevention As;reements

Prior to final buildin~ inspection, or the filing of a Final Map, as ap1~Ecable, the al:~licant
shal! enter into a Pollution Prevention Agreement with the City or other agency designated
by the City. The a~reement shall include, but is not ]h:nit~,d to, the following provisions:

A. Authorization for the City or other agency desis;nated by the City to ~ on-si~e
pollution prevention facilities with respect to the accumulation and concentratior~ of
pollutants, garbage and/or debris, so as to prevent tb~ d~harge of pollutants,
ga.-’bage and/or debris into streets and/or the storm ~ system;

B. Faix share participation in the periodic cleaning of storm drain ~acilities, increases in
street sw~ and increases in the emptying of roadside trash receptacles
~rom the project;,

Fair share participation in the fundi~ of the City’s Public Information and Education
Program(s) for the disposal of waste, recycling, and water conservation; and

R0070471

july 1998
V-34



CALABASAS MU~C~A~ CODE - Trr1~ 17, LAND USE AND D~-~LOP~rr CODE

Urban Runoff Pollution Control 17.56.060

D. Requirem~ts that any applicable conditions, covenants, and r~ric~ions (CC&Rs)
include ~tements encouraging homeowners, and persons in control o~ homes and
businesses to:

1. Prevent the improper disposal of litter, lawn/garden clippings and pet feces
into streets or other areas where runoff may carry pollutants into the storm

2. Remove dirt, trash and debris f~om sidewalks and alleys that may contn3ute
pollutants to urban runoff;

3. Recycle oil, glass, plastic, and other materials to prevent improper disposal into
the storm drainage system;

4. Properly dispose of household hazardous waste to prevent improper disposal

5. Properly use and conserve water.

17.56.060 - Required Best Management Practices

The owner, occupant or other person in charge of day-to-day operation of each premises
within the City shall implement the best Management Practices or use Good Housekeeping
Practices, as applicable, as follows.

A. For premises with parking lots with more than 25 parking s’paces exposed to
stormwater and which parking lots are associated with industrial or commerdal
activities, according to the United States ~ of Management and Budget Standard
Industrial Classification Code, the owr~, occupant or other person in charge of day-
to-day operation shall use BMPs to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the
maximum extent practicable. Such ~ may include rear sweeping or other
measures, if effective.

B. For premises where machinery or other equipment which is repaired or maintained
at facilities or activities associated with industrial or commerdal activities, according
to the United States ~ of Management and Budget Stm~lard Industrial
Classification Manual, the owner, occupant or other person in charge of day-to-day
operations shall use BMPs or other steps to prevent discharge of maintenance or
repair related pollutants to the MS4.

For other premises exposed to stormwater, the owner, occupant or other person in
charge of day-to-day operations shall use BMPs, if they exist, or other methods to
reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, including the
removal and lawful disposal of any solid waste or any other substance which, if it
were to be discharged to the MS4, would be a pollutant, including fuels, waste fuels,
chemicals, chemical wastes and animal wastes, from any part of the premises
exposed to stormwater.
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5408. Requirements for Industrial/Commercial and Construction Activities. ~.--’~:r. -/

Each industrial discharger, discharger associated with constructiol~ activity, or other discharger
described in any general storm water permit addressing such discharges, as may be issued by the
U.S. Envirotm~cnta! Protection Agency, thc State Water Resources Contro! Board, and the Regional
Roard shall comply with "all requirements of such permit. Each discharger identified in an ir~dividual
NPDES Permit shah comply with and undcrtakc all activities required by such permit. Proof otr

compliance with any such permit may be required in a form acceptable to the Authori~.ed
Ertforcemcnt Officer prior to the issuance of any grading, building or occupancy permits, or an),
other type of permit or license issued by the City.

5409. Storm Water Management Plan for New Development.

A. Prior to issuance of a building pcrmit for any new development (on undeveloped land) or
tlnal map approval for any subdivision of property the applicant shall be required to have
approval of a Storm Water Managemeixt Plaz~ from the Department of Public Works and
Department of Environment’,fl and Building Safety,

The S~ormwaler Management Plan shall incorporate the followirtg e]ements:

I. Construction Erosion Control - as required under Article VIII, Chapter l, Section
7010 - Building Regulations of this Code.

2. Storm drainage improvement measures to mitigate any offsite~/downstrcam ncgativc
impacts due the proposed development. This includes, but not limited to;

a) Mitigating increased runoffrate due 1o new impervious surthces through on-
site detention such that peak runoff rate after development does not exceed
the peak runoff of the site before development for the 100 year clear flow
storm event (note; Q/100 is calculated using the Caltrans Nomograph lbr
converting to any frequency, from the Caltrans "Ilydraulic Design and
Procedures Manual"). The detention basin/facility is to be designed to
provide attenuation and released in stages through orifices Ibr 2-year, 10-year
and 100-year flow rates, and the required storage volume of the basin/facility
is to be based upon l-inch of rainfall over lhe proposed impermeable surfaces
plu~ 1/2-inch of rainfall over the permeable surfaces. All on-site drainage
devices, including pipe, channel, and/or street & gutter, ~hall be sized to
cumulatively convey a J00 year clear flow storm event to the detention
theility, or;

b) Demonstrating by submission ofhydrology,Swdraulic report by a rcgisIcred
engineer that determines entire downstream storm drain conveyance devices
(from project site to the ocean outlet) are adequate for 25-year storm event,

MALIBIJ" MIINICIPAI, CODE Article V, Chapter a, Page 8
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or;

c) Constructing necesszu3, off-site storm drain improvements to satisQ (b)
above, or;

d) Other measures accomplishing the goal ofrnitigating al[ offsitc/do~vnstrc’.a.m
impacts.

3. Storm drain pollution prevention measures including alt construclion elements and
Best Management Practices (BMP’s) to address the t’ollowing, goals in connection
with b(~th construction and long-term operation of the si

a) Maximize, to "the extent practicable, the percentage of permeable surfaces in
order to allow more percolation of runoff into the ground,

b) Maximize, to the extent praclicable, retention of d~’-weather run6ff on-site
to allow percolation into the ground, or installation of other treatment
measures thereby preventing pollutants from entering the storm drain system.

The Ciw’s evaluation of’the Storm. Water Management PJan will ascertain ho~v well the
proposed plan meets the combined objectives set forth above, tn addition, the City wil/
~nalyze the watershed characteristics and land uses. and estimate water quality requiretnents
for each pru.ject. Each plan w’£~l be evaluated on its own merits according to lhe particular
characteristics of the project ,gad the site to be developed.

D. The Storm Water Management Plan shall be approved or disapproved by the Director of
Public Works and the Director of Building and Safet}, (or their designees) within tv,enty-one
(21) calendar days following submittal. If the plan is disapproved, the reasons
disapproval shall be given in wriling to the applicant.

E, t:ull or partial waivers of compliance with this Sectionmay be obtained for development
sites where it can be adequately demonstrated that the accompltshmem of these storm drain
management measures is an economic and,"or physical impossibility due to the particular
configuration of the site or due toirreconcilable conflicts with other City requirements.
Requests for waiver~ must be approved, in writing, by the Plarming Department, the Public
Works Department, and the Environmental and Building Safety Department,

F. The applicant is required to comply with the approved Storm Water Management Plan.

5410. Enforcement.

A. .~_.~. tions Deemed ~ Public Nuisance.

Any condition caused or permitted to exist in violation of any of the provisions
this Chapter is hereby determined to be a threat to the public he-alth, safety and

MAI.IBU MI.rN’ICIPAI. CODE Article V, Chapter 4, Page 9
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excluded from grading limitations;

I0. Development Area. Every residential development shall be contained wkhin a
convex-shaped enclosure that shall not exceed 2 acres.

Impermeable Coverage. Use of" permeable surfaces is encouraged, especially for
driveways. However, including the primary structure, impermeable surfaces are
permitted for lot areas (excluding slopes equal to or greater than l:l), up to 1/4 acre
at 45%; for lot areas greater than 1/4 acre but a ~A acre or less, at 35% and for lots
greater than t!: acre at 30% up to a maximum ot’25,000 square feet. Beachfront lots
shall not be ~ubject to this Paragraph 11. (Ord. 93, 06~14-93)

12. Site of" Construction. Structures may be constructed on slopes greater than 3:1 but
tess than 2 ]/2:1 subject to the provisions for Section 9.4.23. (Ord. 93, 06-14-93)

13. Structure Size. Except as specifically provided herein, and as indicated on the Total
Development Square Footage Structure Size Chart, the total development square
footage associated with the construe’don of a single-family or multiple-family
residence on a legal lot equal to or greater than 5 acres shall not exceed a total of
1 l, 172 square feet. On lots 5,000 square feet or tess, the total development square
footage shall not exceed 1,885 square feet. Total development square footage shall
be determined basod on the following formula (dopes equal to or greater than I:I
shall be excluded from the lot area cakxdation): for lot areas up to ½ acre, total
square footage shall be 17.7°,4 of lot area plus 1,000 square feet; for lot areas greater
than ’A acre and up to 1 me, total development square footage shall be increased by
10% of the amount of lot area exceeding ’A acre; for lot areas greater than I acre and
up to I ½ acre, total development square footage shall be increased by 5% of the
amount of lot area exceeding 1 acre; for lot areas greater than 1 ’A acres and up to 5
acres, total development square footage shall be iacreased by 2% of the mount of the
lot area exceeding 1 IA acres. For the pu~ of this subsection, arbors or trellis
open to the sky shall not be caloulated as part of" the total development square
footage. Beachfi’ont lots shall be exempt from the provisions of" this paragraph 13.
(Ord. 93, 06-14-93)

MAL[BU MUNICIPAL CODE (09-30-98) Article [X, Page 70
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Better Site Design: Changing Development,
~’~,";~i.i

Protectthe "Rules to .... Env ronment      
By Thomas R. Schueler and ew stormwater management practicessimply prohibit their use.
Richard A. Claytor, Jr., P.E. simultaneously reduce pollutant "Better site design" describes a funda-

conserve natural areas, savementally different approach to the design

Reduced impervious ¯ money, and increase property values, of residential and commercial development
¯ Indeed, if such "wonder practices"projects. It seeks tO accomplish three go~als

surface and different were ever developed, they certainly wouldat_o,r~ry c!~wloprnent site: to reduce~____.the
spread quickly across the nation. As it turnsamount of impervious cover, to increase

drainage techniques can out, these practices have existed for years,the amount of natural land set a~i~l¢ for¯ Collectively called "better site design;’ theconservation, and to use pervi¢us areas for
result in significant ¯ techniques employ a variety of methods tomore effective stormwater treatmer~t. To

¯ reduce total paved area, distribute and dif-employ these methods, designers must

environmental benefits, fuse stormwater runoff, and conserve nat-scrutinize every aspect of a site plan--its
¯ ural habitats. Despite their proven benefits, streets, parking spaces, setbacks, lot sizes,

however, better site design techniques of- driveways, and sidewalks--to see if any of
ten fail to earn the endorsement of localthese elements can be reduced in scale. At

¯ communities. In fact, many communitiesthe same time, creative grading and

Narrow residential streets require less land and less paving matedals. An open-section street with a mildly sloped, shallow swale eliminates
the need for curbs and provides areas for stonnwater runoff,

Commercial parking lots designed with low parking demand ratios and Shared driveways for single-family residential lots use less land and less
narrow ddve aisles require less land. paving rnatedal.
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This plan of the 108-acre Stonehill Estates in Stafford County, Virginia, Stonehill Estates, designed with an innovative site plan, shows that the
demonstrates a conventionally developed site. The average lot size Is 108 lots’ average area is reduced to 6,300 square feet with 44 percent
9,000 square feet; 25 percent of the site is open space; street widths are open space. The street widths are reduced to 14 feet (one-way) and 26
26 and 34 feetTand the cul-de-sac radii are 45 feet. feet (two-way), with 14-foot-wide looping cul<le-sacs.

drainage techniques can prevent concen- Less impervious cover translates direct-ing and street standards~ and oth,er regula-
trations of stormwater, thereby encourag-ly into smaller pollutant loads. In fact, stud- tions that often work at cross-purposes and
ing more infiltration. Finally, undisturbed

ies-have shown that bette_r site~des!gn~p_Loz-
y~~n-ideal results. With f~w de-

]and areas conserved as forests, meadows,duc--es 40 to 65 percent less phosphorotTsvel~willing to invest in something that

stream buffers, or other natural habitat ar-and nitrogen loads than conventional site_,may take years to be approved or that may
eas can increase available open space, en-d_esigns--r~oughly the equivalent of what never be approved at all, experiments in
hance property values, and reduce pollu-can be removed by a well-designedbetter site design are rare.
rant loads. Figures la through ld illustratestormwater pond. The same studies have A new movement, however, may make
some of these principles, also demonstrated that better site designbetter site design easier. Developers, water

When all these techniques are appliedcosts 5 to 20 percent less to build than con-quality, managers, and planners are taking
simultaneously, the cumulative benefits ofventional site design, steps to rethink land development rules in
better site design can be impressive. For ex- The Center for Watershed Protection re-many locations across the country. For ex-
ample, recent studies in Delaware, Mary-cenfly compared the infrastructure cost of ample, transportation, public works, safe-
land, and Virginia have demonstrated thatfour projects that relied on standard devel-ty, planning, and engineering organizations
better site design can reduce imperviousopment strategies with the same sites de-involved in the development industry re-
cover by 25 to nearly 60 percent for a rangeveloped in accordance with innovative sitecently participated in a national site plan-
of subdivisions. Other studies have shown design techniques. Table 2 illustrates thesening roundtable and developed a national-
that better site design reduces imperviouscost comparisons, ly accepted set of model principles that
cover by about 20 percent in shopping cen- Why, then, is it so difficult to implement foster better site development. The group
ters and office parks. Table 1 illustrates thebetter site design in so many communities?embraced a total of 22 model development
potential reductions for various residential Th_e primary reason is that outdated devel-principles to h~lp further better site design
development densities. Figures 2a and 2bopment rules collectively govern the devel-at the local level.
depict alternative designs for Stonehill Es-opment process~--the bewildering mix of The national site planning roundtable
tates, a development in Virginia. ~ulxlivision codes, zoning regulations, park-is serving as a model for local government

implementation of better site design prin-
TABLE :L. Analysis of Residential Developments Employing Better Site ciples. Recently, Frederick County, Mary-

Design Techniques land, initiated a local roundtable to take a
critical look at its own development rules.

Percent
Impervious Cove~ at the Site Reduction in Members of the development community

De~opme.t Con~ Detter Site Stormwater in partnership with local planning and zon-
Development Project Dens~ Site Design Site Net Change Runoff

ing and public works staff are meeting to
Tharpe Knoll1 :~-acre lots 13% 7% -46% 44% identify and overcome impediments to bet-
Pleasant Hillx ~acre lots 26% 11% -58% 54% ter site design that are embedded in the

Stonehill Estates2 ~acre lots 27% 21% -22% 25%
county’s codes and ordinances. The out-
come of the consensus process should be

Belle-Hall3 High density 35% 20% -43% 31% development rules that encourage rather
Sources: ~Delaware Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Conservation, 1997; than discourage the application of better
2Center for Watershed Protection, 1998; 3South Carolina Coastal Conservation League, 1995. site design techniques.

Changing local development rules is not
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FABLE 2. Comparison of Infrastructure Costs Associated with Four Development Projects Redesigned to
Incorporate Better Site Design Principles

Cost Sad~
Development (percent) and

Site Category (nat dollars) Notes
Duck Crossing Low-density residential 12% ($17,000) Savings mainly from reduced paving surfaces

(8 lots of approximately 3
acres each)

Stone Hill Estates Medium-density residential 20% ($300,000) Savings from reduced paving, curb and gutter,
(108 lots at approximately sidewalk, and sanitary sewer; stormwater
1/3-acre each) management slightly more costly with redesigned

site
270 Corporate Center Commercial office park 5% ($36,000) Savings from reduced paving, sidewalks, sanitary

(250,000 square feet) sewer and water; curb and gutter and stormwater
management slightly more costly with redesigned
site

Farm Brook Retail shopping center 3% ($27,700) Savings from reduced paving, sidewalks, storm
(71,500 square feet) drain, water, and sanitary sewer. Stormwater

management, curb and gutter more expensive with
redesigned site

Source: Center for Watershed Protection, 1998

easy. Progress toward better site develop-Will a proposed change make it more dif-e-maih mrrunoff@pipeline.com; website:
meat will require more and more local gov-ficult to park? Lengthen response times forwww.pipeline.com/-mrrunoff/. ¯
ernments to examine their current prac-emergency vehicles? Increase risks to the
tices in the context of a broad range ofcommunity’s children? True change occursThomas R. Schueler is executive director of
concerns, such as how changes will affectonly when the community addresses thesethe Center for Watershed Protection. He is

responsible for development, research,development costs, local liability, property and other questions to the satisfaction of
technical support, and educational training

values, public safety, and a host of other fac-all interests, and is the editor and major author of the
tars. Advocates of better site design will have For more information, contact thecenter’s quarterly technical journal Watershed
to answer some difficult questions from fireCenter for Watershed Protection, 8391Protection Techniques.
chiefs, lawyers, traffic engineers, develop-Main Street, Ellicott City, Maryland 21043;Richard A. Claytor, Jr., P.E., is principal
ers, and many others in the community.(410) 461-8323; fax (410) 461-8324;engineer at the Center for Watershed

Protection and has more than 15years of
experience in the field of water resource
assessment and management. He is

In 1997, the Cent__er for Watershed Protection convened a nat!anal site responsible for project management and
planning roundtable. During the 18-month consensus-building process, a research related to preparing training and
diverse cross-section of national planning, environmental, home builder, guidance documenls for watershed planning

fire and safety, and public works organizations (as well as local planning and restoration.

officials) crafted 22 model development principles. Taken together, the
principles can be applied to reduce impervious cover, conserve natural ar- References
eas, and minimize stormwater pollution from new development--all while Center for Watershed Protection (CWP1.
maintaining residents’ quality of life. 1998. NutrientLoadingfrom Conventionaland

Innovative Site Development. Prepared for
The principles are presented in a consensus agreement entitled Model De-Chesapeake Research Consortium. Center for
velopment Principles to Protect Our Streams, Lakes and Wetlands and in Watershed Protection, Ellicott City’, MD.
a companion document Better Site Design--A Handbook for Changing the Delaware Department of Natural Resources
Development Rules in Your Community. The handbook contains a codes and Environmental Conservation (DE-
and ordinances worksheet to help communities assess which local de- DNREC). 1997. Conservation Design for
velopment rules should be amended to promote better site design. TheStormwaterManagement, Delaware DNREC,
worksheet guides local planners, subdivision plan reviewers, and planning Dover, DE.

boards through a complete evaluation of their local development standards South Carolina Coastal Conservation League
and ordinances. The consensus agreement is available on the center’s (SCCCL). 1995. Gettinga Rein on Runoff!. How

Sprawl and Traditional Towns Compare. SCC-web page at www.pipeline.com/~mrrunoff/. Better Site Design can be or-
CL Land D~velopment Bulletin, No. 7. SCC-dered from the Center for Watershed Protection by calling (410) 461-8323.
CL, Charleston, SC.
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Land Development Guidelines

Program Element Definition and Purpose
Design Guidelines for Land Development Projects

Program Element Objectives
The purpose of these guidelines is to provide countywide guidance for the use of the following best
management practices (BMPs):

¯ Biofilters, including swales and filter strips
¯ Infiltration facilities, including retention basins, trenches, and porous pavement
¯ Detention basins, including wet and dry configurations
¯ Media filters
¯ Constructed wetlands

Fact sheets for each of the BMPs in this document provide:

¯ A description of the control measure including a definition ~dp_urpos¢ for use of the BMP
¯ A list of appropriate applications
¯ A flowchart for use in incorporating the storrnwater quality BM#-into the overall site development

process
¯ Limitations
¯ General design guidance
¯ Design criteria for specific Configurations
¯ Maintenance and inspectionrequirements
¯ Example site plans demonstrating the use of the BMP

Appendices A through C provide refer:ence data, equationg and information. The attached list of references
shows sources used for this set of guidelines

Intended Audience
¯ Municipal planning, engineering and communi~ development departments who will implement this

program within each jurisdiction.

¯ Property owners, tenants, developers and engineers who will use these guidelines to design stormwater
pollution controls for land developments.

August 1999
Ventura Countywide Stormwater V:~2534k22100\7P~OJDOC\LDBM~S\9908Fina~COV-BMP2.DOC
Quality Management Program
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BMP BF: Biofilter

Definition and Purpose
A biofilter passes stormwater slowly                         Vegetation -~

Optional Spreader
over a vegetated surface in the form of a /.Runoff Flow

Chect¢ Dam ~

swale or filler strip to filter pollutants Through Swale~
or Acrossand infiltrate the runoff. Filter Strip

Applications /
Biofilters are appropriate for
retarding/reducing runoff and removing
sediment. Biofilters also achieve some
removal of nutrients, heavy metals, Infiltration J

toxic materials, floatab]e materials,
oxygen demanding substances, and oil and grease.

Biofilters are most effective when designed to receive sheet flow from paved areas and maximize water

contact with the biofi]ter vegetation and the soil surface. They~are often placed within vegetated setbacks,
landscaped common areas and other required open areas in residential, commercial, industrial and institutional
land uses. Biofilters can have tributary areas of up to 5 acres, which makes them appropriate for lawn and
parking areas.

Limitations
¯ Irrigation may be necessary to maintain vegetative cover.
¯ Sheet flow (for strip configuration) may be difficult to maintain.
¯ Channelization in swales may be difficult to avoid.
¯ Not appropriate for steep unstable slopes.
¯ Large area requirements may make this BMP infeasible for some sites.
¯ Slow infiltration rates in areas with soils in Hydrologic Soil Group (2 or D (See Appendix C) may cause

runoffto pond.
¯ Not appropriate for pollutants toxic to vegetation.
¯ Tributary areas for this BMP are limited to 5 acres or less.

Design Guidance, General
Biofilters are an effective means for removing stormwater pollutants, infiltrating runoff, stabilizing soil and
controlling erosion. Biofilters accomplish this in several ways. Vegetative covers shield soil surfaces from the
impact of falling rain. Vegetation, such as turf grass or other ground cover, disperses flow and provides a
rough surface to reduce flow velocity, which promotes infiltration and sediment deposition. Plants also
remove nutrients in stormwater and transpire moisture from the soil. Health}’ vegetation further helps to
maintain a porous soil structure, aiding infiltration. These means for increasing runoff quality are achieved by

BF- 1 August 1999
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conveying shallow (less than 3 inches) flow across the vegetative cover. Pollutant removal effectiveness for
biofilters is a function of area, flow depth, travel time and the quality, of the vegetative cover.

Biofilters are relatively easy to design, install and maintain. Vegetated areas that would normally be included
in the site layout, if designed for appropriate flow patterns, may be used as biofilters. Landscape architects can
easily alter planting schemes to include appropriate turf or ground cover species for biofiltering purposes.
Finally, maintaining a biofilter often requires little more than normal landscape maintenance activities such as
irrigation and mowing. Compared with some other means for improving stormwater runoff quality, biofilters
provide a relatively unobtrusive, attractive, long-term and inexpensive stormwater quality management
technique.

There is some flexibility associated with biofilter configuration. Either filter strips or vegetated swales may be
used, depending on the site layout, size of the impe~,ious area, and the designer’s vision of the landscape
architecture. Filter strips, which are appropriate to place along and receive sheet flow fsp~!paved surfaces, are
especially simple to incorporate. Vegetated swales, which can be designed to effe~¢ii~.7~’~at concentrated
flows from areas up to 5 acres, provide tempora~ ~noff storage as well as fil~ire more area and are
appropriate for larger s~tes. The flow cha~ below shows the general steps to follbwdes~gmng bmfilter
BMPs.

Identi~ [ Calculate [ Determine Integ~te ~    denti~ ~ ne~.,l~ [        ~ D~e,~
potential ~ im~wious~        requir~ [ biofilte~ ~ ~pr~riate ~’ " ~readinn ~ Design ~ ~l~-~ndi~area

v~etated stdp [ into } " ~tive ~ " ~’~ure~ ~ " biofilter ~ maintonan~sites lor

~
, rib~ ~

dimen~ons of ~
~ofilters

~ each ~
or ~ale. [ site layout ~ .... ;~ ’ requirements

’ Ch~k ~ ........... ~ .........
,

b~filt~
di~ns vs./

. . _ space a~il~

Location
The appropriate location for a biofiiter on
the site is determined by the locations of NO CurO ~. ~
other site facilities, and the flow -.~_
characteristics of the site. Biof]]ters are (or flatter)
effective and simple when sited directlyTurfGrass --~
down gradient and adjacent to the
imper~,ious area from which they receive
flow. Filter strips, for example, are easily
sited adjacent to a driveway or other paved
area. A swale may be used both as a
traffic calming device!~ parking area
separator and as a means for adding Figure BF- 1
landscape interest, in addition to using it as Biofilter Strip Adjacent to Parking Area
a stormwater quality management unit.
Figures BF-I and BF-2 show examples of

R0070490
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biofilter placement. If a biofilter is located such that it receives flow from both pervious and impervious areas,
the entire flow will need to be intercepted. Where space is limited, biofilters shall be sited such that they
receive flow only from
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impervious areas to limit the size of the unit.

Biofilters are sized according to the impervious area
from which they receive flow. Figure BF-3 presents
sizing criteria for large impervious areas for various ~ ~~ .~
areas of Ventura County. While a unit’s drainage area ./
may include both on- and off-site areas, accepting
flow from off-site areas shall be avoided, if possible to

Pa

minimize the size of unit. Several biofilters may be
~ D~used on a single site, each sized according to the | VegetatedSwate-~.

|

impervious from which it receives flow. Flowarea
shall be distributed across the biofilter as uniformly as

~ !possible, to avoid concentrating the flow. Strip ’
configurations shall be sized appropriately for the Street TO ~n System

dimensions of the contributing impervious area, and Figure BF- Z

swales shall be sized based on a design storm flow, as Biofilter Placement

described below under the guidelines for specific
configurations.

Dimensions
Both strip and swale configurations require a slow, shallow
flow pattern and low-flow velocity. Recommended
practice is to keep the flow depth below the height of the
vegetation (up to about 3 inches deep) and the flow
velocity under 1 f-t/sec. Maximum flow depth, therefore,
will vary slightly depending on the species of vegetative
cover chosen, and upon desired maintenance practices.

Slope and Flow Path
¯ Slopes of filter strips and side slopes of swales shall

be 3:1 or flatter.

¯ Slope ofswales in the direction of flow shall be 0.5 Venture

to 2 percent. Slopes greater than 2 percent can be
reduced \vith check dams. Slopes less than 1 percent
require under drains. Square Footage of

Biofilter/Impervious Acre

¯ Peak velocity of flow through!across the unit shall be Figure BF- 3
less than 1 f-t!sec.

Biofilter Sizing Criteria

R0070492
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Vegetation
Vegetation serves primarily to maintain soil porosity and prevent erosion. The effectiveness and aesthetic
appeal of biofilters is enhanced by selection of appropriate vegetative cover. Turf grass is preferred, and some
other ground covers also may be appropriate.

An important maintenance consideration in the
selection of appropriate vegetation is whether
irrigation is planned for the site.                                                      ¯

Table BF-I at the end of this section provides a
sample list of appropriate vegetative covers. Figure
BF-4 is a map showing approximate zones of
suitability for the listed species. These zones represent
areas of climatological suitability according to the
Sunset Western Garden Book and are referenced for
each species in Table BF-1. Additional suggested
vegetative species are listed in Table BF-2 at the end
of this section. The map and tables are intended as
guides in selecting vegetative covers. For specific
species suitability and care information, refer to the
sources listed for these tables. Contact the Natural
Resources Conservation Service or the Ventura
County Resource Conservation District for additional
information.                                                                        .

Figure BF - 4
Additional Criteria for Specific
Configurations
Swale Design
Swales shall be designed to convey the Stormwater Quality Design Flow at a shallow flow depth (as
appropriate for selected vegetation), typically with freeboard as required by the appropriate agency.

¯ Calculate the design runoff rate using the Rational formula as described in Appendix A.

¯ Use the Manning formula to obtain the required swale dimensions.

Set Manning’s "n" to 0.20 for frequently mowed swales, or set "n" to 0.24 for infrequently mowed
swales.

Use a 3:1 or flatter side slope and a longitudinal slope of 2 percent or less.

Design for a maximum v = 1 ft/s.

Make length of swale at least 100 feet. Minilnum swale area shall be detenaained using Figure BF-3.
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~ Incorporate a bypass or overflow for storms larger than a 10-year design storm.

Ira wide channel is required or desired, it may be necessary to include a flow-spreading device in the design to
assure that the design flow depth and velocity are maintained. Flow spreading devices include dedicated
structures such as multiple inlets, but also may be as simple as a rock bed and/or a low check dam, such as the
one shown conceptually on Page BF-1. Use check dams, as necessary, to achieve a slope in the direction of
flow of 2 percent or less. Other optional design considerations for swales are:

¯ Include a pretreatment area to catch sediment.

¯ Provide good access for mowing equipment.

¯ Use modular porous pavement (see BMP IN) to strengthen the bottom of the swale and prevent damage
during mowing.

S rips
Four important design considerations govern the effectiveness of filter strips: only all0~.sheet flow to enter the
strip; establish a dense vegetative cover; grade to a uniform, even andi~]6~v slope; and install or maintain an
appropriate area of filter. Below are additional notes regarding th~se considerations:

¯ Use Figure BF-3 to establish the minimum size of the biofilter fO~ the impervious area.

¯ Establish strip configuration. For sidewalks, driveways and simil~ areas, filter strips shall be at least as
wide (in the direction of flow) as the contributing impervious area. For other, larger im pervious areas,
use Figure BF-3 to calculate the total area of biofil~er required and configure the strip such that flow
takes 5 to 10 minutes to flow through the filter strip to achieve maximum filtering effectiveness. The
slope and width shall be adjusted, as necessary, to achieve this while ensuring that flow velocities do not
exceed 1 ft/sec.

¯ Achieve sheet flow. This may be
fairly straightforward for small filter
strips. For larger strips, or for strips
where options for shaping the filter ~- I_oval Spreaoer
are limited, achieving sheet flow // (lipato% grade to spread tlow evenly)
may be very difficult, and the use of Impervious Area

,/
~ -- Filter Stripa level spreader may help. Figure .... , .

BF-5 shows a cross section of a filter
strip that includes a level spreader.
Construction of a level spreader may

Collection withbe coordinated with installation of Flow to another BMP or to Drain
the impervious surface, and is most
practical for relatively flat areas such Figure BF- 5
as parking lots. Use of a level
spreader may be impractical for Filter Strip with Level Spreader: Cross Section

roads or driveways with steep slopes. (Level spreader usually requires concrete in order to precisely establish grade.)
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¯ Establish and maintain a dense vegetative cover using irrigation and regular maintenance.

¯ Limit the slope for a filter strip to be no steeper than 3:1. If a steeper slope is necessa~’ because of site
constraints, the biofilter may not provide adequate stormwater quality improvement, and/or the slope
may require additional stabilization methods.

Maintenance and Inspection Requirements
Biofilters require periodic maintenance, including the practices listed below.

¯ Check for erosion, a minimum of twice a year, before and after the rainy season, after large storms, and
more frequently if needed. Repair eroded areas and revegetate as needed.

¯ Inspect unit for evidence of channelization and adjust to spread flow.

¯ Inspect for siltation a minimum of twice a year, before and after the rainys~on~and after large storms.
Remove deposits, as necessary,.

¯ Maintain vegetation at or below the level of the pavement edge or level spreader to a~oid flow
concentration.

¯ Monitor health of vegetation and replace, as necessary.

¯ Mow, as appropriate, for vegetative cover species.

¯ Apply fertilizer during spring gro\vth. Avoid fertilizer application during the rainy season.

¯ Repair vegetation in advance of the rainy season, allowing sufficient time for plant establishment.

¯ Control mosquitoes, as necessary.

¯ Prepare and submit a maintenance manual to the appropriate agency prior to facilib installation.

¯ Report on maintenance to the appropriate agency.

R0070495
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Table BF-1
Sample List of Appropriate Vegetative Covers

Plant Name Appropriate Map

Common (Latin) Species Zones" Maintenance and Usage Notes"

Bermuda Grass "Santa Ana" A Moderate maintenance. Dormant (brown) in winter.
(Cynodon) hybrid Heat tolerant. Erosion control, swales.
Fescue Red fescue A, B Low to moderate maintenance. Tolerates some shade
(Festuca) (F. rubra) and poor soil. Lawns, swales, erosion control.

"Kentucky 31" A, B Low maintenance. Tolerate shade and compacted soils.
Tall Fescue Rapid germination. Lawns, swales, erosion control.

(F. elatior) Useful as overseed for Bermuda grass during dormant
(winter) season.

Ryegrass Perennial A, B Moderate maintenance. Heat intolerant. Fast sprouting.
(Lolium) (L. perenne) Useful as overseed for Bermuda grass during dormant

(winter) season. Swales. ~
Annual A, B Annual (may live several seas0~ ~imild climate).

(L. multiflorum) Moderate maintenance. Heat.intoier~:~. ~ Fast growing.
Useful as overseed fbr winter-dorma~l~:{!’~.~ecies. Swales.

"See Figure BF-4
"*Generally, these spec=es will require supplemental irrigation.
Sources: ASCE, MWCG. Sunset

Table BF-2
Additional Suggested Vegetative Covers

Plant Name Appropriate
Common (Latin) ~pecies Usage Notes

Orchard grass "Akaroa" or "Berber" Irrigated Sites
(Dactylis) (D. giomerata).

Wheatgrass "Luna" or ’q’opar" pubescent Irrigated and Nonirrigated Sites
(Agropyron) (A. intermedium trichophorum)
Zorro Fescue (V, myuros) Nonirrigated Sites
(Vulpia)
Creeping wild Rye (L. triticoides) Nonirrigated Sites
(Leymus)
Brome Blando Nonirrigated Sites
(Bromus) (B. mollis)

California or "Cucamonga" Nonirrigated Sites
(B. carinatus)

;ource: NRCS-FOTG
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BMP IN: Infiltration Facility

Definition and Purpose
An infiltration facility provides for tile Pond. vault or trench

movement of stormwater into the soil in
order to reduce runoff quantity and
remove pollutants from the runoff * ,
through filtration in the soil matrix. ) / ~ /

Design configurations include basins, \ \ , / Infiltration tO
trenches, vaults, leach fields, and porous ~ ( \ V 9r°undwater

¯ ¯ ¯    ¯
pavement.

Applications
Infiltration facilities achieve some removal of sediment, heavy metals, toxic mat~i~J~;, floatable materials,
oxygen demanding substances, oil and grease, bacteria, and viruses. Infiltratioh faciliti~g a!so control runoff
volume. Tributary areas to infiltration devices shall not exceed 50 ac~es Land uses for wl~ieh infiltration is
appropriate include residential, commercial, and institutional land USes. These BMPs are ~OSt appropriate for
sites with soil infiltration rates of 0.5 to 4 inches per hour, with low potential for long-term e~ion in the
contributing drainage area.

Limitations
¯ Loss of infiltrative capacity and high maintenance cost in fine soils.
¯ Low removal of dissolved pollutants in very coarse soils.
¯ Not suitable on fill sites or steep slopes.
¯ Risk of groundwater contamination in very coarse soils, may require groundwater monitoring.
¯ Not to be used with land uses where spills of hazardous chemicals could occur.
¯ Facilities cannot be put into operation until upstream drainage area is stabilized.

Design Guidance, General
Infiltration facilities work by percolating water downward through the soil to remove pollutants. They offer
storage in addition to effective pollutant removal. The storage capacity of infiltration facilities reduces
downstream runoff., which may serve to reduce downstream bank erosion in watercourses. The flowchart
below provides general guidance for planning an infiltration facility as part of the site design.

Integrate ~     Deve"    ]~
preliminary infiltration area    I ; Select site infiltration infillration j inf tration [ ~ lop [~
soil tests to facility sites tributary to ~ uni: rate and sudace area ..~, facilities into ~ lega.lly-binding [

assess soil’s within infiltration [    corr’3g.,.ation r~z~uired [ i and Oel~t.~. [~ site layout and ~ ma~nlenance ~
~ ] Check , i design unit(s) [. irequ’rementslpotential for site layout

sit~ ~
capacity [

[ dimensions vs. [ ............................ ! ,, ................infiltration ............ = ............... ...................................... ................
j [ rj on site layout ~

............................................. ~
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An important consideration for all infiltration facility configurations is that, during construction, great care
must be taken not to reduce the infiltrative capacity of the soil in the facility through compaction or by using
the infiltration area as a sediment trap. Infiltration facilities shall be constructed late in the site development
after soils (that might erode and clog the units) have been stabilized, or shall be protected until the site is
stabilized.

Infiltration facilities are sized to capture, store and infiltrate a volume of runoff, much in the same way that
detention basins are sized to retain the volume of runoff produced by the design storm. Sizing guidelines are
discussed in the following section, "Additional Criteria for Specific Configurations."

Infiltration Basin
An infiltration basin consists of a shallow, flat basin in pervious soil, with an inlet structure and an outlet
structure to regulate emergency overflow. It functions by retaining runoff in the basin, where it then
percolates into the soil. An infiltration basin requires significant space and is suitable for large drainage areas
(10 to 50 acres). These basins, which are empty when not in use, could be dual-purpose. A grass-covered area
in a park, for example, could function as an infiltration basin during the wet season, and serve as a park when
dr)’.

Infiltration Trench or Vault ,~- Combine trench with a filter strip
for improved treatment

An infiltration trench consists of a long, narrow Impervious Area
subgrade gravel bed, where runoff is stored until it is ~ ~ Smaller Gravel

infiltrated. Figure IN-] illustrates an infiltration ’~ .... ~:~- 12"*o’~:~’~oo---; ~
trench. Flow enters the trench from the ground !]7 ~_                                    ~,-~-~ o’-

surface. Vegetated banks provide a biofiiter to , ~o.~,~ / Geotexlfle
remove some sediment and improve basin Min.3, 1.5"-3"Size

~’¢g~" ~ >-Fabric

performance. Infiltration trenches are relatively Deep:: Gravel ~-t~20,*~ (Nonwoven)

unobtrusive BMPs, as they have a small, narrow ~0_�~ ~
footprint and are flush with the ground, This BMP is 6"-~2" -~-
well suited for small drainage areas, and integrates 3, Sand ~_ "." ¯ " ".

well into site layouts with placement near parking 5’ Min.

areas and in yards, Small infiltration trenches may
Historic High Groundwater Table --=    ¯

be used to treat the runoff from building Adapted from NAHB, Cold DOT
downspouts. Vaults are similar to infiltration Figure IN - 1
trenches, but have a permanent engineered cover and

Infiltration Trench
may be placed under parking areas.

Leach Field
A leach field is similar in concept to an infiltration trench in that it includes subgrade gravel beds for runoff
storage and infiltration. Unlike trenches, however, flow enters the beds through a conduit, such as a perforated
pipe. The gravel beds in a leach field are not exposed, as in a trench configuration. Rather, the entire facility
is underground and may be covered. Figure IN-2 is a conceptual illustration of a leach field. A wide variety
of conduits are available for use in leach fields. Equipment designed for septic systems may be applicable for
stormwater use. Leach fields are well suited to unpaved areas such as lawns.

R0070498
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Porous Pavement
Porous pavement consists of a surface covered with a
porous material such as a specially-mixed concrete,
asphalt or modular block, placed over a sand and gravel
bed. Porous pavement allows runoffto seep through and
down into the infiltration bed below. This BMP is
particularly flexible, in that it may be used in many
locations where standard pavement may be placed.
Unlike standard pavement; however, porous pavement
reduces runoff and improves runoff quality through
filtration through soil.

The performance of porous pavement is enhanced by the Plan
addition of an adjacent biofilter strip, either upstream to
remove sediments or downstream to further clean runoff. Min. 3’ Deep ~, Geotextiie Fabric (Woven)~.
Porous pavement must be engineered for anticipated ,," ~,

~loads and shall not be placed where it will be subjected toc~_~¯ % ~ o~ ~ ~ ~ o o %~ ....~ ~

temporary/infrequent parking spaces. Figure IN-3 showsc~ ~ g~ o oo~,~ ~ o ,’~ =. ~ ~c~)~_ oo
an example of porous pavement placement. ~,~ ~,~,’++"5~ ~ ......

’:’/~" ~ " "~ ~ ....................................Perforated
Size Gravel~ Pipe ~

Infiltration Rates                                        5, Min.
All of the infiltration facility configurations described _~ Historic High Groundwater Table
above require adequate site infiltration rates. Before -
exploring the use of infiltration BMPs, preliminary soil Section

investigations, including a percolation test, Shall be Figure IN - 2

performed to assess whether the soils on site have an Leach Field
extended infiltration rate of at least 0.5 inch per hour.
Separate on-site infiltration systems from the groundwater table (or bedrock) by a minimum of 5 feet vertically
to provide sufficient infiltration volume within the soil. Other suitability considerations include the soil
makeup (Appendix C), site topography and the location of other facilities.

The site must further provide a relatively ~ Frequent Parldng Area orRoad

flat area in which to construct the facility. Impervious ~ Infrequent Parking Area
(porous pavement)

Infiltration BMPs may be constructed on
slopes of up to ] 5 percent, provided that
the base has less than a 3 percent slope.
Infiltration facilities shall be sited at least
50 feet away from slopes steeper than 15 Sand~

percent. Adequate spacing (] 00 feet or
more) shall be provided between Gravel-

infiltration facilities and non-potable wells,
tanks, drain fields and springs. For

Adapted from UD~CD

separation between infiltration BMPs and Figure IN- 3

potable water supply wel Is, follow Porous Pavement in an Infrequent Parking Area

Department of Health Services
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requirements in the Guidelines for Location of Water Wells. These BMPs shall also be sited at least 20 feet
down slope or 100 feet up slope from building foundations. A soils expert shall be consulted when necessary.
to verify appropriate placement on site.

Additional Criteria for Specific Configurations
Infiltration Basin
Figure IN-4 shows a typical infiltration basin. The basins may be designed in a variety of shapes, but shall be
sized for 75 annual percent capture. Appendix B provides the relationship of basin size to percent capture for
various zones in Ventura County. The steps used in designing an infiltration basin are listed below.

Embankment (if required)
Inl~

F~at Basin Floor with Vegetation

RipraDOuffall
Protection ~,,

_ ~ . ,,~ Emergency Spillway,

PIiln

Normwator

Source" Schue~er. 1987

Figure IN - 4

Infiltration Basin

Size the Basin
¯ Using Figure B- l (Appendix B), find the appropriate National Climatic Data Center (NCDC) station

number for the site. Locate the appropriate percent capture curve in Appendix B by matching its NCDC
station number.

¯ Calculate the percentage of the unit’s drainage area that is impervious. This number, the directly
connected impervious area (DC1A), determines which of the curves in Appendix B is applicable to the
drainage area.

¯ Find the unit basin storage volume corresponding \vith the selected DCIA cur~,e and a 75 annual percent
capture rate. Interpolate between curves if necessary.
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¯ Convert the required volume from Appendix B to cubic feet: Ac-ft x 43,560 = cubic feet.

¯ Calculate the minimum surface area of the infiltration system:

A~ = V/Dm

where: A~ = minimum area required (ft2)

V = volume of the infiltration basin (ft3)

Dm= maximum allowable depth (ft) where:
D~,= tI/12s
and:    I = site infiltration rate in (in/hr)

s = safety factor
t = minimum drawdown time = 40 hours

In the formula for maximum allowable depth, the safety factor accounts for the possibility of inaccuracy in the
infiltration rate measurement. The less certain the infiltration rate the higher the safety factor shall be.
Minimum safety factors shall be as follows:

¯ Without site-specific borings and percolation tests, use s=10
¯ With borings (but no percolation test), use s=6
¯ With percolation test (but no borings), use s=5
¯ With borings and percolation test, use s=3

Design the Basin Configuration
Lay out the basin shape and details according to site constraints and the additional design considerations listed
below.

¯ Do not locate the facili~ on fill sites, or on or near steep slopes.
¯ Use energydissipation atthe inlet to minimize erosion scour.
¯ Vegetate slopes to minimize erosion (may require irrigation during most of the year).
¯ Vegetate bottom to reduce tendency to clog with fine materials (may require irrigation in summer).
¯ Design for op~ation with 1 foot of freeboard, minimum.
¯ Design side slopes of equal to or flatter than 3:1.
¯ Basins may be on-line or off-line with flood control facilities.
¯ Incorporate a bypass for off-line basins for storms larger than a 10-year design storm.
¯ For on-line basins, the water quality outlet may be superimposed on the flood control outlet or may be

constructed as a separate outlet.
¯ Provide dedicated access to the basin bottom (maximum slope 10 percent) for maintenance vehicles.
¯ Provide security fencing, except when used as a recreation area.

See guidelines for biofilters (BMP BF) for information on selecting appropriate vegetative covers.
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Design Infiltration Trench, Leach Field or Vault
Design trenches, leach fields and vaults to hold the water quality control volume.

¯ Using Figure B-1 (Appendix B), find the appropriate NCDC station number for the site. Locate the
appropriate percent capture curve in Appendix B by matching its NCDC station number. Interpolate
between curves if necessary.

¯ Calculate the percentage of the drainage area that is impervious. This number, the directly connected
impervious area (DCIA) determines which of the curves on the chart is applicable to the drainage area.

¯ Find the unit basin storage volume corresponding with the selected DCIA curve and a 75 annual percent
capture rate. Interpolate between curves if necessary.

¯ Convert the required volume from Appendix B to cubic feet: Ac-ft x 43,560 = cubic feet. Account for
the volume occupied by the gravel in the bed (about 60%) by dividing the resulting volume by 0.40.

¯ Calculate the minimum surface area of the infiltration system:

where: Am = minimum area required (fl~’)
V = volume of the infiltrationbasin (f13)
Dm= maximum allowable depth(ft) where:

Dm= tI/12S and shall be less than or equal to 8 feet.
and:    I = site infiltration rate in (in/hr)

s = safety factor
t = minimum drawdown time = 40 hours

In the formula for maximum allowable depth, the safety factor accounts for the possibilit3’ of inaccuracy in the
infiltration rate measurement, ~The less~ertain the infiltration rate is, the higher the safety factor shall be.
Minimum safety factors shall be as follows:

¯ Without site-SpeCific borings and percolation tests, use s = 10
¯ With borings (b~J~ ng percolation test), use s = 6
¯ With percolation test (but no borings), use s = 5
¯ With borings and percolation test, use s = 3
¯ Adjust the length and width of the trench to suit site conditions and provide a reasonable construction

configuration.

Additional design considerations for trenches, vaults and leach fields are listed below.

¯ Do not locate on fill sites, or on/near steep slopes.
¯ Include a 4- or 6-inch diameter obser~,ation well with locking cap, for monitoring (see observation well

shown in Figure IN-5).
¯ Provide 6-inch to 12-inch sand layer on bottom.
¯ Include geotextile fabric around trench walls to prevent soils from migrating into the trench rock matrix.
¯ Include geotextile fabric 12 inches belo\v ground surface with 3/4-inch rock on top. as a coarse filter.
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¯ Use geotextile fabric with the minimum specifications listed in Table IN-1.

Table IN.1
Geotextile Properties

Minimum Specification
Property              Test Reference

Woven (Slit Film)     Nonwoven
Grab Strength ASTM D4632 200 Ibs 90 Ibs
Elongation at peak load ASTM D4632 25 % 50 %
Puncture Strength ASTM D3787 30 Ibs 45 lbs
Permitivity ASTM D4491 0.02/sec 0.7 sec
Burst Strength ASTM D3786 200 psi 180 psi

Toughness % Elongation -- 5,500 tbs
x Grab Strength

Ultraviolet Resistance (Percent strength ASTM D4355 70% 70%
retained at 500 Weatherometer hours) ,~. l

Adapted from SSPWC, 1997.

¯ Use backfill and filter rock that consist of clean, washed aggregate 1.5 to 3 inches in diameter.
¯ Incorporate a bypass for large events.
¯ Provide dedicated access for maintenance.

Figure IN-1 (p. IN-2) shows a side view of an infiltration trench. Figure IN-5 below shows the use of an
infiltration trench for the storage and exfiltration of water from a downspout.

~ ~,~--’~--to Keep~
Geotextile FabricScreen Leaves Out
(Nonwoven) -~

Downspout Observation Port
with Locking Cap ~-.

~ Overflow Outlet Observation WeftofPefforat~
Pipe, anchored with Rebar ~

/

Wash~

20’ minimum

6"- 12" Sand Filter ..

5’ minimum

Historical High Water Table ¯ Adapted from NAHB

Figure IN- 5

~N-7 Downspout Infiltration Unit Augus! 1~9~9
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Porous Pavement
Porous pavement configurations consist of pavement with void spaces filled with perwious material. Possible
configurations include:

¯ Poured in-place slabs, which are reinforced slabs covering large areas; special forms create void space
¯ Precast concrete grids, which are delivered to the site in small paving units and assembled on site
¯ Modular unit pavers, which are monolithic, but form void spaces when pieced together on site
¯ Large aggregate asphalt pavement slabs designed for perviousness

Figure IN-6 shows a side view ~oro.s Pavement, Min. 2.5" Thick
of a typical porous pavement oO ~,

~ ~ (sized to withstand slructura!
design load)

installation. The pavement is Fitter Layer
installed over a gravel
reservoir-type bed,. sized in the
same manner as an infiltration
trench. When design conditions ~
warrant, the size of the ~’
reservoir may account for the ~ o.5" Grail. 2"Thick
incomplete infiltration of runoff Geotextile Fabric (Nonwoven)
through the porous pavement.
When using proprietary Ad~t,,~ N Schueter. NAHB

materials, consult Figure IN - 6

manufacturer’ s Porous Pavement Installation
recommendations or follow
these guidelines, whichever is more conservative.

Maintenance and Inspection Requirements
Maintenance and inspection levels and frequencies depend on the amount of flow treated by the BMP. Most
infiltration facilities require more maintenance initially and less as the site stabilizes. Wind blown dust, spills,
tracking and other sources Ofl~oIlutants can increase the need for and the frequency of maintenance. Use
manufacturer’s recorri~end:ations or the maintenance starting points listed below, whichever is more frequent,
and adjust according to the facility’s performance.

Infiltration BMPs require periodic maintenance and inspection, including the following practices:

¯ Inspect a minimum of twice a year, before and after the rainy season, after large storms, or more
frequently if needed.

¯ Clean \\hen loss of infiltrative capacity is observed.

¯ Ifdrawdown time is observed to have increased significantly over the design drawdown ti~ne,
removal of sediment may be necessary. This is an expensive maintenance activity and the need for
it can be minimized through prevention of upstream erosion.
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¯ Porous pavement installations require continual maintenance to prevent clogging from sediments.
Vacuum sweeping, followed by high-pressure jet hosing, is recommended 4 times annually.
Inspections shall include a check for surface ponding, potholes and cracks.

¯ Monitor health of vegetation and replace as necessary.

¯ Mow, as appropriate for vegetative cover species.

¯ Control mosquitoes as necessary.

¯ Prepare and submit to the appropriate agency a maintenance manual prior to facility installation.

¯ Report on maintenance to the appropriate agency.
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BMP DD: Dry Detention Basin

Basin empties between uses
Definition and Purpose

..~ Forebay~ :
~.,. A dry detention basin consists of a settling basin

// / +.,~- \,, with an outlet sized to slowly release detained
~ Frequent : ~ runoff over a 40-hour period. A "dry" detention

/----~ " ~-" - @ ..... , .......~/,, Runoff i ~-- basin is designed to be empty between usages.

"-\... Applications
Settling Basin ~" Dry detention basins are suitable for sites over ] 0

acres and are capable of r~#~i~flg particulate
pollutants only. Land uses for which detention basins are appropriate include re.~ ’commercial, and
institutional uses and industrial uses, except for extractive, clay/glass/concrete ~ and printing. Most
appropriate for sites with silt and expansive clay soils.

Limitations
¯ Not effective at removing liquid and dissolved pollutants.
¯ Small orifice diameter precludes use in small watei~sheds.
¯ Requires differential elevation between inlet and outlet.

Design Guidance, General
Dr), detention basins improve stormwaterrunoffquality by detaining runoff and releasing it over an extended
period (40 hours), allowing settling to occur. Basin layouts include a forebay, an outlet, a spillway and
maintenance access roads (Figures DD~ and DD-2). Dr)., detention basins are ideal in areas that do not have
the consistent base flow available for the permanent pool used in wet detention basins, or in areas where
supplemental water is too cost, l)~ to be used. Dr), basins are less likely to have mosquito problems and are less
expensive to construct than wet;basins. The following floxv chart shows the general steps for designing this
BMP.

Identify
I area ~ Select I required ~ d mens~ons ~ Iclent,fy

potential
~ tril::~tary to ~ unit ~ volume of ~    Check " ~ neeo~d inlet L~ detention ~ Design I~ = legally-binding

sites for

~

detention [ configuration~ detention t dimensions vs ~
and outlet ~" basin into ~ structure F mair~tenance ~0rycletention ,;

basin j[ i basi~__J spaceavai,abl;~
features[ sitelayout

i [ requ,remen=f
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Side Slopes No Steeper than 3:1 ----., Embankment Side Slopes

_    ~~Z_ ~_ _ _ i No Steeper than 3:1

~-~- Top Stage with
Forebay~.,.,..-~’--"-~ ,               .. 2% Slope Floor Drainage / f                                 --- Access to Outlet

~ ’ ,~" , Bottom
~ // ¯ ~;- ~-’~-Wz---~_ ...." ~ ./ ’ Stage /’--~/

’ ",~" S~nda~ Berm .~/~/ ~ ,/
,, Maintenance A~e~ ~" ~~/

," .//’ Plan Adapted from UDFCD
Figu~ DD - 1

ent~on Basin ~op View)
~ Capture Volume L~I ......

(including additional ~ume for s~mentstorage)~?’

~ Flow Dis~rsing Inlet ~ Emergen~ll~y ~ Level
Inflow ~ Forebay at Spillway C~St"
-~ ~ j ~ , " ~ ~ Spt~ Crest~ .~ Seconda~ Berm ,~ ~

~ .... .~ T~ of Low Flow

~~ ~’ - . ..... -- Embankment

Fr~uent, ~off ~1
25% of ~ture Volu~ G~ve! Around / ~ Outlet Wo~s (see Figures D~4 & DD-5)

Peforat~ Riser Adapted tr~ UDFCD

Section
Figure DD -

Dry Detention Basin (Side View)

Dry detention basin’s S~l[~e’designed to have gently sloping sides (4:1 or flatter recommended, 3"1
maximum). Shallo~; ~~i ~e recommended over deep ones with the same volume. In two-stage design, the
bottom stage (the freq6ent runoff pool) should store 25 percent of the basin volume and should be deeper than
the top stage (Figure DD-2). Even with mild slopes and low flow rates, erosion may be a problem. The use of
vegetation will help to reduce erosion. Floatables may be addressed by including trash racks in the design.

Outlet structures for dw detention basins shall be tailored for suitability with the basin size and shape, in large
detention basins, install the outlet in a concrete block structure to prevent floatation of the outlet (Figure DD-
3). Figure DD-4 shows an outlet detail. For small basins, the outlet can be constructed in a berm or manhole
located downstream of facility (Figure DD-5).
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- ~ -- ~’"-- Emergency Spillway--~,,

~ (if applicable)
~ ~- Flood Control Outlets

.~ Extended ~ ~ ¯
F Detention Outlet i

Side View Front View

Source: CA

Figure DD - 3

~ Gate with Orifice Plate..~;~.:.

Threaded Cap ~~’~ ’ " ¯ ~"~ i \ ’,.,

#ncluding 20% /~ . ~.
’ ,, "~ "~ . ,~ .a~iti~al volume /

for sediment stooge)     .

~ ~ ~fflow for ~rger Storms
1 ;=; ~ign~ in A~o~ance

. ~" wi~ Ag~ Requirements

~ Gravel ( 1 - I/2" to 3" ~)
~. Around Peff~at~ Riser ~te
~" ~ss Pit

.... (rain.

Outlet Pipe ~
~ G~t~ile Fabric

(Non~en)

Riser Pi~ ~ Size Base to Pr~ent
~ Orifice Hydrostatic

Sours: UDFCD

Figure DD - 4

Outlet with Perforated Riser Pipe
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..~ Emergency Overflow W.S.
~- Control Structure

= ~ ~-_~_-~-__,_., "_-~_~F..~ Flood Control
Pond Design W.S. ----"/ Outlet trol ~

~ /" Berm Embankment ~
Debris Barrier ~4~ . -- ~

I’L~- Control Orifice Plate
Adapted From: Douglas County, Co~orado

Figure DD - 5

Control Manhole

Dry Basin Design

Size the Basin
¯ Using Figure B-I (Appendix B), find the appropriate NC~x~ Stai~:iS~ number for i~h~::~ite. Locate the

appropriate percent capture curve in Appendix B by matd~i~ its NCDC station number. Interpolate
between curves if necessary.                           "                        ’

¯ Calculate the percentage of the drainage area that is impervious. " This number, the directly connected
impervious area (DCIA) determines which oftl’ie curves on the figure is applicable to the drainage
area.

¯ From the chart, find the unit basin storage size corresponding with the DCIA curve and a 75 annual
percent capture rate.

¯ Calculate the required basin size for the tributary area by multiplying the unit basin storage volume by
the tributary area.

¯ Design the basin according to site constraints, with dimensions as noted in Figures DD-1 and DD-2,
taking into acc6Unt the following considerations.

Include a forebay for initial course sediment settling. The forebay shall comprise 10 percent of
the basin volume.

Design for a top stage maximum depth (D~,x) in feet:

Dm~x = 0.1 (A) o.~

where: A = basin length (fi) x width (fi)

Use a length to width ratio of at least 2:1, preferably 4:1 or more, with a minimum bottom width
dimension of 30 feet. Ratio can be accomplished using baffles or multiple basins in series, if
necessary.
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Provide access for maintenance equipment.

Size Outlet

It is important to size the basin outlet properly. Outlets that are too large result in partial filling of the basin
and inadequate drawdown time. The outlet may be a single orifice, with or without a riser pipe. The outlet
must be protected to avoid clogging from trash and debris. Use the following
equation to size the outlet control orifice.

a = 2A(H - H0)°5

3600cT(2g)°5

where: a= area of orifice (ft-’)
A = average surface area of the full pond (ft2)

c = orifice coefficient (use c=0.60)
T = drawdown time of full pond (use 40 hours)
g = gravity (32.2 ft/sec2)

H = elevation when the basin is full (ft)
Ho = final elevation when basin is empty (ft).

A perforated riser pipe may be used (Figure DD-6). Use a sufficient number of columns and rows of outlet
holes such that the sum of outlet hole areas equals "a" as defined above. Alternatively,, install an orifice plate
slide gate (DD-4), with the orifice size equal to "a". Then, install additional rows of holes in perforated riser
to ensure that slide gate orifice size outflow of basin. Area of orifice (a) may need to be adjusted to account
for installation specific hydraulic characteristics. Make adjustments to provide 40-hour drawdown.

~..___~jf-- 1-1/2" Diameter
Air Vent in Threaded Cap

Rows
¯ -

-~-
~..~" .... Outlet Holes

4" *,..._~-~-- Ductile Iron,
¯ - .~ ..... Corrugated Metal,

or Steel Pipe

Notes: 1. Minimum number of holes = 8
Columns 2. Minimum hole diameter = 1/4’

Source: UDFCD

Figure DD - 6

Riser Pipe for
Extended Detention Basin
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Other Design Considerations
The following additional design considerations apply to dry detention basins:

¯ Basins may be on-line or off-line with flood control facilities.

¯ For off-line basins, incorporate a bypass for storms larger than a 10-year design storm.

¯ For on-line basins, the water quality, outlet may be superimposed on the flood control outlet or may be
constructed as a separate outlet.

¯ Place inlets, outlets, baffles and berms to minimize short circuiting.

¯ Protect inlet and outlet from erosion by incorporating an energy dissipator.

¯ Include a gravel pack or trash rack at the outlet to prevent clogging. . -

¯ Design embankments for stability to meet State of California Division of:of Dams requirements
if structure falls within that agency’s jurisdiction. ~,~ .....

¯ Use geotextile fabric with the minimum specifications listed~i~Table DD-1.’

Table DO-1

Geotextile Propert~s (NonwoVen)
Property " " ~:~St ReferenCe Minimum

¯ . Specification
Grab Strength ASTM D4632 90 Ibs
Elongation at peak load ASTM D4632 50 %
Puncture Strength ASTM D3787 45 lbs
Permitivity ASTM D4491 0.7 sec"
Burst Strength ASTM D3786 180 psi
Toughness % Elongation x 5,500 Ibs

Grab Strength
Ultraviolet Resistance (Percent strength ASTM D4355 70%
retained at 500 Weatherometer hours)

Adapted from SSPWC, 1997.

Maintenance and Inspection Requirements
Dr3," detention basins require periodic maintenance and inspection including the following practices:

¯ Inspect outlet periodically for clogging a minimum of twice a year, before and after the rainy season,
after large storms, and more frequently if needed.

¯ Check banks and bottom surface for erosion and fix problems.

¯ Inspect the basin a minimum of twice a year. before and after the rainy season, after large storms, or
more frequently if needed.

DD-6 August 1999
Ventura Countywide Stormwater V:~2534~22100\7PROJDOC\LDBM=S\gg08FinalkDDB-BMP2.DOC

Quality Management Program

R0070511



¯ Remove sediment when accumulation reaches 25% of original design depth, or ifresuspension is
observed. Clean in early spring so vegetation damaged during cleaning has time to
re-establish.

¯ Clean forebay frequently to lesser frequency of main basin cleaning.

¯ Control mosquitoes, as necessary.

¯ Prepare a maintenance manual and submit it to the appropriate agency prior to facility installation.

¯ Report on maintenance to the appropriate agency.
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BMP WD: Wet Detention Basin

Definition and Purpose
A wet detention basin is a small artificial Design pool shape to suit site
impoundment with emergent wetland vegetation
around the perimeter designed for the removal of
particulate matter and dissolved nutrients.

Applications
/.?.. .

A wet detention basin BMP is suitable for sites where "

removal of particulate contaminants is desired. Wet
~..- ,-~f’.-/-..~detention basins also remove floatables and achieve Vegetate side slopes

some degree of dissolved contaminant removal.
Land uses for which detention basins are appropriate include residentia!, commercial, and institutional uses
and industrial uses, except for clay/glass/concrete works, food and priiafing. This BMPiS most appropriate for
sites with silt and expansive clay soils.

Limitations
¯ This BMP may not be not suitable for areas with long d~ spells and high evaporation rates without

perennial groundwater base flow or supplemental water to maintain permanent pool and aquatic
vegetation.

¯ Preventive measures will be required to control mosquito infestation.

¯ Measures may be required to maintain sufficient oxygen supply.

¯ This BMP may not be placed on steep, unstable slopes.

¯ A wet detention basin is infeasible in dense urban areas.

Design Guidance, General
A wet detention basin improves stormwater runoff quality by storing the runoff for an extended period,
allowing settling to occur. Wet detention basin layouts include a forebay, an outlet, a spillway and
maintenance roads. Wet basins are somewhat more effective at removing particulates than dry basins and may
also remove some dissolved contaminants.

Features of a detention pond are shown in Figures WD-1 and WD-2. The permanent pool provides a vessel
for the settling of solids between storms and the removal of nutrients and dissolved pollutants. The wetland
vegetation bench, called the littoral zone, provides aquatic habitat, enhances pollutant removal, and reduces the
formation of algae mats. Figure WD-2 also shows an optional surcharge detention storage volume overlying
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the permanent pool. This can be used for flood control. This surcharge storage may be designed as extended
detention for added pollutant removal efficiency.

Side Slopes No Steeper than 3:1 4.,
¯ ~......~U~ Embankment Side SlopesL, tttoralZone ~ -, ~ ¯

If
. ~’C"~>- ~’~- No Steeoer than 31Approx. 50% ~,.. ~.~-~-~--_j~L_- _ ~. ~-.,>~-’-.<. ~ ~

~~~’ Permanent ~1 :~ ~ ~

~~ , ~ . Spillway

Maintenance A~ess ~ ~-/

Sours: UDFCD

Figure WD- 1

Wet Detention Basin (Plan View)

(See Figures WD-2 and WD-3 for Section views)
Energy Dissipator ~ Emergen& Spillway FIo~ Level

Surcharge ~effl~ for at Spillway Crest
Inflow~        ~ Forebay        Storage -~                                    Larger ~o~s .....                       ~-." ~ ~ Spiflway Crest

~ ~ Permanent P~I ~ = "3 5 R    ~- - ~~
....... ....... , ......... v

~ ~- ..’ .~:’.~T- ......~ I.~~ ,~Embankment

~ Li~o~l Zone~erm at Fore~y ~_ Flared Culvert
BoSom Drain - ~- Outlet Works

S~rce: UDFCD

Figure WD -

Wet Detention Basin ($ection View)

Wet detention basins require more land than dry basins. Due to their large size, they are not feasible in dense
urban areas \vhere space may be limited. To maintain a permanent pool, perennial groundwater base flow
must be available or flow must be provided artificially. The following flow chart shows the general steps for
using this BMP.

Identify ~ Calculate ~ Determine ~ Determine
polentia1

~ trib,~ary Io ~ unit    ~ volume of
~

Checks~tes lot ~ ~’elenlion ~; configuration i detention dimensions vs.detention ! basin
!

~ bas~. ~ s~)ace available
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The littoral zone of the wet detention basins shall be designed to have gently sloping sides (not steeper than
10:1) that cover approximately one-half of the basin surface area. The side slopes may be steeper in the open
water portion of the basin. Depth of the permanent pool shall not exceed 10 feet, to prevent stratification.

Wet Basin Design
Design the basin to include a permanent wet pool, with a mean depth of 3 to 5 feet (Figures WD-1, WD-2, and
WD-3). Figure WD-4 shows outlet works for a wet detention basin. The basin permanent pool design shall be
sized using the method described below.

lO tt (min.)
¯

-~-~---~ Permanent W.S.

18" (max.)
~

Average Depth:
Littoral Zone ~J’ 4-8 ft (10 ft max.) ....

3:1 or Flatter :

Sour¢~i LIDFCD .....

Figure WD- 3

Wet Extended Detention Basin (Section View)

Removable and Lockable ~,
Overflow Grate for Larger Storms Trash Skimmer D~tail

_ Stiff Steel Screen
Threaded Cap ~, for Trash Skimmer

~ ___~. ¯ Open on Top
~-~ ~ - and BottomCapture Volume Level ~ ~

__~.~

Perforated Holes ~                                       ~-
Above Permanent Pool ~"~ ~"

Permanem ~.
Pool Level 2 ft

,/.
Trash _7 ~---

/---~/// /"
Radius of Skimmer

Skimmer -~-- >_ 4x Riser Diameter
Permanent    (see detail)      ../ /-- ~             -~-----_’----~ Pond Bottom

Pool ~.~’~/ (~ Drain Valve

¯ ~= Concrete
Optional Reverse ---° ~IL_~ Access Pit Outlet Ptoe
Slope Overflow ~ (min. 3 ft)

Notes: 1. Alternate designs are acceptable as long as the hydraulics
provides the required erupting times.

2. Use trash skimmer screens of stiff green steel materia! to
protect pedorateO riser. Must extend from the top of the riser
to 2 ft below the permanent pool level. Source: UDFCD

Figure WD - 4

Outlet Works for Wet Detention Basin
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Size the Basin
¯ Using Figure B-I (Appendix B), find the appropriate NCDC station number for the site. Locate the

appropriate percent capture curve in Appendix B by matching its NCDC station number. Interpolate
be~,een curves if necessary.

¯ Calculate the percentage of the drainage area that is impervious. This number, the directly connected
impervious area (DCIA) determines which of the curves on the figure is applicable to the drainage
area.

¯ From the chart, find the unit basin storage size corresponding with the DCIA curve and a 75 annual
percent capture rate.

¯ Calculate the basic basin volume for the tributary area by multiplying the unit basin storage volume by
the tributary area.

¯ Design the basin according to site constraints, with dimensions as noted in Figures WD-1, WD-2,
WD-3 and WD-4, taking into account the following considerations.

The permanent pool volume shall be at least 0.75 times the basic volume.

The surcharge storage pool shall be at least 0.75 times the basic volume.

Include a forebay for initial course sediment settling. The forebay shall comprise 10 percent of
the basin volume.

Include a littoral zone in the permanent pool. The littoral zone shall be 50% of the total
permanent pool surface area. Select vegetation for littoral zone in accordance with guidance in
BMP CW: Constructed Wetland.

Design for a surcharge storage pool maximum depth (Dmax) in feet:

Dmax =0.1 (A)°5

\\-here: A = basin length (ft) x width (ft)

Use a length to width ratio of at least 2:1, preferably 4:1 or more, with a minimum bottom width
dimension of 30 feet. Ratio can be accomplished using baffles or multiple basins in series, if
necessary.

Provide access for maintenance equipment.

Size Surcharge Storage Pool Outlet

It is important to size the surcharge storage pool outlet properly. Outlets that are too large result in partial
filling of the basin and inadequate drawdo\vn time. The outlet may be a single orifice, with or without a riser
pipe. The outlet must be protected to avoid clogging from trash and debris. Use the folio\ring
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equation to size the outlet control orifice.

a = 2A(H - H0)°--~

3600cT(2g)°:

where: a = area of orifice (ft-’)
A = average surface area of the full pond (ft2)

c = orifice coefficient (use c=0.60)
T = drawdown time of full pond (use 40 hours)
g = gravity (32.2 ft!sec:)

H = elevation when the surcharge storage pool is full (It)
Ho = final elevation when surcharge storage pool is empty (It).

A perforated riser pipe may be used (see Figure DD-6 in BMP DD: Dry Detention).~ Use a sufficient number
of columns and rows of outlet holes such that the sum of outlet hole areas equals "a" asdefined above.
Alternatively, install a reverse slope overflow (WD-4) with an orifice sized to equal "a’. Area of orifice (a)
may need to be adjusted to account for installation specific hydraulic Characteristics. Make adjustments to
provide 40-hour drawdown for the surcharge storage pool.

Additional Wet Detention Design Considerations
The following additional design considerations apply to wet detention basins:

¯ Basins may be on-line or off-line with flood control facilities.

¯ For off-line basins, incorporate a bypass for storms larger than a 10-year design storm.

¯ For on-line basins, the water quality outlet may be superimposed on the flood control outlet or may be
constructed as a separate outlet.

¯ Place inlets, outlets, baffles and berms to minimize short circuiting.

¯ Protect inlet and outlet from erosion by incorporating an energy dissipator.

¯ Include a gravel pack or trash rack at the outlet to prevent clogging.

¯ Design embankments for stability to meet State of California Division of Safer3, of Dams requirements
if structure falls within that agency’s jurisdiction.

Maintenance and Inspection Requirements
\Vet detention basins require periodic maintenance and inspection including the following procedures:

¯ Once vegetation is established, inspect basin at minimum of twice a year, before and after the rainy
season, after large storms, or more frequently if needed.
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¯ Replace vegetation as necessary and remove plants.

¯ Remove floatables and remove sediment build-up when it accumulates to fill 25 percent of the original
capacity.

¯ Clean forebay frequently to lessen frequency of main basin cleaning a minimum of twice a year, before
and after the rainy season, after large storms, or more frequently if needed.

¯ Control mosquitoes, as necessary.

¯ Prepare a maintenance manual and submit it to the appropriate agency prior to facility installation.

¯ Report on maintenance to the appropriate agency.
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BMP MF: Media Filter

Energy Dissipators
,~-- Pretreatment Basin
~ - /~ Perforated Pipe
------~-"

-~ Weir for Uniform Discharge

~- Sand F#tratJon Bastn

Drain Valve~~/ i,, ! "~,~.~,::~:~i:~ ~ ~. ~
~ Ouffiow

Underdrain ~#ing System ~/

Adal31ed from Gity of Austin
"City of Austin" Sand Filter

Definition and Purpose
A media filter is a two-stage constructed treatment system, including a pretreatment settling basin and a filter
bed containing sand or other filter media. It is recommended for tributary areas up to 100 acres and is
designed to remove sediment (particulate pollutants) only. The pretreatment sedimentation basin is included
to avoid rapid clogging of the filter. Possible configurations include:

¯ Surface sand filter
¯ Underground sand filter
¯ Linear basin

Applications
Media filters remove particulate and floatable materials and are appropriate for drainage areas of up to 100
acres. The sand filter has a removal efficiency of 70 to 90 percent, which is similar to the removal efficiency
for wet and dry detention basins. The sand filter is ideal for Southern California because it does not require
vegetation and requires~less space than other BMPs with similar removal efficiencies when a partial treatment
sedimentation basin is used. The effectiveness of the sand filter was proven in the City of Austin, where they
are widely used today.

Selection of a unit configuration for a media filter depends on the size of the drainage area and the facility"
location. Land uses for which media filters are appropriate include residential, commercial, and institutional
uses, and industrial uses, except for extractive, chemical/petroleum, food and printing. A media filter is not
appropriate for agricultural sites or other areas with expanses of erosive soil upstream of the unit.

For large watersheds, i.e., 50 to 100 acres, a "City of Austin" sand filter is recommended (see figure above).
For very small catchments, a linear basin (see Figure MF-5) is recommended because these smaller media
filters provide for lower flows and fit in compact, underground places. Underground linear sand filters are
especially suitable for industrial sites because they can be situated to accept sheet flow from adjacent
pavement.
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Limitations
¯ Heavy maintenance requirements.
¯ Not effective at removing liquid and dissolved pollutants.
¯ Significant headless may limit use on flat sites.
¯ Severe clogging potential iferodible soil surfaces exist upstream.

Design Guidance, General
The objective of using a media filter is the removal of particulate pollutants, as with extended detention basins
(BMP DD and BMP WD) and constructed wetlands (BMP CW). The filter medium used in this BMP is
typically sand and sometimes a peat/sand mixture. Advantages of using media filters are that they require less
space than other treatment practices and can be located underground. Media filters may be used when there is
a lack of water and it is infeasible to use a wet detention basin, wetlands or biofilter. The following flow chart
shows suggested steps for using media filters during planning for site development.

Identify L Calculate ~alea SelectI Dell,mine,required I~    requgelermirle ~,red, ,el" II"      ,~tify              ,1~1      ,ntegrale

potential ~’ibuta~ to ~ unit [~ vo=ume o ~-~ ’ ~    ~ -" ~ int---~ f ~ - sudace area I~ _ neei;~d inlet !~ rned=a filter
sites for

~-

detention ~ configuration~ pretreatmenU ~    Check    | a.n~t~ou_tlet ~ -it t~? ....media filters
basin ~.~ settling basin I dimensions vs. ~~

s e ayuu~

.

The following sections provide specific guidance for sizing the pretreatment/settling basin and the filter basin.

Pretreatmen~/Settling Basin Design

¯ Size the pretreatment/settling basin to hold the entire water quality volume equi\’alent to the 75 annual
percent capture volume(Appendix B) and to release the volume to the filter over a 40-hour drawdown
period. For a partial pretreatment sedimentation basin (recommended where site constraints exist), use
no less than 20 percent of the volume calculated for the full sedimentation design. When a partial
pretreatment sedimentation basin is used, filter maintenance requirements increase substantially and
must be reflected in the maintenance manual.

¯ Lay out the basin such that the length to width ratio is 4:1 (preferably, 2:1 is acceptable) and maintain 1
foot of freeboard.

¯ Locate energy dissipator upstream of the entrance (see figure on page MF-1).

¯ Design an outlet for the pretreatment basin. Include provisions to drain the basin, such as using a
perforated pipe or a drain. Outlet configurations vaw. The "CiU~ of Austin" sand filter design
incorporates a perforated riser pipe (see BMP DD). The sediment trap design (Figure MF-1) includes an
additional horizontal perforated outlet that conveys flow to the outlet structure. For linear basins, the
water crests over a wall to enter the filter basin (Figure MF-5).

MF-2 August 1999
Ventura Countywide Stormwater V:~2.534k22100\7PROJDOC\LDBMPS\9908FinaIkM=-BMP2.DOC

Quality Management Program

R0070520



Perforated Drain Pipe
Wrapped in Geotextile Fabric ~.
(Nonwoven) ~-~

Runoff ~ ~ e

~ e Outlet Structure

Plan

Nunog

~~~ ~olLayer over Pipe

Sediment Trap ~ ~; -L ~o Outlet ~.
~~ ro Outlot ~cturo

S~ion
~6ap~ from G~ of Austin

Figure MF- 1
Filter Basin Design

The filter basin surface area can be determined with the following equation for a maximum (full pretreatment
basin) filtration time of 24 hours and an average hydraulic head on the filter of 3 feet:

Let Filter Area = AF,

AT S
Ar-

K To

Where AF = filter area (sq ft)
Av = area draining to facility (sq ft)
S = unit basin storage volume from Appendix B (ac-ft!ac)
K = coefficient of permeability = 3.5 ft/d for full sedimentation and 2 ft/d for partial

sedimentation (ft/d)
TD = drawdown time of the maximized volume = 40 hours (1.67 days) for full pretreatment and

8 hours (0.33 days) for partial pretreatment (days)

This equation provides an appropriate surface area for filter media of diameter of 0.02- to 0.04-inch, as
recommended by the City of Austin. The filter area must be larger if smaller media is used.The sand bed can
be designed as shown in Figure MF-2. Geotextile fabric between the sand and the gravel and the gravel and
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/~-- 2" Thick Gravel Layer /-Geotextile Fabric

~’~ Sand Bed ~’~. 12" rain.
18" min. " ’

max. ~0’-0" o.c.

4" perforated PVC Pipe Covered with
~’--- Geotextite Fabric (Nonwoven)

Adapted from City of Austin, 1989

Figure MF - 2

Sand Bed Underdrains

the pipe can help prevent maintenance difficulties. The clean sand size of 0.02- to 0.04-inch diameter is
recommended. Install underdrains (Figure MF-2): use 4-inch diameter PVC pipe with 3/8-inch perforations
around pipe with 6 inches of space between each perforation group, a maximum of 10 feet between laterals,
and a minimum slope of 1/8 inch per foot. A flow spreader shall be included between the pretreatment and
filtration basins.

Include a bypass around the filter for flows larger than a 2-year event (see Appendix A) and minimize the
potential for erosion upstream of~e filter. Afinal factor that shall be considered in filter design is the trade-
off between media maintenance requirements and pollutant removal efficiency. Smaller-grained media
provides better performance than coarser-grained media, but has higher maintenance requirements.

Geotextile fabries must meet the minimum specifications listed in Table MF-I.

Table MF. 1
Geotextile Properties (Nonwoven)

Property : Test Reference Minimum
Specification

Grab Strength ASTM D4632 90 Ibs
Elongation at peak load ASTM D4632 50 %
Puncture Strength ASTM D3787 45 Ibs
Permitivity ASTM D4491 0.7 sec~
Burst Strength ASTM D3786 180 psi
Toughness % Elongation x 5,500 Ibs

Grab Strength
Ultraviolet Resistance (Percent strength I ASTM D4355 70%
retained at 500 Weatherometer hours)

Adapted from SSPWC, 1997.
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Additional Criteria for Specific Configurations

A linear basin configuration is recommended for smaller drainage areas, i.e., a few acres or less, because it
provides adequate treatment for low flows and fits in compact spaces.

Linear Basin
The linear basin’s settling basin and filter should be sized according to the general media filter design criteria.
Example structures are shown in Figures MF-3 and MF-4. The structure must be able to withstand traffic
loads if located in areas subject to traffic.

Minimum sand depth shall be 18 inches and maximum outlet pipe diameter shall be 6 inches (use multiple
pipes if needed). The flow should enter the sedimentation chamber in an even distribution,, Sedimentation
chamber should be positioned carefully relative to the pavement to ensure sheet flow, ~

Flow

r A’
~ Grated Cover Sediment Trap

Solid Cover I Drain

Outfa!l

Source: Shaver, ~99~

Figure MF - 3

Linear Basin (Plan)
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Grated Cover---., Solid Cover
Row ~

..2~ Paving

!

’i : .... ........ Out a.
.

Geotextile fabric (nonwoven) -/
Source: Shaver, 1991

wrapped over entire grate opening)

Figure MF - 4

Linear Basin ($~e.Ction A’A)

Maintenance and Inspection Requirements
Media filters require periodic maintenance and inspection including the following practices:

¯ Inspect filter sand a minimum of twice a year, before and after the rainy season, after large storms, or
more frequently if needed. Media filters with partial p.retreatment require quarterly filter cleaning, or
more often if the drainage area is erosive.

¯ Clean filter surface and filter semiannually, or more often if the drainage area is erosive. Media filters
with partial pretreatment require quarterly filter cleaning, or more often if the drainage area is erosive.

¯ Remove sediment when it accumulates to fill 25 percent of the original capacity of the pretreatment
basin, or more frequently if needed.

¯ Remove floatables when they cover more than 25 percent of the surface area of the pretreatment basin,
or more frequeatly if needed.

¯ Replace media, [fnecessary (if loss of permeability is noted), after construction activity has ceased and
soils have stabilized.

¯ Clean pretreatment area to avoid plugging of the filter media a minimum of twice a 5’ear, before and
after the rainy season, after large storms, or more frequently if needed.

¯ Control mosquitoes, as necessary.

¯ Prepare a maintenance manual and submit it to the appropriate agency prior to facilib’ installation.

¯ Report on maintenance to die appropriate agency.

MF-6                                                                             August 1999
Ventura Countywide Stormwater V:~2534~2100\TPROJDOC\LDBMPS\9908Finaf\MF.BMP2.DOC
Quality Management Program

R0070524



BMP CW: Constructed Wetland

Definition and Purpose
A constructed wetland is a single-stage
treatment system consisting of a forebay and Design pool shape to suit site
micro pool with aquatic plants. A constructed

¯

wetland removes high levels of particulates, as
well as some dissolved contaminants.
Therefore, it is likely to have a significant
impact on sediment, nutrients, heavy metals,
toxic materials, floatable materials, oxygen ,/ ~__ //’
demanding substances and oil and grease.

Vegetate
Appropriate Applications
Constructed wetlands (Figures CW-] and CW-2)
are ideal for large, regional tributary areas where space is availab|ei[o p~gvide’ shallow water conditions.
Constructed wetlands offer passive recreation, a wildlife site and an ae~}i~ti~lternative for stormwater
management. Land uses for which this BMP is appropriate include large residential developments, and
commercial, institutional and industrial areas where incorporation of a green space and a wetland into the
landscape is desirable and feasible.

Limitations
¯ Need base flow or supplemental water to maintain water level.
¯ Not app~0priate for steep unstab~ slopes or densely developed areas.
¯ May attract and breed mosquitoeS.
¯ Potential for nutrient release in winter.
¯ Hydraulic capacity may be reduced with plant overgrowth.

Design Guidance, General
Constructed wetlands offer an attractive, effective means for improving stormwater quality. As part of a
landscape design, a constructed wetland can offer the beauty of water and vegetation in a predominantly dry
area, if base flow is available or provisions are made to maintain the permanent pool. This BMP offersthe
potential for wildlife habitat and passive recreation. A constructed wetland could be used in a park-like area
\\-here housing development residents stroll or conduct bird watching, for example. A constructed wetland
could also provide a shady green space where employees at a commercial or industrial site could enjoy a
lunchtime outdoors.
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Side Slopes No Steeper than 5:1 ~

Wildlife Viewing Deck ------._ Embankment Side Slopes
(optional) No Steeper than 3: I

Outlet Works
~’~ ~- (see wet extended

detention basin
Figure WD-4)

, Maintenance Access

/ ~ Depth Variation Legend

~’~" ~, Inundated 6" below permanent pool

~ Inundated to 12" below permanent pool p ~
Inundated 2’ - 4’ below permanent pool "~;;;                                     Adapted from UDFCD, 1992

Figure CW - 1

Constructed Wetlands (Plan)

Forebay~ Surface Skimmer f- Overflow
Runoff ¯ "~- Flow Baffle SUrf Steel Screen or Plate /
~ Structure Afterbay ~ ~

2’ ~ 4’ 6" 12" ~--" /~ - Weir Controls¯ ~ ~ W.S. Level

2’+_

1" min.Orifice Control ~

Adapted from UDFCD, 1992

Figure CW- 2

Constructed Wetlands (Section)

The aesthetic advantages of constructed wetlands are complemented by their effectiveness as a stormwater
quality management BMP. Wetlands remove a variety of constituents. Some drainage structures, such as
flood control channels, function as \vetlands if a permanent pool forms. Constructed wetlands may be
intentionally incorporated into a design for any land use where space is available and wetland species can be
established. The flow chart on the following page provides general guidance for planning a constructed
\\etland in a site design.
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Identify | Calculate |           ~    Determine |    Integrate | Determine
potential | directly- | Select ~ required volume ~ constructed |

inlet and Designsitesfor ~ connected ~ unit ~ of constructed ~ wetlands ~..-~,.
outlet

~" structurei"~’legaily’binding|
constructed | impervio~JS | configuration ~ wetlands. Check | into ~ maintenancewetlands | area | ~ dimensions vs. | site layout | features

~=~ tributary to ~ -============~ spa~., available | ~
, constructed ~

As noted in the above chart, constructed wetlands are designed based on a capture volume, much as wet
detention basins (wet ponds) are. Wetlands would be well suited for many sites where a wet detention basin
could be used. Constructed wetlands, however, require more land space than wet detention basins for similar
drainage areas because part of the constructed wetland must be shallower than a wet detention basin.

The potential for variation in depths throughout the wetlands (see Figure CW-2~)      use of vegetation,
however, provide more interest and flexibility for landscape architecture p.~rp~~Joes a simole wet
pond. Variations in depth and irregularly-shaped pools also make a con     d wetlan~i~0re natural looking.

Vegetation in the wetland decreases the potential for short-circu iting~ (flow through the basin more rapidly than
desired) caused by wind, but can be expensive to establish and mair~i~a~iii

A constructed wetland for stormwater quality management purposes requires:

¯ Adequate space (typically 1 to 2 percent of the tributary watershed)
¯ Soils suitable for establishment of wetland vegetation
¯ A need or desire for landscape interest or a wildlife area
¯ Commitment to maintaining the wetlands

Design Considerations

Design constructed wetlands in the same manner as wet detention basins, using a shallower depth. Each
constructed wetland shall have a forebay and an afterbay (optional, 3 to 6 feet deep), which collectively make
up 25 to 50 percent ofthe entii~e wetland area. A shallow pool can extend laterally across the basin.

Side slopes should be at least 10:l for littoral zone down to a water depth of 2 feet, with freeboard as required
by the appropriate agency. Access must be provided for maintenance vehicles to reach the forebay, outlet and
perimeter.

Install inlet energy dissipators (flow baffle) and design the wetlands to have a length to width ratio of 3:1 or
4:1 to minimize the occurrence of short-circuiting and dead areas. Length to width ratios of 2:l can be used if
measures to prevent short-circuiting, such as baffling, are incorporated into the design in a manner that will not
impede wetlands maintenance. Figure CW-3 illustrates the length to width ratio. Compaction, clayey soils
and artificial liners should be used to minimize exfiltration.

Supplemental water may be required to keep vegetation alive in dry periods. If mosquitoes are a problem, the
forebay (deep water only) can be stocked with Gambusia fish (mosquito fish), if approved by the Department
of Fish and Game and other appropriate agencies.
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Table CW-l shows vegetation species recommended for constructed wetlands. The selection of plant species
for a constructed wetland shall take into consideration the water fluctuation likely to occur in the wetland.
Some species listed below have other factors affecting their successful growth as well. See Reference NRCS-
FOTG for additional information on the species listed below.

Table CW-1
Vegetation Species Recommended for Constructed Wetlands

Species Recommended in the Natural Resource Conservation Service
Field Office Technical Guide

Common Name Scientific Name
Alkali bulrush Scirpus robustus

Creeping wild rye Elymus triticoides

Reed canarygrass Phalaris arundinacea

Barnyard grass Echinocloa crusgalli

Other Recommended Species
Common Name Scientific Name

Cattail Typha latifolia _. , ,
Spikerush Eleocharis species

Tules Scirpus species

Common reed PhragmiteS communis

Sedges Carex species

Rushes Juncus species

In summary, the design steps for constructed wetlands are:

----~F-t-~-~’’Prevailing Winds I~- Afterbay .......
¯ Determine the constructed wetland volume. Forebay ~-~- ~ I ¯ -~.

... Shallow¯ Design the constructed wetland shape in accordance--~ -.,~. ~-, ....
with site constraints, slope requirements, required ~_~_[---~_~_~ ....
fore/afterbay sizes, and aesthetic objectives. Note: Shallow areas planted L~ A

Length = 3 unit~
¯ Design inlet and outlet structures.

III
¯ Designate shallow/vegetated areas.

~
’"

Section A-A¯ Select wetland species and layout planting/stocking
scheme (consult wetland ecologist, wetland plant Figure CW- 3
ecologist, or wetlands restoration firm). Length to Width Ratio

¯ Require xvetland ecologist for construction inspection and vegetation installation.

CW-4                                                                             August 1999
Ventura Countywide Stormwater V:,,2534~2210O\7PROJDOC\LDBMPS\9908Fina~CW.BMP2.DOC
Quality Management Program

R0070528



During design of the wetlands, the designer shall coordinate the design with the local, state, and federal
agencies regarding wetlands regulations. It is imperative that the functional purpose of the constructed
wetlands as a stormwater quality control BMP be recognized by the agencies to minimize future maintenance
issues, such as cleaning deposits out of the forebay and the afterbay.

Maintenance and Inspection Requirements
Constructed wetlands require periodic maintenance and inspection including the following practices:

¯ Inspect constructed wetlands a minimum of twice a year, before and after the rainy season, after large
storm events, or more frequently if needed.

¯ Remove accumulated undesirable debris and repair erosion¯

¯ Clean forebay every two years at a minimum, to avoid accumulation in main ~area.
Environmental regulations and permits may be involved with the removal of~     ~ deposits When

¯ . .... ~, "~-:~ ~; ¯

the main wetland area needs to be cleaned, it ~s suggested that the main at~b~.i~ed one half at a
time with at least one growing season in between cleanings. T~is.~l]:help to p~e the vegetation
and enable the wetland to recover more quickly from the clean~:            : "

¯ Control mosquitoes as necessary.

¯ Prepare a maintenance manual and submit it to the appropriate agency

¯ Report on maintenance to the appropriate agency.
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Appendix A
Hydrology for Flow Based Controls

Design Storm Flow Rate Calculation

The Stormwater Quality Design Flow (SQDF) for flow-based controls has an associated return period and
duration. The return period of the SQDF in Ventura County is the defined in this Appendix. The duration of
the water quality design storm is that which will yield the peak rate of runoff and is typically equal to the time of
concentration of the contributing drainage area.

Hydrologic calculations for design of flow-based stormwater quality BMPs in Ventura Cou~n~,shall be in
accordance with latest ed~tlon of the Hydrology Manual produced by Ventura County ~:Works Agency,
Flood Control and Water Resources Department, together with the hydrologic multiforth herein.
Where jurisdictions within Ventura County have approved alternative hydrologic e~lculethods, the
alternative methods may be utilized if they have been approved by thejuri~|~ti0n for use ~ign of flow-
based stormwater quality BMPs.

Standard Calculation Procedure

l. The Storm water Quality Design Flow (WQDF) in Ventura County is defined as Qp, WQDFo

2. Calculate the peak rate of flow from 50-year storm (QP.50y~:) using the procedures set forth in the Hydrology
Manual.

3. Convert Qp..~o;,r (Step 2) to Qv. WQDF (Step 1).

QP. WQDF = M ¯ Qp.

M = (M~)(Ar)+(M~,.)L~,] = Weighted Hydrologic Multiplier
A~ + A~,,

M~ and M~ and A~ and Ap are the hydrologic multipliers (see Table A-1 ) and areas of the impervious and
pervious portions of the area tributary to the BMP. AI + Ap = Ar where A~ is the total area tributary to
the BMP.
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Table A. 1 Hydrologic Multipliers
Watershed Storm Return Period. n yr.
Cover Type SQDF 2 5 10 25 50 100

Impervious Areas    0.10 0.16 0.45 0.68 0.83 1.00 1.20

Pervious Areas 0.06 0.08 0.23 0.40 0.7 1.00 1.38
M~,.~.

Example Design Storm Flow Calculation

The steps below show an example calculation for a swale (BMP IN).

Step 1: Design Flow = Qv, WQDF

Step 2: Calculate the peak rate of flow from a 50-year storm.
Qp, s0 y~. = 10 cfs from the Hydrology Manual

Step 3: Convert Qp,50 y~ (Step 2) to Qp, WQDF (Step 1)
~M~, WQDr = 0. I0 fA~ = 6 (Impervious area)From Table ~.Mp, WQDF = 0.06 From Project Plans tap = 3 (Pervious area)

M = (0.10)(6)+(0.06)(3)
6+3

= 0.09 Weighted Hydrologic Multiplier

Qp, WQDF = 0.09 x l 0 cfs
= 0.9 cfs

Design Peak Flow = 0.9 cfs
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Appendix B
Unit Basin Storage Volume Sizing Curves

This appendix is for use in sizing detention basins, media filters and constructed wetlands. It contains curves
which show the percent of runoff that may be captured by units of various volumes, according to the amount
of impervious area on a site.

40-hour Detention Storage Volume Analysis
The percent capture curves for 40-hour detention included in this appendix were developed using the Storage,
Treatment Overflow Runoff Model (STORM). STORM was applied to long-term, hourly rainfall data at rain
gauges across Ventura County. Based on this analysis, 4 gauges were selected as being representative for
sizing detention storage facilities (Figure B-I). Taking into consideration the av~al rainfall and
topography across the county, zones were drawn to reflect these 4 gauges. The:~urves should apply to
most areas w~th~n each zone. Zone boundaries, however, are approximate and certaifi!~,’~as within each gauge
zone will be strongly influenced by topographic features.                        " ~~°

The following pages include percent capture curves for the applicability zones, by National Climactic Data
Center station numbers: 1754; 6577; 6942; and 8261.

Example Use of Unit Basin Storage Volume Curves Sizing a Basin
¯ Locate your site on Figure B-l, and identify the associated NCDC station. Example: A Fillmore site in

the area for station 6577.

¯ Determine the area of drainage, At. Example: 10 acres.

¯ Determine the area of impervious surfaces in drainage area, Ai. Example: 6 acres.

¯ Calculate the percentage of directly connected impervious area, %DCIA = (Ai/At)* 100
Example: %DCIA = (Ai/At)* 100 = (6 acres/10 acres)* 100 = 60%

¯ Determine the percent capture. Use 75 annual percent capture in Ventura County.

¯ Determine the unit basin volume, V, using the curves. Interpolate between curves, if necessary. For
%DCIA of 10 percent or less, consult Ventura County Flood Control District for an appropriate unit
basin sizing technique.

Example: Station 6577, %DCIA = 60%, Annual Percent Capture = 75%, V, = 0.054 ac-ft/ac.

¯ Calculate the volume of the basin, Vb, where Vb = Vo* At.

Example: Vb= 0.054 ac-ft/ac* l0 ac = 0.54 ac-ft.

¯ Solution: Size the basin for 0.54 ac-ft and 40-hour drawdown.
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B-2 August 1999
Ventura Countywide Stormwater V:~2534~22100\7PROJDOC~_DBMPSL9908FinaP, APP.B.DOC
Quality Management Program

R0070533



Ventura County
1754

40 Hour Detention Storage Analysis

100

0           0.01          0.02          0.03          0.04          0.05          0.06     0£07          0.08          0.09

Unit Baain Storage Volume (Ac°Ft/Ac)

B-3                                                             August 1999
Ventura Countywide Stormwater V:~2534~22100~7 PROJ DOC~L DB M PSL9908F-=.t~I~,P p. B. DOC
Quality Management Program

R0070534



Ventura County
6577

40 Hour Detention Storage Analysis

100

90 ~
~

’ ~

6O

3O

o I                  ! , i0 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.05 0~06 0;07 0.08 0.09
Unit Basin Storage Volume (Ac*FUAc)

Ventura Countywide Stormwater Auou= ~
Quality Management Program V:~2534~22100\7PROJDOC~LDBMPSL9908FinaI~Pp.B.DOC

R0070535



Ventura County
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40 Hour Detention Storage Analysis
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Appendix C
Hydrologic Soil Groups

This appendix includes information on the Hydrologic Soil Groups in Ventura County to use in designing
various BMPs:

¯ Relevance of Hydrologic Soil Groups Information
¯ Hydrologic Soil Groups

Relevance of Hydrologic Soil Groups Information
The hydrologic soil groups of a development area are pertinent to Best Management Practice design for BMP
IN, Infiltration Facilities and for identifying sites appropriate for detention basins. The predominant soil group
will control the effectiveness of infiltration facilities or the suitability of an area for.imp0unding water.
Hydrologic soil group information should be used for preliminary siting studies only: Actual design should be
based on in-situ soil investigations and testing by a qualified engineer or geologist~

Table C-1 Hydrologic Soil Groups
Typical Infiltration Rates TIi¢ hydrologic soil groups are classified by

Soil Type Soil Type Infiltration Rate
(Hydrologic Soil VCFCD On/hr) the USDA Natural Resources Conservation

Group) Service (NRCS), formerly the Soil
Conservation Service. There are fourA                                      6,7                                1.00 -8.3
hydrologic soil groups: A, B, C and D. Soils

B 4,5 0.5 -1.00 may be classified by two groups. Soil groups
G 2,3 0.17-0.27 A and B have the highest infiltration rates,

D 1 i 0.02-0.10 unless the soils under consideration have

Infiltration Rates shown represent the range covered by multiple sources, been compacted during construction. Soil
e.g. ASCE, BASMAA;~, ,,, etc. , .                  . groups A and B typically are appropriate for

storm runoff infiltration. Sites with soil
groups C and D are more appropriate for detention basins.

Soils in group A havo a I~W runoff potential and high infiltration rate, as the soils typically are sands and
gravel. Soil group B. ingl~d~ Soils with moderate infiltration rates when completely wetted. Group B soils
are sandy loam soils With moderately fine to moderately coarse textures. Soils in group C have slow
infiltration rates when thoroughly wetted and these soils typically are silty-loam soils with an impeding layer
or soils with moderately fine to fine texture. Group D soils have a high runoff potential and very slow
infiltration rate when thoroughly wetted. Group D soils include clay soils with high swelling potential, soils in
a permanent high water table and shallow soils over nearly impervious material.

The hydrologic soil information presented here should be used as a general overview. For more specific
information, consult the Ventura County Soil Survey or contact the Ventura County Resource Conservation
District at (805) 386-4685.
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Communities across the nation are finding that their water resources are degrading in response
to growth and development. They are also discovering that they can only protect these local
water resources by thinking on a watershed-level. The settings of local watershed management
efforts are indeed diverse. For example, some communities are trying to save salmon habitattn
the Pacific Northwest, while others strive to maintain groundwater quality in the Southwest. A-
mid-western community seeks to prevent lake eutrophication, while a New England communily
wishes to keep shellfish beds open, and a Northeastern communityworks to keep a pure ddnking
water supply.                                                            -

Yet other communities work at the watershed level to sustain trout populations in the Great Lakes,
to stem the decline in biodiversity of warmwater streams in the Soulheast, to protect endangered
salamanders in the Texas springs, aria meet baderia standards along California beaches. Other
communities look to the watershed to reduce algal blooms in the estuaries of the Carolinas and
Chesapeake Bay, to protect coral reefs in the Florida Keys, aria restore habitat in degraded urban
streams of the Mid-Atlantic.

While the settings and resource issues that drive local watershed protection are diverse,
communities often find that many of the same tools and techniques appear to work in every
watershed. This handbook condenses some of this local knowledge and experience in a single
reference to help other communities solve their local watershed problems.

Watersheds are important to any community because they embody our sense of place in the
landscape, and their waters are important in our daily life. Some of the many interactions
between ourselves and urban watersheds are described below. In an important sense,
watersheds are the geographic address for our community, and provide a common end unifying
goal to rally around.

flooding and erosion fishing food chain
dnnking water swimming habitat

. food (shellfish, fishl boating migratory stop-overs
kids playing in creek hiking trails and greenways

pro~oe~ drainage bird watching

Communities quickly find many reasons to protect local watersheds-whether it is because of
economic benefits, recreation, flood prevention, scenery or the overall quality of life. Different
groups of people often have their own unique rationale for protecting watersheds. Some may

-xiii-
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place a high value on the aquatic biological community living in these waters, while others will
be more concerned about reducing stream channel erosion to the real estate in their backyard.
Regardless of the reasons, it JS clear that most communities now recognize the value of local
watershed protection..

It is certainly true, however, that watershed planning has not always lived up to its promise. Some
communities have found that some of their past watershed planning efforts have not always
protected local water resources adequately, i.e, measurably reduced the cumulative impacts of
watershed development over the long run.

This failure of many watershed planning and implementation studies is often termed the "dusty
shelf syndrome’, as in the watershed study that is consigned to the shelf never to be read or
implemented. In talking with watershed planners around the country, we have been told that the
dusty shelf syndrome is caused by some of the common planning pitfalls outlined below. The
rapid watershed planning approach advocated in this handbook was developed expressly to
avoid these pitfalls.

1. Plan is conducted at too great a scale--the focus becomes too vague; too many
subwatersheds are considered; impact sources are often impossible to identify; too many
stakeholders are involved and implementation responsibility is diminished; monitoring
and implementation costs skyrocket; and non-urban sources confound protection efforts

2. Plan is a one-time study rather than a long-term and continuous management
commitment--plan does not fully commit resources and authority to a long-term process
and after a period of time the report and recommendations are lost to competingpriorities

3. Plan lacks local ownership and key stakeholder involvement in the watershed
management process--responsibility is handed off to consultants or technical staff;
internal consensus and supporl are not generated and few stakeholders are involved in
the process; consensus and support are not provided for elements which may be
controversial

4. Plan does not address the issue of land use change within the watershed-land use
change is not accurately predicted in response to zoning or master plans; consideration
of alternative land uses or densities and prediction of impacts are not incorporated in plan

5. Budget for watershed plan insufficient--plan scope is too broad and ambitious for
available funds; baseline mapping and monitoring often exhausts budget with litlle left
for management process, stakeholder involvement, or implementation

- xiv -
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6. Plan f~se~ on lhe tools of wate~ht~l analysis r{~her titan w~efshed man ..�~jement
outcome--consultants and planners are overly fascinated with tools such as GLS,
computer simulation modeling, and intensive monitoring wilh lime attention is devoted 1o
management outcome with rasped to land use and practices

7: I::)i:~ument was too long or complex--documents often exceed several hundred pages
with appendices and are too complex for most stakeholders; decision-makers are nol
able to find or understand watershed management recommendations

8 ~ Plan does not assess adequacy of existing local program to implement management
recommendations--plan does not review existing elements of local government or entity
to evaluate if capabilih/ exists to implement recommendations; there is no critical
evaluation of authori~ to affect land use approvals, or to see whether funding, staffing,
enabling ordinances, or regulations are adequate to implement plan

9.. Plan recommendations were too gene~l--recommendations often general as in: better
erosion and sediment control (ESC], need for better agency coordination, wider use of
stormwater BMPs, or need for long term watershed monitoring, with no specifics on how
to fund programs, what ordinances will require wider use of BMPs or ESC,s, how to
achieve better agency coordination, or what, when and who will conduct monitoring;
management recommendations do not assign resources, responsibilities and timetables

10. Plan had no requimmen~ or m~ning--no regulation or requirement is in place to
mandate use of plan; land development is not required to conform to specific criteria or
maps in plan

The Center’s Approach to Watershed Management

Our basic philosophy is that watershed planning is simply a process to get communities to make
better choices about future growth. In particular, we feel that an ideal watershed plan should be:

’- ,~ientifically credible based on the best science that is available;

democratic in that a group of real citizens and watershed interest groups can prepare
them;

effeclive such that we are reasonably confident that we can achieve the water resource
goals set for the watershed if the plan is fully implemented;
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¯ lecally-based with a strong focus on smaller subwatersheds that contain headwater
streams:

¯ adaptable to the many different ecoregions of the country;

¯ versatile so that the method can be applied to solve diverse watershed problems, such
as: protect trout, a drinking water supply, a beach, an aquifer; prevent lake eutrophication,
stream degradation; or restore stream quality;

¯ economically defensible so that the needs for economic growth are balanced against
the benefits of watershed protedion;

¯ inexpensive to prepare so that it fundions much like a ModeI-T lit doesn’t take a lot of
time or money to get started) so that scarce funds can be conserved for adual
implementation: and,

¯ rapid, since development can occur very rapidly, it is possible to dramatically change
watershed quality in a few decades. Therefore, a brief planning phase should quickly
lead to on the ground implementation of specific management tools in less than a year.

We have tried to keep these goals in mind as we wrote this handbook, and continue to refine our
approach to better meet these challenging goals. It is important to note that our planning
approach is primarily geared for watersheds that are expected to experience growth pressures.
It doesn’t work well for watersheds that are expected to remain in a rural or undeveloped
condition, and are dominated by agriculture, timber, surface mining or grazing operations.

How to Use This Handbook

The audience for this handbook is the mythical *watershed manager*--a person who has the job
of getting a group of people to come to an agreement on a local watershed plan and then
implement it. We have tried to organize the handbook to help a watershed manager get this iob
done as rapidly as possible. As such, the handbook is divided into four parts.

Part 1, contains four chapters that present the nuts and bolts of urban watershed protection, with
a strong emphasis on practical techniques for crafting a plan, and a review of the maior tools that
are applied to protect urban watersheds.

Chapter 1: Basic Concepts of Watershed Protection describes fundamental concepts
that need to be understood before embarking on a watershed plan.
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Chapter 2: The Tools of Wotershed Protection outlines the eight maior watershed
management tools that are critical to a watershed plan, and describes a range of
lechniques Io implement the individual fools. Because of the fundamental importance of
impervious cover, this chapter highlights land use planning techniques that can shift the
amount and location of impervious cover among different subwatersheds.

Chapter 3: Crofting a Wotershed Plan presents an eight step process for putting a plan
together for a watershed and its individual subwatersheds. The process guides a
watershed manager through the many hard choices involved in developing and
implementing a plan.

Chapter 4: Customizing Subwatershed Plans to Meet Water Resource Goals presents
a series of subwatershed management’templates" to meet different local water resource
goals. The templates indicate how the eight major watershed management tools can be
adapted for different streams, lakes, reservoirs, estuaries and aquifer settings.

Part 2. Methods for Watershed Prot~’tion, is more technical, and contains five chapters that
help a watershed manager design a more cost-effective watershed plan.

Chapter 5: Budgeting for Watershed Protection provides detailed information on the
comparative cost of the many mapping, modeling, monitoring and management options
that might be needed to support and justify a watershed plan. The chapter also
introduces the concept of the basic subwatershed plan, which yields the minimum
management information needed to support a plan.

Chapter 6:Estimating Current and Fulure Impervious (.-~ver compares four techniques
for measuring and forecasting impervious cover within individual subwatersheds. The
Chapter helps a watershed manager choose the most appropriate method for this critical
indicator of watershed change.

Chapter 7: Subwatershed Mapping outlines some of the methods and techniques lhat
are used to show the spatial implementation of a subwatershed plan. The chapler
emphasizes a simple approach to develop subwatershed and aquatic corridor maps that
support a watershed plan.

Chapter 8: Rapid Monitoring Techniques describes some of the more rapid and low cost
techniques to characterize stream quality, with a strong emphasis on physical and
biological monitoring techniques that can be used as long-term indicators of watershed
health.
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Chapter 9: Spedal Watershed Analyses and Subwatershed Surveys helps a watershed
manager decide whether any additional mapping, modeling or monitoring support needs
to added to the scope of a watershed plan. The Chapter examines three common
watershed-wide analyses.-- flood management, TN~DLs and greenways, and also
describes subwatershed surveys, and provides some tips on how to select the most
appropriate model for a watershed study.

Part 3, Putting a Plan Together takes the watershed manager through the process of preparing
a subwatershed plan in the real world.

Chapter 10: The Practice Plan provides a sample subwatershed plan for a hypothetical
subwatershed known as Cameron Branch. The example takes the reader through the
eight steps of crafting a subwatershed using a realistic land use scenario.

Chapter 11: Real World Watershed Plans presents eight real world watershed planning
case studies from around the country that illustrate both different planning approaches
and local water resource goals.

Part 4. Additional Resources for the Watershed Manager. Appendices at the end of the
handbook provide greater detail for a watershed manager interested in special topics, such as
budgeting, modeling selection, monitoring methods, watershed economics and management
structures. In addition, a reference guide is provided that highlights useful resources for puffing
a plan together. Also, a glossary is included that defines some of the arcane terminology cited
in the handbook.

- xviii -
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Introduction

A Guide to Better Site Planning

This guide represents the culmination of a 6. Headwater Streets
four-year effort to examine new ways to 7. Green Parking Lots
reduce pollutant loads and protect aquatic
resources throughnon-structural practices and The first chapter, A Stream Protection
improved construction site planning. During Strategy, outlines a comprehensive framework
the project it was quickly realized that a for effective stream protection at the local
fundamentally different approach toward level that utilizes an integrated development
development was needed to reliably protect review process through each stage of the
streams and other aquatic resources. This development cycle. The many advantages of
guide describes a new approach to site this resource-driven approach are then
planning and recommends how it can be described. Next, the chapter documents how
implemented at the local level. A recurring three decades of traditional development
theme is that the new site planning approach standards and subdivision codes have not
makes more environmental and economic served their purpose. These outdated
sense than traditional subdivision codes, regulations result in needless impervious area,

consumption of green space, and inadequate
This guide is aimed at all those who protection of resource areas and streams. A
participate in site planning at the local strong case is made that modest reforms of
level---plan reviewers, developers, engineers, inflexible local development regulations can
landscape architects, local officials, and produce significant improvements in the
concerned citizens. It is hoped that each future quality of streams and the community.
participant ca t find some useful ideas within
the guide to improve the quality and outcomes Chapter 2, The Importance oflmperviousness,
of site plans, is a thorough review of natural research on the

impact of imperviousness on aquatic systems.
Organization The review concludes that even relatively low

levels of impervious cover can produce
The guide is organized into seven main significant and often irce. versible impacts on
chapters: streams and other aquatic resources. A key

theme is that impervious cover can be used as
1. A Stream Protection Strategy a quantitative measure to test the effectiveness
2. The Importance of Imperviousness of site planning practices.
3. Watershed-Based Zoning
4. Stream Protection Clusters Chapter 3, Watershed-BasedZoning, examines
5. The Architecture of Stream Buffers how the measurement of impervious cover can
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Site Planning for Urban Stream Protection

be a more reliable and enforceable link
Chapter6, Headwater Streets, investigates thebetween individual site plans and the larger
potential of reducing imperviousness throughwatershed in which they are built. An urban
narrower residential streets, smallerstream classification scheme based on future
cul-de-sacs, and shorter driveways. Presentimpervious cover is outlined and the merits of
local road design standards have resulted inimpervious cover are then discussed as the
needless impervious cover and unsafe speeds.basis for watershed-based zoning. The chapter
A revised residential street classificationoutlines the steps needed to institute
system is presented that forms the basis forwatershed-based zoning at the local level and
more effective performance standards forconcludes with a discussion on how specific
street design. The chapter also providesstream protection strategies can be adapted
guidance on integrating structural practiceswithin individual subwatersheds,
along streets to provide the most effective

Chapter 4, Stream Protection Clusters, control ofrunoffquality.
examines a series of alternative development

In the last chapter, Green Parking Lots,patterns that can sharply reduce the amount of
further reduction of impervious cover isimpervious cover created at a site. These
possible in new commercial parking lotdevelopment patterns concentrate on cluster
design. The "green parking" alaproachdevelopment in a smaller area served by a
downsizes parking areas, thus limiting theshorter road network. Many localities already
creation of unnecessary impervious coverallow cluster development; however, it has
while still providing convenient access forseldom been used for the explicit purpose of
motorists. A strong case is made that currentreducing impervious area. A new model for
local parking codes result in parking lots thatcluster development is presented that can be
are much larger than needed. From theeasily implemented by local governments to
e .xperience of local planners, new performancebuild more attractive and economic criteria are proposed to curb excess parking,communities.
utilize smaller parking stalls, and design more
effective best management practices (BMPs)Chapter 5, The Architecture of Stream Buffers,
for parking lots.documents the critical importance of buffers

in the urban landscape. Twenty key benefits of
A glossary at the end of the guide providesbuffers are reviewed. In addition, the chapter
definitions of the many planning anddocuments the experience that local
engineering terms involved in site planning.governments have had in implementing

effective stream buffer programs. The chapter
The guide illustrates how innovative siteconcludes with detailed, but flexible
planning tools can be integrated into theperformance standards that ensure that buffers
overall BMP system for a development site.are protected and maintained through each
Such tools act to reduce impervious area,stage of the development cycle.
protect resource protection areas, and retain

2
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Introduction: A Guide for B~,tt~_ r Site Planning

green space. Most importantly, the guide Agency(EPA) Office of Wetlands, Oceansand
makes a strong case that when these tools areWatersheds, with matching funds from the
applied together, the result is generally better MWCOG. The Center for Watershed Proteaion
for the community, the stream and the also contributed funds to complete the effort.
developer. The guide could never have been produced

without the cooperation, insights and experience
Many of the issues in this manual are explored of over 200 local planning agencies fi’om 43 US
in greater depth in a series of four guidance states. Staff members of these agencies
documents that are available from MWCOG. participated in surveys, provided literature and

ordinances, and gave advice over the phone. The
¯ Riparian Buffer Strategies for Urban help of these agencies, listed below, i~ gatefially
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¯ Cluster Development Strategies for Urban

Watersheds Thanks are also extended to EPA staff whose
¯ Residential Street Strategies for Urban guidance and patience were instrtmaental in

Watersheds completing this guide. They include Anne Beier
¯ Clearing and Grading Strategies for Urban (project officer), Robert Goo, Rod Frederick,

Watersheds and Dov Weilman, as well as each of EPA’s
regional nonpoint source coordinators.This
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way of thinking about site planning to better Lynne Stabenfeldt, Peter Kumble, Mark Pfoutz
protect streams. As a result, the guide is and many others. Their input is gratefully
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each one within the context and character of the final document, with kudos to Arlene
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Site Planning for Urban ~gtream Protection

Points of view expressed in this guide do not
Town of Lovelandnecessarily reflect the views or policies of the
Town of Colorado SpringsEPA or MWCOG.
Summit County

Partial List of Planning Agencies
ConnecticutThat Contributed To This Study
City of Cromwell

Alaska Town of Avon
Town of Hebron

Alaska Coastal Zone Program Town of MarlboroughCity of Juneau

Arizona
Delaware

City of Scottsdale
City of Dover

City of Tempe Florida
Maricopa County
Pima County Broward County

Collier County
Arkansas City of Orlando

Dade CountyCity of Little Rock Franklin CountyFayetteville Monroe CountyTown of Maumelle South Florida WMD

California
Volusia County

California Coastal Commission Georgia
City of San Bemardino City of Gainsville
City of San Luis Obispo DouglassvilleMarin County Atlanta Regional Commission
Monterey County City of Atlanta
Placer County Fulton CountySacramento County Gwinnet CountySouth Lake Tahoe

Colorado                                    Illinois
Dupage CountyBreckenridge County FlossmorCity of Aurora Lake CountyCity of Boulder
Northeastern Illinois Planning Comm.Town of Fort Collins Town of Lake Villa
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Village of Matteson Baltimore County
Carrol County

Indiana Charles County

City of Bloomington City of Annapolis
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Commission

City of Indianapolis Howard CountyTippecanoe County Montgomery County

Iowa
Prince Georges County

City of Ames Massachusetts
City of Dubuque Buzzard’s Bay ProjectIowa City

Cape Cod CommissionPolk County Martha’s Vineyard Commission
Town of Johnston Town of Amherst

Town of North AndoverKansas Plymouth
City of Overland Park Town of Rochester
City of Wichita Town of Scituate
Topeka!Shawnee County Sunderland

Yarmouth
Louisiana

Baton Rouge City/Parish
Michigan

Planning Commission City of Ann Arbor
City of New Orleans Grayling Township
Jefferson Parish Livingston County
Louisiar a CZM Program Grand Traverse Bay
St. Char~es Parish Oakland County/Township

Vergennes Township
Maine

MinnesotaCobosee Watershed District
City of Augusta Cass County
Lakes Environmental Assoc. City of Bloomingtonn
Maine Shorelands Zoning Unit Metropolitan Council
Portland Water District Mississippi Headwaters Comm

Town of Eagan
Maryland

Anne Arundel County Mississippi

Central Mississippi Plarming Department
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Missouri Township of West Windsor
Kansas City
City of Springfield New Mexico
Greene County Albuquerque-Bernalillo CitySt. Louis County Town of Santa Fe

Montana New York
Lake County Adirondack Park Agency
Missoula County City of Albany
Yellowstone County Town of East Hampton

Town of Mamaroneck
Nebraska Westchester County
City of Lincoln Village of Scarsdale
Lower Platte Natural Res. District
Omaha Planning District North Carolina

Carteret County
Nevada City of Raleigh
Carson County/City North Carolina Coastal Resources Comm
City of Reno Orange County
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency Town of Chapel Hill

Wake County
New Hampshire

Ohio
New Hampshire Office State Planning
Town of Ashland Miami County
Town of Exeter Town of Troy
Town of Gilford Town of Westlake
Town of Pembroke
Town of Plymouth Oklahoma
Pemigewaset River Council Oklahoma City

Oklahoma CountyNew Jersey Town of Norman
Atlantic County
Hackensack/Meadowlands Dev. Comm Oregon
Ocean County City of Astoria
Pinelands Commission Princeton Township City of Corvallis
Somerset County City of Eugene
Township of Franklin City of Portland
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City of Salem
Marion County Utah

Tillamook County Salt Lake City
Salt Lake County

Pennsylvania

Bucks County Vermont

Milford Township Town of St. Albans
Pequea Township Montgomery County
Town of Penn Hills Virginia
Township of Buckingham Chesterfield County

City of Newport NewsRhode &land City of Richmond
RI Farm Preservation Program Fairfax County
Town of Natick James City/County
Town of North Kingston Loudoun County
Town of Tiverton
Town of New Shoreham Washington

City of Bellevue
South Carolina City of Lacey
Colleton County City of Olympia
Charleston County City of Seattle
Dorchester County King County
SC Coastal Resources Council Kitsap County

Pierce County
Tennessee Skagit County

Williams3n County Wisconsin

Texas Dane County RPC
Kenosha CountyCity of Austin Southeast WI RPCCity of Dallas Town of Sun PrairieCity of Forth Worth WI Shorelands Protection ProgramCity of Galveston

Lower Colorado River Authority Wyoming
Town of Lubbock

Teton County
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M°ntEomery County Department of Environmental Protection              ~.

Chapter 19

L,~s o1 Montgomery (:otmty

Erosion, Sediment Control, and ~tot"m ~a~er Hana&e.,aent

Article II. ~tormwater Management

As a result of Bill No 45-84, effective Au&ust 31, 198a:

"kn F.merEency Act to provlde for consideraLion of water quality

impacts on streams and water quality features in storm water

manasement desisns; to add requirements of the MarYland Storm Water

M~na&ement Act; to authorize the Director of the O~partment of

Environmental Protection to approve storm water ta~,~asement plans and.

w~tivers; and to provide that the Director is responsible for

imple~entinE the Storm Water ManaEe~ent provisions of the Code.

By ksendin&

Chapter 19, Erosion,Sediment Control and Stem Water

Sections 19-20 Lhrou&h 19-28, 19-30,and 19-31

l(ont&omerY County. Code (19~7 Replace:ent Voltu:e as mnded)-

Chapter 19, Article ~I, now reads =s follows kn its entirety:

9-20. PurPose of article; authnrity.

(.a) ~t is the policy of Montsomery County to protect and promote

the public health, :afety and 5enerai welfare throuEh the manaEement of

s~orm water to Protect public and private PropertF ~ro~ dmle, to reduce

the effects of development on land and stre~ channel erosion,

¯ to assis~in the attainment and maintenance of water quality standards and to

preserve and enhance the env~roruaen~a~ quali~y of strea~ valleys.
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conse~-vation and manegement shall be prepared, public storm

~anagement facilities shall be planned and pcogrannu~d. and

for storm water management shall be promul[ated. It is further the

policy of the county tha~. insofar ~s pracL~cabTe, and ~n con~or=ance

wiLh this chapter. ~11 development occurrtng w~th~n ~he county shall~

on receiving st~-e~ and either contain on-sits or provide o~f-sit~

water ~anagmnt. facilities adequate to control the increased "~uno~

produced by the cotculated t~o year s~om, or at such other standard as

st;re law or the 4epar~nent shail adopt. ~he location and storage

requirements shall be determined as provided by this Chapter.

addition. ; prog~’am ~or inspec~;ion and ,mintenance o~ atom

management shall be @stabl£shed by the executive.

(b) ~e l~ryland Stor~ ~ater H~na~ement &�~, under ~ ~a~u~al

Resou~(~s ~r~icle, Section 8-1~-01 e~. seK., o~ ~he A~o~l~ ~ode o~
~a~land, p~vLdes ~ a sr~inK ~r build~n~ pemLt ~y not

~he 1oc~ ~ur~sd~�~lon. ~s ~�~icle does no~ ~n~r~n~e on ~he authority

~he coordination and enforcement of the prov~sions oE th~s &rticle.

19-21. Definitions.

For the purposes of this article. ~he ~ollo~ing ~ords and phrases

shall have the meanings respectively ascribed to the~ by t;his secLion:

APplicant. ~ tando~ner, contrac~ purchaser or other person.

partnership, corporation, other legal entity, or a&ent ther~o~, or any

public agency. ~hich assumes the legal ~espons~b~lity for development of

~and. :ubject ~o th~s article and chapter.
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(Chapter ~, Article I~,~

Board. The HonLgom~ry CotmLy plnnnLn& board, of the

Maryland-National Capital Park and Plannin& Commission.

Commission. The Herytand. National Capital Park and Planning

Commission.

County. HonLsome~ County, HaryLand.

Council. The Hont&omary County council.

Department. The department of environmental protection.

Detention Facility. & :to~m wat,:r manaKement facLlLty that does nut

have a permanent, body of water.

Development. A project �onststLn8 of the ~ubdivi=ion of Land, or

individuei parcels, includin~ b~ildinss and othar ~n~rovements.

Director. The director of the depart~nt of enviroraental protection

or a duly authorized asent.

District. The ~lont&omer7 Soil Conservation District.

Easement. & Krant or reservation by the o~er o~ land for the use o~

such land by othe[-s for ~ specific purpose or purposes, and which must be

included in the conveyance of land ~ected by such easement.

Erosion. The process by which the around surface is ~ot-n away by the

action of wind and/or water.

Executive. ~he county executive of Mont&oumry County or a duly

authorized a&ent.
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ExLended De~e, tion. The controlted release of storm water over.a

prescribed period of time.

Functional master plan. A ~aster plan for the conservation and

manasement of a watershed approved by the d~s~rict council and adopted by

the �omission

Impervious. The condition o~ bein8 in,penetrable by water.

~mperviousness. The desree to ~h~eh a s~e is ~ervious.

Ha~ntenance. Any action necessary ~o preserve storm water management

facilities ~n proper workin~ condition. ~n order ~o serve their intended

purposes and to prevent structural failure of such facilities.

Off-si~e ston, wirer manasement. ~e des~sn and construction of a

facility necess~r~ to control storm ~ater runoff from more than one

development.

On-s~te stor~ water manasement. The des~sn and construction of a
facility necessary to �ontrol storm ~ater runoff within ~ development.

Preliminary plan. A preliminary plan of subdivision, as provided for

by chapter 50 of th~s Code.

Retention Facility. A storm water facility which has a permanent

body of ~ter.

~torm water management. The collection, conveyance, storage.

~rsa, t~ent and d~.sposal of storm water runoff ~n a ~nner ~o p~vent

accelerat~ channel erosion, ~ncreased flo~ dmses and/or rsduction of

~er quali~y.
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Sec. 19-22. ~atershed pLans.

Pursuant to ArticLe, 28 An.orated ~nde o~ Hacy|~.d. the county

plannin$ board shal~ prepare ~or ~evtew ~nd approvaL o~

council, ~unct~onal master plans ~or t.he conse~-va~on and manasement of

each watershed ~n ~he county. ~ach ~unc~ional ~ast~r plan shall contain,

~onE o~her ~h~n$s. ceco~end3Lions ~or potential Locations o~ of~-s~e

sLo~ wa~e~ ~na~e~n~ and/o~ ~lood control ~acLl~os, ~nd Lndic~e

s~ocnge capaciLy cequL~ed ~or each :esmen~ ct ~he waL~cshed .’on~a~ned tn

~he plan. ~ese plan: =h~11 :~e ;,s a suede ~or pubtL~ policies ~o

pco~ec~ ~he wa~er:heds ~nd ~or ~he selecL~on and schedultn8 of specific

~ac[li~[es .~or LncLusion Ln ~he capLLa[ L~rov~enLs pcos~.

19-~]. S~o~ water ntanaKement chapter.

The executive shall cause to b~ p~epared a sr.o~ wa~er ~ana&emen~

chapter, to be included as an infests1 par~ of ~he ten year wa~er

supply/sewerage sys~m plan, £or approval by the county �ouncil. The

chapter s~11 be ~u~ded by ~he adopted functional m~s~er plus,

~or watershed conse~a~ion ~nd ~nasemen~ ~d shall outline c~y

poli�ies ~d objectives ~or ~he develop~n~ o~ o~-s~e s~o~

~nase~n~ ~d/or ~lood control £acill~ea durins ~he en~lnS ~en years.

~nasmn~ ~ac~11~ies and/or flood �on~l ~ac~l~es ne~ed du~n~ ~he

ensuLn8 six year C:P period and ~herea~er. ~e �~p~er shall

address ~he problm o~ non-po~n~ source �on~na~ion o(

~vers. ar~s[n8 from bo~h ~nside and outside ~he Suburban

Ois~i�~. ~d shall reco~nd policies ~ard a~a~n~ o~ na~ionsl.

s~a~e, ~e~onal, or county wa~e~ qual~y s~anda~s or objectives.
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19-24. Off-sit.e stor~

1"he executive is direcLed ~nnuaLLy to reco~eaend de~i&n and

construction of off--site sLor~

th~ capktal i~provement program. Those reco~enda~1ons shall be ~uided

by the ~dopLed func~[on~1 mas~ec plans, if ~ny, by ~he adopted ~en yeac

~a~er ~upply and sewerage systems ptan, and by ~he g~ncc~[ policies of

~h~s a~cte.

CIP p~ojec~s to m~e~ ~he need ~o provide adequate protection of ~he

water~heds from the increases in s~o~ water in the ba~ns ~here

contribu~[n~ development(s) occurs.

19-25. Storm ~rater manasement required for all dev~topment.

No application ~or preliminary plan o~ s.ubd_~!sio~ ~hatl be approv,~d

,~nless ~t include= a statement, and/or drawinK describing, in concept,

the manner ~n which erosion, sediment, ~ater quality i~pacts and sLnrm

This concept pi~, which ~st be approved by the Depar~nt, shall

indicate whet~er sto~_~t~.~ ~ill ~ m~a~ed on-site

on-site, the Een~_.~o~tion and t~e o~ ~na~ement. ~ose sto~ ~e~

mana~mnt plans s~ll be referred for cogent to the d~art~nt and

other public a~encies, as provided by Sections 50-33A and 50-35 of this

Code. go bu~ldins, 8r~in~, or sedl~nt contro~ pemit shatl be issu~

by the d~ar~ent ~or ~y parcel o~ lot �~ated prior to, or subsequent

to, the e~fective date of this arti�le, unless a sto~ ~ter mana~ent

ply. or waiver thereo~, for the plat or parcel, s~11 have been*approved

by .the director that is consistent with the requ~rmnts of this

chapter. ~e provisions o~ this article do not a~ly to const~ction of

sinsle-~ily residences, or their accesso~ buildinss, on lots of two

acres, or more, as set forth in state
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(Chapter 19. Article

19-26. On-site requirements; waivers

Every aPpticant shall provide for on-site storm water manaaemen~.

unless upon written ~eque8~. ~he d~ector waives ~h~s requirement. If ~

~iver ~s ~an~, based on c~e~a by executive ~eKul~on, the

depir~en~ ~halt ~qu~e moneL~ contributions, d~8~na~e i~ovemenLs.

~he ~r~ oE an easemen~ and/or ~he dedication of land, or a s~o~ ~aLe~

~na~emen~ ~ac~y E~om ~he applicant. ~n ~eu o~ L~e ~equ~ed on-~iLe

~o~ ~er manasseh,.

19-27. Contributions.

(a) Nonetary amount.

When an applicant obtain,.- a waiver of the r-qu~red on-siLe =to~m

water ~men ~ ...............
..... ¯ ~he moneLary ~on~r~bu~n :equ-t~-ed :ha;~e ~n

¯ccord~ce wir.h a ~ee schedule (unless ~ho developer

on a ~ea~er at~e~a~e contribution) es~ab1~shed

and cesuta~tons PrO~18a~ed by ~he county exec.~ive, pursuan~ ~o Sec~tnn

19-31 of ~his article, and based on ~he cubic Eee~ of sr.orase required

~or on-s~e manas~en~ o£ ~he developmen~ in question, in acco~nce

~he so~l conse~a~on se~ce fo~la: A11 of ~he ~ne~ary con~r~ons

shall be cr~ed ~ ~he County ~o ~he ~PPropria~e capUlet ~mprove,en~s

proar~ p~j~. ~e monetar~ contribution shall not exceed ~e cos~ of

~he o~he~ise r~u~red on-s~e s~om ua~r ~naae~n~ ~ac~11~. ~e

~ne~a~ contribution =hall ~ made

of any ~ld~n8 pe~ for ~he develo~n~.

(b) Dedication of tend.

In lleu of a monetary contribution, when an aPPlicant obtains a

waiver of the required ~_n.._~.!~e stone water management p,~rsuant to Section

19-26 of this article, the department or the commission (if the site ~s

added to Parkland) may enter ~nto an aareement with t~e applicant ~or the

8rentin~ o~ an e__~_aaement or the dedication of land by the applicant, to be

used for the construction o~ an off-site storm water manaaement

facility. ~he a~reement shall be entered into by the applicant 3nd the

depa~-~nt o~ the commission prior to the recordin~ o£ plats or. if no

.

record plat ~s required, prior to ~he ~s=uanee nf the bui|din8 permit.
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~9-28. County partLcipa~ion in on-s~te ~ac~liLies.

When the department dete~nines that additionat ~torage capacity.

beyond that required by the applicant for on--site storm water management.

~s necessary in order to correct an existing problem, or Lo provide

protection in a more desirable fashion for fuLure development, it may

acquire from the appticant or owner, by purchase or dedication,

additional land as may be necessary, andlor partLcipate financially in

construction of a storm water management facility to the extent that it

exceeds the required on-site storm water management. Funds for

participation ~n such projects shall be provided in the Capital

19-29. ~nspect. ion and maintenance of off-sit~ storm water

management facilities

The D~partment shall inspect and approve all o.f-site storm water

.~ana~e~ent facilities for acceptance for County maintenance. Followin~

~cceptance, each ~aeility shall be inspected at feast twice each year,

and shall be maint=tned b7 the Department, the ~ommission, or the

Department of Transportation, in good workin8 condition, in order to

serve their intended put’poses xnd to prevent structural failure of the

facility.

19-30. ~nspection and maintenance - on-site facilities.

(a) Inspection and enforcement of maintenance.

Prio~_~o-~he~u~nce..~f any building permit, which has an on-site
storm water management facility as one of the ~equirements of the permit,

the department shall requi~e the ~pplicant or otmer to execute an

easement and an insp_~ion and maintenance agreement binding on all

subsequent o~mers-.-~-~.°~ land sewed by the on-site storm water management

facilit.Y. The a8reement shall provide for access to the facility at

reasonable times, for periodic (yearly) inspection by the county, or

their contractor or agent, and for regular or special assessments o~

property owners to ensure that the faci|ity is maintained in proper

wor~in~ condition to meet design standards and any pt’ovts~o~s established
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~:td required by executive re~ulaL~on. ~l~ easement and aEr,)am~nt ~hall

be recorded by the deparLment in the land records of the county. The

a~reement shall also provide that if, after reasonable no~:e hy the

department to correct a violation of the design standards ov the

executive ~e~ulation, satisfactory correction= are not.made by the

o~er(=), the department m~y perforce all necessary work to ~[ace the

facility in proper workin& condition, after proper notice, and =ssess the

o~ner(s) of the f~cility for the cost of the work and ~n~ penalties, and

the cost of the work shall be a lien on the property, or p~or~tPd a~;~=t

the beneficia~ users of the property, and may be pLacrd o. th~ taxbill

¯nd collected as o~dinary taxer by the county.

(b) Eme-rzency authority.

IE, after an inspection by the department, the di~ecLoc dete~mine~

that the condition of a stot-m rater mana&eme**t f~cility presents an

ia~edEate danser to the public health or safety because of an unsafe

condition or ~mp~opermaintefiance, then the d~ecto~ shall take such

¯ ctions as ~y be necessary to prntect the pub1~c and ~ke the facility

sa~e. Any costs ~n~urted by the county as a re~ulL o[ the director’s

~ctLon shall De assessed against the o~er(s), as proved in s~bsect~on

19-30(a).

(c) Dedication Ln lieu of asremnt.

In lieu of an inspection and maintenance a&reement, the director may

accept dedication of any existins or future stot~m water m~na&ement

facility for county maintenance, provided such facility meets all the

requirements of this chapter and ~ncludes adequate and pet-petual access

¯nd sufficient area. by easement or otherwise, for inspection and re&ul~r

maintenance by the county.

19-31. Resutations; ~nterasency asreements.

[he Director mmy reco~end written resulations for the

administration of the ~rovi=ions of this &rt~cle, a~d shatl hold pub|ic

he~rin&s as p~rt of this r~ulation_makin8 process, w~th opportunity for
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ful! participation ’~y the Con~miss~on. Such regulations, ~nd am~.ndments

thereto. =hall not ¢cnflict with, nor w~ve, any ot the provisions of

this Chapter. no~ be less restrictive than its provlclons, but may exempt

development activities which the Direct.or determines do not requ:"e

ceCulation unde~ this Chapter, and shall become effective upon their

adoption by the County Executive under Method (2) of Section 2A-15 of

this Code. Such regulations shall include the establishment of a fee

schedule for monetary contributions to the County, in lieu of the

required on-site storm water management facility, and may also include

design standards and other criteria or procedures necessary ~o impiement

the provisions ef this Article. The Executive. the District. and the

Board shall, within sixty (60) days ~ollowin~ the effective date of this

Article, execute such a~reements as may be necessary to i~plement its

provisions, in=ludin~ tha mon~tor~n~ and review on a peviodi= basis, of

the effect that the p~oEr~m has had on the watersheds of the County.

~ese a~ree~nts shall ba=ome effective within thirty da~s of thei~

effective date, unless disapproved b~ the County Council.

519-32. Pe~fo~ance bond.(*)

(a) Prior to the issuance of any buildin~ pe~it fo~ const~ction of

a development ~equirin~ a sto~ water manasement facility, the director

¯ h~ll regUire from the ~p~li=~nt or o~er a )e~fo~snce or c~sh bond,

~rrevocable letter of credit, certificate of 8ua~antee, or other

insL~ment from. a finsnci~l ~nstitution or issuln8 o~iz~tion or

entity, in a fot~ satisfactory to him and ~pproved b~ the county

¯ ttorney, f~.the const~ction o~ the on-site sto~ wate~ ~nasement

facility in an ~ount eguml to the estimated cost of such const~ction.

Fo~ the pu~oses of this a~ticle, ; ~e~tificate ~ 8uarantee is ~n

inst~ent issued by &n organization or entity which is ~ppvoved by the

director and meets such capit~lizmtion an~ othe~ reasonable c~ite~ia ~s

are established by executive resulation a4opted under method (2) of

section 2A-15 of this code, includins, ~ut not limite4 to the

demonstrated e~ertise of the ~ssuin~ ovsan~zation o~ its members in

sto~ater management; ~nd the incidence of violation of. or othe~ise
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failin[ to comply with. the provisions of this chapter by all members of

the issuinK organization or entity. The certificate of [uarantee ,hall

only be issued by the approved organization or entity on behalf of

members in Eood standin& of that orEsnization or entity. Any question

to the eligibility of an applicant to post a certificate of Euarantee

shall be resolved by the director in his so~e discretion. The bond,

letter of credit, certificate or Euarantee, or other instrt,~ent shall be

conditioned upon the faithful performance of the terms and conditions of

the approved storm water mana&ement plan end the construction of the

facility as set forth in such plan and the provisions of this article.

The bond, letter of credit, certificate of 8uarantee~ or other instrument

shall inure to the benefit of the county, and to any person aEErieved by

the applicant’s or owner’s failure to comply with the conditions

thereof. The bond. letter of credit, certif.icaLe of 8~rarantee. or other

instrument shall not be fully released by the director until a final

inspection has been made by the department and the storm~ater

facility has been certified by the department as heine in �ompliance with

the approved plan and the provisions of this chapter. In addition, the

department may establish by executive resulation, adopted under method

(2) of section 2A-15 of this code. a procedure whereby the applicant may

enter into an aEreement with the county and provide s bond, letter of

credit, certificate of &uarantee or other instrument equal to the cost of

the storm water manasement faciliLy with the county. The alreement shell

set forth the various stases ;of the w~rk .to be done on the

Upon �ompletion of each stase, the applicant shall notif? the department

that he is r~ady for an inspection and. upon certification by the

director of the department that such stase has been completed in

accordance with the approved plan and requirements of this chapter, the

director bf the department may reduce the bond, letter of credit,

certificate of 8uarantee or other instrument pro-rata, or direct the

director of finance to refund to the applicant ¯ pro rated share of the

amount deposited by the applicant with the county.

Amended by Bill No. 12-48.
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(~hapter ~9, Article

b) The director shall immediately revoke the per~it upon failure of

the pet-~it~ee t,o maintain such ~ond o~ certificate of guarantee.

~henever the director shall find a violation of an applicable law or

regulation by an organization or ontity ~ssuin8 certificates of

KusranLee, he may ~nu~ediatety revok~ all permits of members of ~ha~

or~anizaton or entity for which a cert~firaLe of 8uarantee has been

posted, and may slop work orders wherever appLicabte until an appropriate

bond or other instt’u~ent acceptable Lo the county is substituted for the

certificates of a ~uarantee.

19-33. Agreements between county and municipalities.

The ~xecutive shall inform any incorporated city. totm.

municipality, or other unit or Local govet-nment located within the County

and possessinK powers to reKulate storm water m~nagemen~ of any proposed

storm water management facility, development, or plan which could affect ¯

storm water management within its jurisdiction. The Board shall infot, m

any such unit of ~overn~ent of say functional master plan or preliminary

plan of subdivision, which may affect storm water management, within its

jurisdiction.

The ~ounty and the Board may enter into cooperative agreements with

any incorporated city. town or other municpality with the County

concerning any matter relatin~ to storm water management, including, but

not limited to. the planning, design, construction and maintenance of

storm water management facilities and monetary contributions for storm

water nmnagement. The County and Board may enter into such cooperative

a~reements in order to coordinate storm weter management activities with

¯ ny unit of local Bovernment. to avoid duplication of effort, and to

minimiza ~he costs associated with an effective storm water sanagen~nt.

progr~a.

19-3a. Violations, penalties, and other relief.

&ny person who violates any provisions of this ~rticle shall be

subject to the provisions of Section 19-19 of this Chapter.
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lq-35. Grandfather clause.

kny applicant or ouner of a parcel of land within the County. who

has constructed the required on-site storln water ntana~ement facility, or

who as ~n the process of meetin~ the storm water manaBement requirements

o[ the law at the time of the ,-ffective date of this law, may elect to

,̄
apply to the Director and/or the P1annin~ Board for reconsideration under

the provisions of this Article.

( t ] ) R0070564



Executive Regulation
Office of the County Executive
Montgomery County, Maryland

I Sublec!
iNurnl3erStormwater Management
! 5-90

Ong~nat~nq Oe!Datlmen!

i Effective Oate~ Department of Environmental Protc~ion 1 August 2, 1990

Montgomery County Regulation on:

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT

DEPARTMENT OF PERMITI’ING SERVICES

Issued by: County Executive
Regulation No. 5-90

Authority: Code Section 19-31
Supersedes: Executive Regulation No. 37-86

Council Review: Method 2 under Code Section 2A-15
Register Vol. 1, Issue 3

Comment Deadline: April 6, 1990
Effective Date: August 2, 1990

Sunset Date: None

SUMMARY: This executive regulation is the same as Executive Regulation #37-86 with one amendment
and the application of plain language standards. This amendment removes Section 4 from
Section from Executive Regulation #37-86 in its entirety.

ADDRESSES: Division of Water Resources Managern~ ~t
250 Hungerford Drive, Second Floor
Rockville, Maryland 20850

STAFF CONTACT: Richard Brush, (301) 217-6300

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: The purpose of this regulation is to remove Section 4 from Executive
Regulation #37-86. The purpose of this removal is to separate the
contribution schedule from the other stormwater management
regulations and to facilitate future adjustments to the contribution
schedule. There are no other changes made to existing Executive
Regulation #37-86.
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Resolution No.

Introduced: July 3, iggo

Adopted: july 3, 1990

COUNTY COUNCIL
FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND

By: County Council

SUBJECT:     Executive ReEulation 5-90, Stormwater M~naEement

BACKGRO~:

I. On May 4, 1990, the County ~ecutlve submitted Executive Re&ulatlon 5-90,
Sto~mwater ManaEement.

2. These reEulations are submitted for Council review under Method 2, which
means that if the Council has not approved them in whole or in part, or
extended the review period by July a, 1990, these reEulations are adopted
by default.

3. On June 29, 1990, the Transportation and Environment Committee reviewed
these reEulations and recommended

ACTION

The County Council for MontEomer7 County, MarTland approved the foilowinE
resolution:

Executive ReEulation 5-90, Stovmwater ManaEement, is approved.

This is a correct ~o~]~f Council action.

Kathleen A. Freedman, CMC
Secretary of the County Council
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~ Office of the County Executive

,
iI Montgome /County, Maryland

Numbers==~ct             Stormwa ter Manager,,ent                                   5-gO

Or~hltmn~ Oel~rtment                                                              E||lct~e Oate
Oeparluaent of Environmental Protection

S~ction I. Authority - Definitions

A. Aut~ori ty:                                              "
In accordance with procedures authorized in Chapter 19, entitled "Erosion

and Sediment Control and Stor~water ~anagement," Section l)-Jl, and in:Chapter
2, Section 2-1US. of the Hont(omery Count) Code 1984, as a~ended (~ereinafter
referreO to as "the CoOe"), anO-~n co~p)iance wi~ Sections 8-11A-Ol ~ugn
8-11A-O~, ~a~ral Resources Article, Annotated Code of ~ryland. anO wi~
CO(~ O~.OS.0S.dl ~rougnt ~.95.0~.I0, the following ~xecutive Rel.latlon
will per~in to all applications for Prell~inary Plan approval, Re(oral. Plat
approval, building pe~it is$uance for new construction, sedi.ent
control/s~ater ~nage=ent plan approval and grading ~mits, and
perfor~nce bond require.ents, reluired ~ain~nance ease~nts and agree~nts,
~intenance of on-site facilities, and sto~ater ~nage~nt participation,
and appeal procedures.

B. Definitions:
~ef~nlt~ons of t~e ter~s used in t~is regulation are provided in C~pter

19, Section I9-Zl, of the Code. ~or t,e purpose of .is regulation,
follo.ing additional worOs anO phrases will ~ave ~e ~aning respectively
ascrioeO to ~e~ by ~is regulation:

Best (de.nascent Practices or B~: Structures or o~er ~asures~at:
partlally meet the o=ject~ves of tn~ ; regu]atlon but have.not been approve~ as
practices ~eting State ud.County tto~er =nage=nt cr1~ria.

Oetentlon: Storage of runoff in a structu~ =at provides for no
permanent pool of wear.

Facility: ~e Sto~ater ~nage~nt Facility.
flo~ Ra~ Control: Pro)onglng ~e discharge of runoff ~ reduce ~e pea~

ra~’ ot discharge.
Zmpoun~n~: A struc~re crea~ed by ~ank~nt or excavation or bo~

capable ot s~r~ng uater.
Per~nent Pool : A pemanent ood~ of ~ater crea~d by an e~ankment or

excavation or oo~.
Pnasin~ Statement: An agreemen~ by the developer tn ~e ~om of

to the Gepar~ent of £nvironmen~) Protection (DEP) ~ntch outlines ~e planned
sequence of deve]o~ent and s~es ~e stage of develo~nt at ~tch various
s~or~a~er ~nagemen~ co~i~ents (e.g., design submitS], start of
construction and implemen~tion of construction) will be made.

Pre]ia~nary ~o~a~er ~anage=en~ ~]an: Orau~ngs representing p~posed
location, co.;ours an~ vegetation or propose~ s~o~a~er managemen= facsimiles
a;ong .~n supporting ny~ro)og~c, n~drau]ic an~ s~orage vo]~e compulsions.

Re~en~on: ~orage of runoff In a faci]~ ~na~ provides for a pemanen~
poo; of
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Office of the County Executive               "
Montgomery County, Maryland

S~b~�~             Stor~ater Management                              Num~e, 5-9{)

O~t~ Otl~r~menl                                                              Efft~tve Ottt
Oepar~-aent of £nvtronmental Protection

Small Land Oisturbin~ Activities Permit Application: Application for a
secliment control permit for .~lnimum land disturbance ot less.t~an 30,000
square feet for residentlal or ZO,OOU square feet for o1~er 1~an residential,
minimum grading of less than l,OOO cubic yards of excavation and fill, and the
estaolisnment of less tba~n I~,000 square feet o~ i~pervious surface.

Sto~ater Mana~emen~ Conceot Plan: A s~temen~ or drawing, or bomb,
descria~ng ~ne ~nner in wnicn s~orm runoff fr~ ~e propose~ aevelopment will
be controlled ~o preven~ damage to neighboring properIies and receiving
s~rea~ an~ ~o preven~ the discharge of pollu~n~s into surface waters.

S~o~a~er Mana~e~n~ Design Plans: Flnal de~iled engineering ~rawlngs
an~ specifications tot ~e construction of a s~o~a~er manage~nt facility
and sup~r~Ing compulsions.
~Sto~a~er t~na~ement facility: An Infi1~ra~ion device, vege~ive
fil~r, s~ruc~ure, cnannel, pipe, weir, orifice, or co~Ina~ion of sa~,
designed an~ cons~ruc~e~ ~o control runoff in a ~nner ~ preven~ s~ream
channel erosion ana pollu~ion of s~reams resulting from s~om runoff.

Wa~er Quali~y Con~ro1: The reduction or elimination of pollu~ion fr~
sto~ runoff ~a~ o~e~Yse would be carried bY surface runoff.

Wa~r Quan~i~y ~on~ro1: The con~rolled release of runoff flow ra~ and
volume ~ preven~ ~ncrease~ channel erosion.

Section Z. ~neral A~inis~ration-Sta~es of Plan ADDroval

A. Preliminary Plan S~e:
All appl~can~s for approval of Prelimina~ Plans of subdivision

p~ov~d~ a s~o~a~e~ ~nage~once~ plan which m~s~ Include an ~ua~e
s~emen~ or drawing, o~, d~i~-i~Fn �once~. ~e
s~a~r ~noff fr~ ~e develo~nt ana-0a~_f~e~oun~y

an~ ~V~~nless ~r~0U}.~aived. A11 s~a~r ~nag~n~
concep~ plans ~s~ also Indicate now all ~ibu~ry s~eams ana drainage
wi~In ~e developmen~ w111 be ~rea~d to preven~ erosion of drainage courses
an~ floo~ing (1UO-year s~) of s~ruc~res. M_~.lan~s~ Indlca~ b~ ~a~
~~~ity r~qulre~p~s w111 be addressed. ~~i~e: controls

~ ~ne plan ~st indica~ ~e general T~atlon
~s~f ~e access route.     "                      --

[ne a~p]ican~ ~s~ give no,ice ~o ~be ftrs~ five do~s~ream pro~er~y
owners on each side of a s~ream or watercourse or all owners of proper~y
wi~in 5~ fee~ ~owns~ream, wnicnever is fewer, for eacn ~rennia] s~eam or
s~o~ ~rain outfal} from the site. Fnis no,ice mus~ be sen~ by mail. Tee
no~ice ~st de ma~e within ~en calendar days after submission of a preliminary
plan a~plica~ion ~o ~ne Boar~. T~e appI~can~ mus~ certify to D{P,
twenty calendar ~ays after suomi~sion of a preliminary plan application,
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S~�I Stor~water Management 5-9(J

Or ~e~n~t,n~ Oel~rtment                                                                 E~.-~
Oepart~ent of £.nvironmen~l Protection

such notice has been made. Certificatlon to OEP must include a list of
property owners notifie~1 and a copy of the notice.

The notice to downstream property owners must include ~ following:
o A statement that an applicatlon for preli,~inary plan has been

submitted to.~e.~oar~ an~ t~e ~ep~eli~Jnary plan JncluOes a
stor~ater ~nage~ent concept plan.

o ~he preliminary plan application reference nu~er.
o Reference to t~is regulation as t~e authority regulating revJe~ and

approval of sto~ater management concept plans.
o A copy of the preliminary plan Inclu~Jng t~e sto~a~r ~nage~nt

concept plan.
o A s~te~ent t~at O~P has ~e authority to approve ~e sto~ater

¯ anage~ent concept plan an~ t~at co~ents concerning sucn plan ~st be
a~resse~ to O~P in ~rJtJng ~J~In two ~eeks after receipt of
notJ ce.

o :=ents receJved fro~ property owners ~J11 ~e consldered In ~e
revJ~ an~ approval of ~e sto~ater manage~nt concept plan.

In aOOition, whenever a sto~a~r ~nagement facility is ~ De 1oca~d on
proper~y or ]ano owneo by or ~o be ~edica~ed ~ ~e Co~ission, the approva~
of the Oepar~aen~ of Parks will =e required.

l. Sto~ater Mana~emen~ ;oncep~ P~an:
a. Priority

~nageaent p~acti¢as ~ be. ~ ]..i~~_.~ _considered I n ~e f0] ] owing order
o~fere~e:

3; infiI~atlon of runoff;
Z. f1~ =t~nuation b~ use of open vege~te= swa]es and

~press Ions;
3. re~ntlon facl]Itles; and
4. de~ntlon facilities.

b. Oocu~ntatlon of Priority Selection
go{~~.~te~n~ng feas~bi]Ity fo~o.~l]tr~on.~st be

~de by ~dentifylng so!Is on ~e si~Tr~ffe#~ ; S~Survey,
C~unty, ~ryland~’$~rles 3958, puoXlshed by U.$. Soil Conservation ~rvlce, or
most recent up,ate) and by the feasi~l]ity tes~ found in ~e "$~ndards and
S~ecifications, Infiltration Practices," pub]Ishe~ by ~ryland Wa~r Resources
A~inistration (W~), 1984. A llst of county soils an~ ~eir limi~tlons for
infiltration will be inc]uded in ~e ~ntgomery County ~to~ater
Design r~anua].

Use of open vegetated swa]es as roadside ditches in lleu of curbs
and gutters must be in accordance with requirements estao]isbe~ by ~e
~ntgo~ry 3ounty Deparb~ent of Transportation and site plan requirements
directe~ oy the Boar~.

R0010569



’,, Executive Regulation
Office of the Coun~ Executive
Montgomery County, Maryland

SubD=¢t              Storm~ater Management                               Num=~r 5-90
I

Oepar~.nent of £nvironmen~l Protection

When infiltration and flow attenuation are proven infeasible,
retention facilities must oe used, except in cases wl~ere it ;an oe demonstrated
that significant puollc safety, economic, engineering, or environmental
narOsnips would result from suc~ use.

the approval of tl~e Director is required for use of detention in
lieu of retention facilities. As a guide, retention facilities generally must
nave a ratio of drainage area to surface area of at least 40:I, witl~ a mini.~um
lO acre drainage area and a ~ini~u= water surface area of I/4 acre.

2. ~aivers
A waiver of on-site stor~aar =nage=ent requir~nts .)a@_ bedrid

by ~e Director for individual developments, in accordance wi= Section
2.A.~.a tnrougn 2.A.2.f of this regulation, ~ovi=d eat a written retest
submitted to DIP by t~e applicant containing descrl~(( drawings, ano ~y
other)oration that is necessary = evaluate ~e proposed develo~ent.
This waiver request ~)_address boa t~a ~o-~ar s=~ control reguire~nt$
an~ ~e W~eF_~i~ re~ui remen~.[.~~ ~=~;)~ of =ts- ~g~
granting of a waiver of one type of contro] fea~re (e2g;~--R~-year control)
.~] no~ release the applicant from ~e o~tgatlon of ~e o=er ~ype of
control (e.g., ~ater quality).

rne cu~]ative effect of all ~=tvers tn a ~=~rshed ~st oe e~aluated
~nen i~ ~s ~ete~ne~ appropr~a~ ~y t~e Otrec=r.

~a~e.t ~ua!_i~_ ~a ~ ~ezs~.._~e~n~e~ su~d~ct =.~ovi.d~ n~s~.eci~i c

anen ~nis ~s ~one~an equivalen~ area and lan~ use ~st ~e control]e~
regional or o~er s~o~ater ~nage~nt factltty an~," ~e~ feasiole, tn~e
same watershed. ~ere a develop~nt ts uatvea of wa~r qua]try requ~re~n~,
it ~st prov~ appropriate best ~nag~nt practices approved

A sep=ra~ urtt~n uatver request Is requtred, in accordance
provisions of =ts section, ~en =ere are suasequent.=ddtttons, extensions,
or ~eificatlons = a deveio~ent r~etvtag a ==tver.

To__oo~in a waiver, ~e applicant ~st d~nstr=~
a. ~~~U~_�~aFac~rtsttcs of ~e r~et~g stream and

s~ream an~_~e s~te, are such ~at on-site =nage=nt (t~tltratton,
retention, ~etentton) ts contrary ~ o~=tntng ~e o~jecttve of straaa caanne]
ereston_.p~e~entlon an~ water qua]tty protec~n; or

~. an dff-si~e sto~ater ~nage~nt faci]tty has been ether
constructed, progra~e~, or ~dent~f~ed for construction In ~e
i,nprovemen~s program, an a~equate conveyance system ~ ~e fac~]i~y w~]]
prov~Oe~, an~ the off-site fac~llty.1]l incorporate ~e controls for wn~c~ a
waiver is requeste~. However, when a development proceeds ~efore the off-site
facility ~s constructe~ an~ ~t is ~etemlne~ oy eEP ~at da~ges wou]~ occur
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to t~e stream, 13[P may require t~e installation and maintenance of temporary
on-site facilities until the off-slte facility Is operational.; or

c. t~e proposed development w111 not generate ,aore titan a ITJ percent
increase in the two-year pre-oevelo~ent, peaN disc~arge ra~ and w(ll not
cause an adverse impact on Be receivlng watercourse or waterooOy; or

d. Be site is surroundeO by exlstlng developed areas ~ic~ are
served by an existing network of improved sto~ drainage systems of adequate
capacity to acco=odate t~e runoff fro~ the additional develo~ent. However,
wnen a waiver of water quality control is granted, 0est management practices
~y be require0 for parking lots or oBer i~pervious surfaces; or

e. the si~ falls under one of t~e sUndard sto~ater management
contribution ca~gories listed below. These are develo~ents for ~IcB a
sto~ater manage~nt contribution rat~er Ban t~e require~n~ for a
Rormwater ~nagemen~~acillty c~tro~g t~e-~o:~(ar store and water
quality, will nor~ally~ requireO. However, best ~nage~nt practides may be
r=(redJor par(ing lots or oBe~ impervious surfaces. -~ s~n~rd
contribution.~egories are as follows:

(I} suoOivisions of detached single-family residential
developments:

Minimum Lot S~ze ~xi~= Subdivision Size
] acre lu acres
I/Z acre S acres
15,~0U square ~eet ~ acres
~,OOO square feet Z acres
6,00u squa~ feet ~ acres

(~) subdivisions of ~lt~-fa=~ly residential ~evelopments:
su~vtslons develo~n~ wn~cn =~1 Z acres or less.

(3) ~ nst~ =ttonal/recre=tton=l develo~n~:
develo~en~ tn wntcn ~e~ a~ Z acres or less of dls~ed

area an~, tncluaed tneretn, 1/Z acre or less of ~rvlous area.
(4) ~ndustrlal and co~erct=l develo~nts:

~evelopments tn ~tcn ~e ~1 d~s=r~ed area ~s 30,0~
square feet or less an~, tncludea ~ere~n, 15,0~ squa~ feet or less
~pervious area.

Any ne~ projects ~nicn are additions, extensions and/or
modifications to ~ose developments 11ste~ ~n ~e above ca~gor~es wn~c~
previously nave not been requtre~ ~ butl~ a s~a~r ~nage~nt facility
may be requ~re~ to provide sto~ater management for ~e entire site ~en
acreage l i=~t~ons liste~ for eac~ are exceeded ~y the subsequent a~t~on,
extension and/or modification t~ereto; or

f. all conforming residential developments ~c~ use the =small lan~
d~sturDing activities pe~t application" are not require~ to provide
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stormwater management, but are required ~o pay an appropriate stor~water
management contrioution.

3. Reguests for Waivers                              ¯
All waiver requests must oe submitted to DE.~ in ~o copies. ~c~

waiver requests must include supporting documen~tion as require~ by O~P in
sufficient ~etail to provide for evaluation of the impacts upon receiving
~rainage systems an~ streams.

Upon receipt of a complete waiver request, a copy will
D~P to the Board staff for review and .cogent prior to action by DEF. Written
co~ents from the Boar~ s~ff will oe constdere~ by PEP and will beco~ part
of ~e permanent waiver request fi]e.

Inco,~p]ete waiver reqests will oe returned to ~e ap~]icant wt~ a
)isting of the required additional supporting ~ocumen~tlon.

4. ~xem~tions
a. =he fol]owtng deve]o~ent activities are exert fr~ Be

provisions of this regu]ation:
(1) agricu]tura] land management activities;
(Z) additions or ~difications to existing sing]e-fami]y detached

residentia] s~ruc~res;
(J) ]an~ deve]o~ent activities which ~e ~r Resources

A~ministration dete~ines wi]] be regulated under s~ciftc S~te laws which
provide for managing s~ater runoff; or

(4) restdentia] developments consisting of single-family
structures each on a ]or of two acres or greater.

o. OeveIo~en~ ~a~ do not dIs~ over 5,0~ square feet of lan~
area are exempt from providing on-si~ sto~a~er ~nage~nt; however, such
~evelopments ~y be s~Ject ~ a s~ater ~nage~nt contribution.SUCh
contributions will be ~tned on

Record Plat
Prior ~ ~e recor~tlon of a

stor~ater manage~nt require~nts are ~ be satisfied must have ~een approved
by OEP as ~ettng the provisions of Chapter ]9 and ~ts regulation. ~ere
sto~ater manage~nt ts required,
be documented in support of each

1. location of ~e facility;
2. ~ocatton of tne easement for ~e faci]tty;
3. location an~ profile of the access ease~nt for inspection and

maintenance of the facility;
4. metno~ by which ~e stor~ater ~nagement o~ligatton is ~ be ~t for

bo~ wa~er quantity an~ water quality controls; and/or
5. not~;e an~ ~efinition of the .~intenance responsioi]ity for sto~ater

manage~nt facilities.
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C. Sfte Plan Sta~e
For deve|oi~aents for ~nJcn site plan revJe~ is required ~¥ the Zoning

0rdJnance, tl~e sJ~ plan submission must include a prelJ~Jn~y sto~ater
management plan ~nicn Inclu~es the same Oocumentation as a concept plan plus
t~e specific ]ocatlon, approximate contours an~ propose~ vegetation, ~otn
terrestr~a3 ano aquatic, for t~e proposed stor~ater ~nagement facility a3on~
~tn supporting nydro3og~c, ny~rau~ic an~ storage vo)u~ computations.
~ater quality features for ~e deve3opment ~ust a)so Ue s~o~n on the s~te
p]an. The location of sto~ater ~nge~nt easemen~ must also ~e In~cate~.
This information must De SUD~tte~ t~roug~ t~e Board ~ OEP for revlew and
approval of t~e preliminary sto~ater ~nagement p)an. These requirements
also app)y to s~te p3an revisions. Fine) design approval of proposed
sto~ater managment fac~]It~es w~ not ~e ~de prior ~ 8oar~ action oh t~e
site plan.                                                           ¯
O. Sediment :ontrol/Stom~ater ~na~ement Plan Stage

Stor~atar ~anage~ent p~ans ~st De approve~ for ~et~ng design
requirements an~ for co~3~ance wi~ ~e provisions of Chapter ~, Sectlon
~-3~, an~ tn~s regulation, ~y O~P. As part of t~e suo~ss~on for a~prova~ of
sediment control p~ans, sto~vater ~anage~nt ~st Ue addresse~ ~n one of t~e
fo3 ] o~ ng. ~ays:

3." ~ere a ~ui~d~ng permit ~3~ oe requ~re~
~. ~e a~cant ~us~. provide ~es~gn p~ans for stor~ater ~anage~ent

~n accordance ~ ~e conce~.s approve~ as conditions of the a~prove~
preliminary p~an. T~L~~ orovi~ ~to~ater ~anage~nt
ease~nts an~ a ~Ip~nance agree~nt a~�on~it~ons
sto~ater ~anage~nt p]~n~~;-~

o. ~e a~p~Icant ~st prov~ an approved s~a~r ~nage~n~
concept an~ ~ve]o~nt p~aslng s~nt; or

c. ~e~ ~e requ~r~n~ of on-s~ s~a~r ~nage~nt have b~n
wa~ve~, the a~p~Icant ~st provide ~ O~P for approva~ a s~nt as ~ ~ow
~e stor~a~r ~nage~nt coma~ent wI~I oe ~t (e.g., by ~netary
contr~Uut~on, B~s grant of an ease~nt, ~e~catlon of lan~ or sto~ater
~nage,~nt facility). [nls ~nc~u~es a~ confo~ng res~entla3 ~eve~o~ents
~c~ use t~e "s~ land ~IsturD1ng actlvltles pe~it app~icatlon.’

2. ~ere no oui~ng permit ~ De requlre~:
In cases such as pa~ing surfaces or o~er 1~pervious surfaces, an

approve~ stor~ater ~nage~nt p3an, or a waiver ~ereof, Is requ~re~. ~ere
a .aiver is grante~, a contr~utlon w~3~ Ue requireO prior to Issuance of
seO~ent control permit.

In the case of puo]ic roaO projects, the appropriate agency ~ust
coorOinate its p~ann~ng an~ ~es~gn activities wi~ O~P ~n ~eve~o~ng potent~a~
reg~ona~ storm~ater ~anage~nt fac~]it~es anO a ~etter of concurrence ~st De
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obtained from OEP for each project. £acn road project must include stor~*ater
~nagement contro|s for oo~ flow rate and water qua|ity unless waivecl Dy O~P.
E. Bu~Idln~ Pe~t S~e

1. de. ~onstructlon
Prior ~o ~e issuance of ~n~ ou~lding pemi~ for ~11 ne~ construction

(~ncluding redevelopment) on ~ny p~rcel or lo~, ~e following
suomi~e~ ~o oEP:

- -~. an ~oved sto~a~er ,~nage~nt plan along ~i~
~in~enance e~sements ~nd covenant~, an~, ~he~e on par~ p~oDe~ty, evidence of
~esign a~p~ovai ~n~ ~cce~nce of ,~intenance ~esponsi~ility ~y ~e
of ~s; or

~. ~e~e ~unoff is to be cont~olled in ~no~e~ p~iv~
documentation, app~ove~ by OEP, of a p~iv~ a~nge~nt fo~ off-site ~unoff
storage, a~equacy of conveyance ~n~ sto~age f~cilities and of acceptance of
uncon~oile~ ~unoff ~y the o~ne~ of the ~unoff conveyance system an~
~unoff con~ol f~cility, ~n~ ~he~e applicable, a ~eco~ded s~a~e~
management e~se~nt ~n~ ~intenance covenant for ~e facility; or

c. ~e~e ~lica~le, an ~oved de~e]opment phasing statement;
d. ~he~e ~plic~le, e~idence of a ~ive~ of on-site

management.
Z. Addi ti ons

o~e~ ~han an ~ndividua~ s~ng~e-fam~l~ ~ell~ng, ~he following mus~ be on f~le
~ ~ DEP:

a. ~n ~pp~oved s~o~a~e~ ~n~ge~n~ plan, and. ~he~e
s~o~a~e~ managemen~ easment and a s~a~er ~nag~n~ ~tn~enance
agreeing; or

b. evidence of a ~a~ve~ of on-s~ s~a~r
~e~ a ~a~ver of on-stte s~a~ ~nage~n~ has been g~an~ed for

~ne lo~ o~ parcel for ~cn a ~u~ldtng pem~t has b~n applied, ~e applicant
mus~ p~ov~ ~e app~p~ta~ contribution as de~e~tned by DEP.

I~o~tng tn ~s section ~y oe construed ~ man ~a~
~na~e~n~ requtre~n~ canno~ be sa~tstf~ed b~ a co~tnatton of on-si~ and
off-s~ facilities, tf so approved b~ DEP.

~ec~ion ~. Pe~fo~ance ~ond

~h~D~e~ ~, o~ ~ne Code, ma~ be co~ned ~i~ ~he ~ed~men~ Con~o~ Bond, ~nd
the Director ~ay grant partial or a complete waiver of SUCh Bond in accordance
wi~ Section lg-10 of ~e sa~ chapter.

Upon co~pletion of the stor~ater management facility, the applicant must
notif~ D{P an~, if on Par~ property or land to be deaicatea to ~ar~s,
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Parks Department of sucn completion. Upon certification by DEP, and, when
appropriate, oy Be Par(s 0epartment Bat the facility has o{en satisfactorily
comp]eted, that portion of the performance bond or ]etter of-credit for
Stormwater I~anagement wi|l be released.

Section 4. Criteria for 0esi~n and Construction Plans

All stor~vater =anagement an~ development plans must be consistent with
a~opte~ an~ approved waters~e~ management plans or f]oo~ ~nagement plans
approve~ oy the WRA, in accordance with the FlooO HazarO ~nagement Act
]~Tj, Section B-~A-~] et.seq., Natural Resources Article, Annotate~ Co~e of
Maryland.
A. AD~rovals of Design and Construction Plans

Tne approval of U~P is require~ for all s~ater ~nagement design and
construction p]ans.

Na~ral Resources Article, Sectlon ~-~0J, Anno.~d Code of ~ryIand,
requires Be approval of all Impoun~ents designs for dam safety by e~Ber the
:~nt~o~ry Sol] Conservation 0istrict or the ~ryland Wa~r Resourses
Ad~i ni s tration.

Approval of ~e Par(s Oeparment w~]] oe required whenever a s~ater
~nage.ent facility i~ to ~e ]ocated on property or ]and o~ed by or ~ oe
de~icateO ~ the C=ission.

When co~aunity water or s,,wer faci]itles are 1oca~d or planned wiB1n Be
limits of proDosed sto~atermanage~nt facIlltles, Be approval of Be
~asnington Suou~an San1.~ C~ission (W~C) Is required.
B. S~eciflc Design Crl~ria

]. Infiltration syste~ are ~ be designed In accordance w1~ "S.ndards
an~ Speclf1{itloas - Infl]tratio~ Practlces" d~eIoped by ~e Water Resources
A~inistratlon. tad rest ~et Be fo11~Ing r~ulr~n~:

a. InfllVatlon sys~ greater ~in 3 feet deep rest be ]oca~d
least ~0 feet frm any basement wail, and designed so as ~ prevent sa~ratlon
In the areas of existlng or p~posed bulldlng foundatlons, roads and parking
lots and any oBer st~cture that ~Ig, t be vu]ner~ble ~ damges from
sa~ration and/or hyd~s~tlc ]oadlng;

b. infiltration systems designed to hand]e runoff fr~ co=ercia] or
Industrial Impenious areas must be a mlnlm~ of 100 feet from any wa~r
supp]y well ;

c. infiltration systems must not receive runoff until Be entire
tributary drainage area to the infiltration syst~ ~as receive~ fina]
staoi ~ ization;

d. the infiltration faci]ity design ~ust provide an overflow system
with measures to provide a non-erosive ve]ocity of ~o. along its )engt,
at the outfal].
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Z. Retention and detention tmpoundn,ents must be designed and constructed
in accordance with criteria of ~ne Soli ~onservatton Service~the /~ontgo~ry
~.ounty Sto~ater Managemen~ Design I~nua] and mus~ lnc]ude ~e following
1 ~ems:

a. velocity ~issipation devices must be placea at t~e outfall of all
detention or retention structures anO along t~e leng~ of any outfall channel
as necessary ~ proviOe a non-erosive velocity of fl~ fro~ Be struc~re to
w~ter course;

~. EP my require Be ~eveloper ~ suomt ~ O~ an analysis of
water quantity an~ w4ter qualit~ impacts of sto~a~r flows downstr~¢m in
watershed, fna analysis ~st Include ~ydrologic and ~draullc calculations
necessary ~ detemine ~e i~pact of llydrograpn timng ~ification$ of
pro~$e( ~velop~nt upon a ~m, ~Ig~ay, s~uc~re, or neural point of
r~s~icud $~e~ flow, es~lis~ad wiB Be �on{u~en{e of 0~) d~stram of
a tribu~ ar~ of ~ following size:

(I) t~e flnt ~nstra~m ~ibu~ ~raa ~i{n ~ual$ or
tne contrioutlng area ~ Be s~ater ~naga~nt fa{illt~; or

{Z) Be first downstrea~ tributar~ ar~a of ~ic~ ~ paa~ ~-yaar
sto~ dtscnarge excee~ ~e designed ~o-year release ra~ of ~e s~a~r
~nage~nc ~ac~l

c. me des~gne~ release race of ~e struc~re ~st ~e md~ffed tf any
~ncraase tn ~ooa ~ges or s~eam channei e~s~on ~uld result a~ ~e
~o~ns¢ream ~au, n~gnway, s~�~re, or na~ral ~n~ of res~r~c~e~ s~rea~f~ow
or ~f ~owns~ream ~a~er quall~y ~uld ~e t~ac~ unacceg~Dly. The release
ra~e o~ ~e s~ruc~ure ~s~:

(1) ae re~cea ~ a level ~a~ ~11 prevent any ~ncrease tn
da~ges or s~ean channel eroston i~ the d~ns~e~ �on~ol

(~) be no: less ~an one-year pr~velo~n~ ~ak d~scharge ra~e
excel� :nat ex~nde~ aetentlon s~rage vol~s ~]1 be dtscnargea at a ra~ to
release SUCh s~rage wi~n 40 hours;

(3) ~e reduced ~ a level ~ ~1~ aaequa~ ~n~ton tl~ ~
assur~.a~equa~ wa~r quall~y p~�~lon.

/ 3... All s~o~a~er ~nage~n~ facilities mus~ ~et ~e f011owtng
req~re~n ~:

a. have a ~r~ou~r~dra~nage~ not tn excess of 4~ acres unless,
on a case-~y-case ~as~s,~" larger drainage area ts a~rove~ by the ~; an~

o. for va~r quality 1 ) ~nage ~e one~nch r~nfall even: accoratng
~ �he ~nf~tra¢~on scanner,s ana s~ectftca¢~ons ~romulga~ ~y ~RA. Z)
~rovi4efor a ~e~nen¢ ~oo] equal ~ or greacer ~an ~/2 tncn of runoff
�he drainage area, or 3) ~rov~de for Z4-hour ~ecent~on and release of ~e
~o~a] vo]~ of runoff resu~¢ing ~rom a one-year s~rm for centre] ~ac~es,
or ~ne toni vo]u~ of runoff ~rom a one-~ncn rainfa]~ for on-s~e facilities.
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However, O£P may require speclal water quality controls in Class Ill and IV,
and water supply wa~rsneds; and

c. ~st ,~anage ~e increase in peak discharge for ~e Do-year
frequency storm event; and

d. not be located so as to discharge to Class Ill Natural T~ut
Haters i~ent~f~e~ in C0~ I0.S0.01.021, unless au~orized ~y ~e ~RA in
per~i~s ~ssue~ pursuant

4. The pre-development peak discharge rate ~i11 be computed ass~ng that
a11 lan~ uses ~n tne tr~ou~ry area are ~ea~o~ in good hydrologic con~itlon or
more pervious existing conditions.

5. Tne ~eveloper ~st give consideration to incorporatlng ~e use. of
natural topograpny an~ lan~ cover such as .etlan~s, pon~s, neural s~le$, an~
~epress~ons as they exist prior to development to ~e ~egree ~at ~ey can
acco~o~ate ~e a~Itiona) flo~ of water.

6. [ne ~eveioper ~st prepare and su~mit ~ 0[P for approval a ~est
management practices plan .hen water quallty requlre~ents ~ave not ~een
a~equately met or ~ave oeen .elveS.

7. ~ere a stor~ater ~nage~ent plan involves d~rect ~sc~arge of runoff
onto an a~jacent site, an~ construction of an outlet1,
res~ons~oility of the ~eveloper to oD~in fro~ ~e a~acent pro~rty o~er an
easement.

8. A11 storm ~rainaqe systems .h~c~ convey off-s~ s~ ~a~r ~roug~ a
s~te must ~e puoilc stor,~ ~ra~nage systems or priva~ store drainage sys~ms
which are ~esigned, construc~d and ~in~ined ~ at least ~e s~n~r~ of
public sto~ drainage systems. The design and const~ctlon ~st be cer~fled
by a professional engineer as me~ng or exceeding pub1~c d~a~nage sys~
s~andards, Private s~ d~a~nage s?stems mus~ be ~de access~ble
upstream proper~y o~ner by executing an ~semn~ app~ved by 0~.
of ~e private s~om d~a~nage sys~m ~s~ execu~ a m~ntenance covenant
approved b? DEP fo~ ~a~
conveys off-s~e s~o~a~er.

~ ~ne basic deslgn c~er~a, ~e=nodolog~es, and cons~uc~on
spec~ f~ca~ons, sub~ec~
~nose of ~ne ~o~1 Conservation Services (SCS) and a~ found ~n ~e ~s~
cur~en~ eg~ ~ on of ~ne fo11~ng publ ~ ca~1 ons:

a. SCS ~a~ylang S~anda~ds and Specifications for Ponas, Prac~Ice Code
378;

o. ~CS Na~ona] Engineering Han~Oook, Sections 4 and 5;
c. SCS ~ng~neer~ng ~e1~ ~anual;
~. ~CS Tecnnica] Release ~5, U~Dan Hy~ology for ~a11 ~a~e~sneas;
e. ~or~a~er ~anagemen~ ~on~ Design and Construction ~anual,

puo1~sne~ oy ~ne ,~arylan~ ~ssoc~a~on of ~o~1 ~onserva~on D~s~r~c~s; ana
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f. Montgomery Coun~ Stor~water Management Oesign ~nual.
Computations for stormwater management storage must include one-nalf

of contiguous rig,is-of-way of existing and planned non-st.lt~roads, and must
include new construction within state rlgnts-of-way.

The latest approved SCS criteria for the design of stormwater
.~anagement impoundment structures will oe accepted. Uther design criteria ,~ay
be used only wnen approved by the WRA, the Oirector of ~ZP, and the District;
prior to suomission for review.
C. Certifications and Plan Require~nts

I. ~e ~eveloper must certify ~at all land clearing, construction,
~evelopment an~ ~rainage will be done according ~ Be ipprove~ sto~iter
manage~nt ~esi~n plan.

Z. A sequence of construction an~ construction pnasing is require~ on a11
stor~ater ~nagement design plans.

3. Construction specifications a~prove~ ~y 0~P are required on
slo~ater management ~esign plans.

4. All underground stor~ater ~nage~nt facility designs ~ust be
certifie~ on t~e ~eslgn plan as being structurally sound. A building permit

is require~ for construction of a11 un~ergroun~ ficilltles.
5. All sto~ater ~anagement ~esigns must be certlfie~ is ~eting Be

requirements of tnls relulation ana ~ust be seale~ ~y a professional engineer
registere~ in Be S~te of ~rylan~.

Section ~. Construction an~ Inspection

All construction of stonier ~nige~nt ficllltles ~st ~et Be ~esign
criteria as s~te~ In Sectlon 4 of ~Is regulation in~ ~e ipprove~
construction ~lins for Be s~cifl¢ fi¢111ty.

A p~-const~ctlon ~etlng Is requlre~ prior ~ c~nclng any sto~ater
manage~nt fac111ty construction.

Inspection ~uring construction is require~ regularly by County s~ff,
at the ~iscretion of D~P, by reglstere~ professlonal engineers or prlva~
inspectors unaer ~e iuBority of i p~fessional engineer. D~P ~st be
notifie~ prior to eac~ of Be require~ Inspectlon ~ints.

Inspection of sto~ater mnage~nt facilities loca~d on Par~ property
must be jolntly inspecte~ ~IB a Pa~ Ins~ctor.

Recor~ (as-ouilt) ~rawings of a11 s~ater ~nagement ficilltles will be
require~ an~ certifiea by the developer’s engineer as ~eting ~e ~ater
quantity an~ water quality requirements of this regulation, prior ~
release of a performance bon~.

A. Im0ounaments
[ne applicant must notify 0ZP at least twenty-four (24) hours in a~vance
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to schedule a construction inspection at eacn of t~e follmving stages of
construction of storn~ater ~anagement impoundment facilities:

I. upon ins~11ation of sedlment control ~asures and ~mporary.~a~ay
d~version;

~. excavation ~ su~-foundation an~ ~hen require~, ins~11ation of
structural supports or reinforcement for structures, including Uut not llmite~
~o:

a. core trenches for structural e~anK~nents,
~. ~nlet-out3et structures, ant~-seep structures, an~ ~atertig~t

connectors on p~pes,
c. trenches for enclose~ storm drainage fac~lit~es;

~. during placement of structural f111, concrete and installat~on of
piping an~ catch bastns;

4. ~u~ng backfill of foundations and ~renc.es;
~. during e~ank~nt construction; an~
6. upon completion of final gradtng and establtsh~nt of ~nent

s~b~11zation.
In addition to tne above requtre~nts for notification, and ~en failure

of the facility could cause loss of 11re or serious property da~ge, or ~hen
9£P ~eterm~nes ~at s~�~f~� s~te conditions ~arrant,
applicant ~ provide engineering Inspection and testing durtng const~c~ton
and ~nen complete, certification oy a professional engineer ~at all ~o~
completea an~ construction ~tertals used ~et or exceed requ~re~nts
according to approve~ plans and specifications.

The "Sto~ater ~nagemnt Pond 0estgn and Cons~ctton ,~nua]"
adopted reference for =e destgn and construction of s=~a~r ~nage~n~
facilities.
B. %rift ltratton

The applicant ~st nottfy D£P
least ~enty-four (~4) hours tn advance of:

1. counting construction;
Z. oackfilllng of Infiltration trench;
3. Installation of drainage facilities;
4. Installation of ftna] cover; ana
5. a)lo~ing runoff to enter

C. Porous Pave~nt
All porous pave~nt infiltration

following stages. The applicant must notify DEP to schedule a construction
~nspection at least t~enty-four (24) hours in advance of co~enc~ng t~e
following s~ges to provide for ~ns~ect~on during critical s~ges of
construction:
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]. upon comple~:~on of str~pplng, $1:oc~pi]~ng, construction of temporary
sedlmen~ control and Urainage faci]it]es;

2. upon completion of suograde section;               :
3. upon �omp|et~on of reservoir base course;
4. u~on comale~ion oF ~e ~op crushe~ s~one course; and
5. ~hrougnou~ ~e placemen¢ of ~ne porous asphaltic concreCe surface

course �o ensure proper lay~n9 ~emperaCu~es and �ompaction.
0. ;~ow Attenuation 0evlces

~11 flow a~enua~ion aevtces ~sZ De ]nspecZed upon comp]e~lon.

~s ~s¢ be Inspected durtn9 consZ~�tton and upon compleZ]on.

Sec¢~on o. Ha~ntenance

All s~o~a~r mnage~n~ s~ruc~res ~s~ be min~]ned tn proper ~rktng
condition by ~e owner of Zhe fac~l~y. If, afZer due no~ce, a fac]ltty ]s
no~ properly ~in~inea, ~e CounCy ~y ~rfom ~e necessa~ ~tn~nance and
assess ~e cos� ~ ~e o~ner as described In Chap~r 19, ~�~ton 19-30, of ~e
Coae.
~Tne deve]o~r ~y reques~ ~e ~oun~y, ~rougn ~e D]r~r ~ ~ccep~ any
on-stem s~o~a~er ~nage~n¢ facility fo~ CounW m~n~nance as provtded ~n
Cnap~r 1#, Section 1#-30(�), of ~e Code. The Dtrec~r my accep~ ~ose
facilities for CounW ~ntenance, on ~ case-o~-case basis ~e~ ~e D]rec~r
de~em~nes 1~ ~uld ~e tn ~e best ~n~res~ of ~e County ~ ~In~]n such
~aci1]ty and ~a~ publlc funds a~ available ~ perfom SUCh mtn~nance.
~cep~nce of such facility sat~sfac~ ~ ~e 0tr~r is �ondlt]oned u~n
~e appltcan~ p~v~dtng ev]den~ ~a~ ~e ~actltW ~ ~e crt~r]a of
~�~on 4 of ~ts regulation. T~ applicant ~s~ also p~v]~ ev~nce of
recorded easing. AI1 SUCh arrangmnU aged ~ by ~e ~pp]]cant ~nd ~e
01recur ~st De docu~n~d by A~e~nt and ~orded tn ~e Land R~ords.

Set,ton 7. Sto~a~er ~nagement Par~�]patt~

1~ ts ~e tnten~ of 0EP ~ develop a syst~ of reglonal
=anage~n~ facilities ~rougnou~ ~e County ~a~ confom ~ ~e County’s
waCersned plans an~ ~xim~ze ~e econo=ic benef~ of regional Facilities.

~en a par~icipa~]on agreement has been mde by ~e appl]can~ and ~e
Coun~ ~ provide a centralized s~o~a~er ~nage~n~ f~ctl]W, ~e appl]can¢
~s~ �o,=ply wi~ 0EP’s $Zo~a~r ~nagezen~ Participation
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Sectton 8. Appeal Procedure

Where a waiver of either water quantity or water quality or both is
granted (or denied) by OEP, or a stormwater management facility is required,     ’,
the applicant, Boara, or any aggrieved party, may appeal the. decision. SUCh
appeal must contain specific data and information that clearly suostantiates
tnat the waiver was grante~1, or denied, or a facility was required, in
conflict with the provisions of this regulation. All appeals must oe
suomi~ted to the Oirector within thirty (30) days of either the granting or
denial of the waiver or the Board nearing date for tne preliminary plan,
whichever is later. The 01rector’s decision is final.

Section g. Effective Date

Tnis regulation ta&es effect )0 days after the date of adoption by
County Council.

0466~
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ARTICLE XIII. ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

Sec. 13-100 General findings.

The Chesapeake Bay is one of the most productive estuaries in the world, providing substantial
economic and social benefits to the people of the Commonwealth of Virginia. Healthy state .and local
economies are integrally related to and dependent upon the health of the Chesapeake Bay. The general
welfare of the people of the Commonwealth depends upon the health of the Bay.

The waters of the Chesapeake Bay and its tributaries have been degraded significantly by point source
and nonpoint source pollution, which threatens public health and safety and the general welfare.

next...
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ZONING o~~2-E City of ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA Codified through Ord. No. 400i adopted
May 16, 1998. (Supplement No. 17)                                             ’
ARTICLE XIII. ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT
Sec. 13-100 General findings.

...previous

Appropriate land use regulations and construction and maintenance practices have proven ability to
reduce pollution that damages water quality of the Chesapeake Bay and its tributaries.

13-101 Purpose.

(A) It is the policy of the City of Alexandria, Virginia to protect the quality of water in the Chesapeake
Bay and its tributaries and, to that end, to require all land uses and land development in the city to:

(1) Safeguard the clean waters of the Commonwealth from pollution;

(2) Prevent any increase in pollution of state waters;

(3) Reduce existing pollution of state waters;

(4) Promote water resource conservation.

(B) To fulfill this policy, these regulations are adopted to minimize potential pollution from stormwater
runoff, minimize potential erosion and sedimentation, reduce the introduction of harmful nutrients and
toxins into state waters, maximize rainwater infiltration while protecting groundwater, and ensure the
long-term performance of the measures employed to accomplish the statutory purpose.

13-102 Authority. These regulations are issued under the authority of Sec. 10.1-2108 of Chapter 21,
Title 10.1 of the Code of Virginia (the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act, hereinafter "the Act"), the
regulations promulgated thereunder by the Chesapeake Bay Local Assistance Board, and section
10.1-603.3 of the Code of Virginia, which authorizes the city to adopt a local storm water management
program. Authority to protect water quality is also provided ~y section 15.1-489 of the Code of Virginia.

13-103 Definitions. The following words and terms used in this Article XIII have the following
meanings, unless the context clearly indicates otherwise.

(A) Best management practice (BMP). A practice, or combination of practices, that is determined by the
director of transportation and environmental services to be the most effective, practicable means of
preventing or reducing the amount of pollution generated by nonpoint sources to a level compatible with
the water quality goals of these regulations; examples include stormwater retention ponds, infiltration
trenches and filtration systems.

(B) Buffer area. An area of natural or established vegetation managed to protect other components of a
resource protection area and state waters from significant degradation due to land disturbances.

(C) Development. The construction or substantial alteration of residential, commercial, industrial,
institutional, recreational, transportation or utility facilities or structures.

(D) Floodway. All lands as defined in section 6-303(K) of this ordinance.

(E) Highly erodible soils. Soils (excluding vegetation) with an erodibility index (EI) from sheet and rill
erosion equal to or greater than eight. The erodibility index for any soil is defined as the product of the
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formula RKLSFF, as defined by the "Food Security Act (F.S.A.) Manual" of August 1988, in the "Field
Office Technical Guide" of the U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service; where K is
the soil susceptibility to water erosion in the surface layer; R is the rainfall and runoff; LS is the
combined effects of slope length and steepness; and T is the soil loss tolerance.

(F) Highly permeable soils. Soils With a given potential to transmit water through the soil profile. Highly
permeable soils are identified as any soil having a permeability equal to or greater than six inches of
water movement per hour in any part of the soil profile to a depth of 72 inches (permeability groups
"rapid" and "very rapid"), as found in the "National Soils Handbook" of July 1983 in the "Field Office
Technical Guide" of the U.S. Dept. of Agriculture Soil Conversation Service.

(G) Impervious cover. A surface composed of any material that significantly impedes or prevents natural
infiltration of water into the soil. Impervious surfaces include, but are not limited to: roofs, buildings,
streets, parking areas, and any concrete, asphalt, or compacted gravel surface.

(H) [Reserved].

(I) Land disturbance. Any land change which may result in soil erosion from water or witid and the
movement of sediments into state waters or onto lands in the Commonwealth, including, but, not limited
to, clearing, grading, excavating, transporting and filling of land.

(J) Nonpoint source pollution. Contamination from diffuse sources that is not regulated as point source
pollution under Section 402 of the Clean Water Act.
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ZONING ORDINANCE City of ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA Codified through Ord. No. 40~i’ ad~p~-e~-
May 16, 1998. (Supplement No. 17)
ARTICLE XIII. ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

13-103 Definitions. The following words and terms used in this Article XIII have the following
meanings, unless the context clearly indicates otherwise.

...previous ................

(K) Nontidal wetlands. Those wetlands, other than tidal wetlands, that are inundated or saturated by
surface or ground water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal
circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil
conditions, as defined by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency pursuant to Section 404 of the
Federal Clean Water Act, in 33 CFR 328.3b, dated November 13, 1986.

(L) Pre-development. The land use that exists at the time that plans for the development are submitted to
the city. Where phased development or plan approval occurs (preliminary grading, roads and utilities,
etc.), the existing land use at the time the first item is submitted shall establish pre-development
conditions.

(M) Post-development. Conditions that reasonably may be expected or anticipated to exist after
completion of the development activity on a specific site or tract of land.

(N) Redevelopment. The process of developing land that is or has been previously developed.

(0) Runoffor stormwater runoff. That portion of precipitation that is discharged across the land surfaces
or through conveyances to one or more waterways.

(P) State waters. All waters on the surface or in the ground, wholly or partially within or bordering the
Commonwealth or within its jurisdiction.

(Q) Stormwater management facility. A device that controls stormwater runoff and changes the
characteristics of that runoff including, but not limited to, the quantity and quality, the period of release
or the velocity of flow.

(R) Tidal shore or shore. Land contiguous to a tidal body of water between the mean low water level
and the mean high water level.

(S) Tidal wetlands. Vegetated and nonvegetated wetlands as defined in section 62.1-13.2 of the Code of
Virginia.

(T) Tributary stream. Any perennial stream that is so depicted on the most recent U.S. Geological
Survey 7-1/2 minute topographic quadrangle map (scale 1:24,000).

(U) Use. Any activity on the land other than development, including, but not limited to agriculture,
horticulture and silviculture.

(V) Water-dependent facility. A development of land that cannot exist outside of the Resource
Protection Area and must be located on the shoreline by reason of the intrinsic nature of its operation.
These facilities include, but are not limited to: (i) ports; (ii) the intake and outfall structures of power
plants, water treatment plants, sewage treatment plants, and storm sewers; (iii) marinas and other boat
docking facilities; (iv) beaches and other public water-oriented recreation areas, and (v) fisheries or other
marine resources facilities.
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(W) Water quality volume. The volume equal to the first 0.5 inch of runoff multiplied by the total
impervious area of the development site.

(X) Watershed. The total drainage area contributing runoff to a single point.

(Y) Wetlands. Tidal and nontidal wetlands.

13-104 Administration of article.

(A) Responsibility. The director of transportation and environmental services is charged with the
responsibility for the administration of this Article XIII.

(B) Duties and authority. In the administration of this Article XIII the duties and authority of the
director of transportation and environmental services shall include, without limitation:

(I) Receiving applications for plan of development approval;

(2) Reviewing applications to determine if they contain all information required and necessary for a
determination of their merit;
(3)\Reviewing applications to determine their compliance with the provisions and intent of this Article
XIII and their merit;
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ZONING 0RDI~,~2E City of ALEXANDRIA,, VIRGINIA Codified through Ord. No. 4001, a~-opted-
May 16, 1998. (Supplement No. 17)
ARTICLE XIII. ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

13-104 Administration of article.

...previous ................

(4) Docketing items for hearing before the planning commission and conferring with the city manager to
schedule public hearings before the city council as necessary on applications;

(5) Preparing a staff report for each application;

(6) Interpreting the provisions of this Article XIII to ensure that its intent is carried out.

(C) Rules, regulations and procedures. The director of transportation and environmental services shall
promulgate rules, regulations and procedures for the administration and enforcement of this Article XIII
and shall promulgate rules, regulations and procedures for the processing of applications that ensure full
review, comment and recommendations on each application by the department of transportation and
environmental services. The city manager shall promulgate rules and procedures for review by other
departments of applications, where such review is determined to be necessary or desirable and such
procedures may include the establishment of a development review committee composed of departments
of the city whose expertise is necessary or desirable in the review of applications. All such rules,
regulations and procedures shall be transmitted to the city council at the time of issuance.

(D) Establishment offees. The director of transportation and environmental services shall by general rule
approved by city council establish a schedule of fees required for each application under this Article XIII
to be paid at the time an application is submitted.

(E) Responsibility for enforcement. The director of transportation and environmental services shall have
the authority and the responsibility of section 11-200 of this ordinance to ensure that all buildings and
structures and the use of all land complies with the provisions of this Article XIII.

(F) The director of transportation and environmental rervices shall review, approve, disapprove, or
approve with modifications or conditions or both the bllowing elements of the plan of development:

(I) The environmental site assessment, required pursuant to section 13-116.

(2) The stormwater management plan, required pursuant to section 13-117.

(3) The water quality impact assessment, if required pursuant to section 13-118.

(4) Compliance of the plan of development with sections 13-109 through 13-113.

(G) Review and decision on the remaining elements of the plan of development shall be as provided in
the regulations of this ordinance and the city code applicable to each such element.

(H) Review and decision on applications for exceptions shall be as provided in section 13-120.

(I) Review and decision on applications for exemptions shall be as provided in section 13-123.

13-105 Designation of Chesapeake Bay Preservation Area Overlay District.

(A) All land within the corporate limits of the city is designated as a Chesapeake Bay Preservation Area
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(CBPA). The CBPA is divided into resource protection areas and resource management areas. The
regulations set forth in this Article XIII shall apply as an overlay district, and shall supersede any
zoning, land use or land development regulation of the city code which is inconsistent with the
provisions of this Article XIII.

(B) Resource Protection Areas (RPAs) consist of sensitive land adjacent to or near the shoreline that has
either an intrinsic water quality value due to the ecological and biological processes such land performs
or that is sensitive to uses or activities such that the use results in significant degradation to the quality of
state waters. In their natural condition, these lands provide for the removal, reduction, or assimilation of
nonpoint source pollution entering the bay and its tributaries. An area of land that includes any one of
the following land types shall be considered to be within a RPA:

( 1 ) Tidal wetlands;

(2) Nontidal wetlands connected by surface flow and contiguous to tidal wetlands or tributary streams;

(3) Tidal shores;

tlexL..
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ZONING ORDINANCE Ci~ Of ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA Codified through Ord. No. 4001
May 16, 1998. (Supplement No. 17)
ARTICLE XIII. ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

13-104 Administration of article.

... pr e rio us ...................

(4) Tributary streambeds, not owned by the Commonwealth of Virginia; and

(5) Buffer areas 100 feet in width located adjacent to and landward of the components listed in
paragraphs (1) through (4) above, and along both sides of any tributary stream. Specific exceptions and
standards for buffer requirements are set forth in sections 13-109 and 13-111.

(C) Resource Management Areas (RMAs) include land that, if improperly used or developed, has a
potential for causing significant water quality degradation or for diminishing the functional value of a
RPA. Therefore, all lands in the city, not included in a RPA, shall constitute a RMA since all such land
drains through natural (e.g., streams) or manmade (e.g., stormwater sewers) channels to the Potomac
RIver.

13-106 Incorporation of CBPA map.

(A) The CBPA map, dated January 28, 1992, and signed by the Mayor and director of transportation and
environmental services, prepared in accordance, with the above designation criteria which define the
boundaries of RPAs and RMAs is hereby incorporated by reference into this ordinance.*

*Editor’s note-It should be noted that Ord. No. 3610, § 4, amended the CBPA map. Said amendments
are not set out herein, but are on file and available for inspection in the offices of the city.

(B) The boundaries of RPAs and RMAs are dra’ma on the map based on the rebuttable presumption that
the lands within those boundaries meet the rest. :ctive RPA and RMA designation criteria. In the event of
conflict between the CBPA map and the designation criteria in section 13-105, the designation criteria
shall be controlling. The director of transportation and environmental services may exercise judgment in
determining site-specific boundaries based on more reliable field data provided by the applicant or staff
and examined during the plan of development review process.

13-107 Development and uses permitted in RPAs.

(A) Development is permitted in RPAs only if it is water dependent and is permitted in the underlying
zone. Redevelopment is permitted in RPAs if it is permitted in the underlying zone. Development and
redevelopment shall comply with all requirements in sections 13-109, 13-110 and 13-11 I.

(B) In addition to the development or redevelopment permitted in section 13-107(A) above, the
following uses only shall be permitted within a RPA to the extent that they are not prohibited by any
other provision of the city code or applicable law and provided they do not require development,
redevelopment, structures, grading, fill, draining, or dredging:

(1) Conservation or preservation of soil, water, vegetation, fish, shellfish, and other wildlife;

(2) Passive recreational activities, including but not limited to fishing, birdwatching, hiking, boating,
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horseback riding, swimming, and canoeing;

(3) Educational activities, scientific research, and nature trails; and

(4) Historic preservation and archeological activities.

(C) The following uses, which may involve structures, fill, flooding, draining, dredging, or excavating,
shall be permitted within a RPA, to the extent specifically enumerated in these regulations and not
prohibited by any other provision of the city code or applicable law and subject to the director of
transportation and environmental services review and approval of design and construction plans for
compliance with this Article XIII:

(1) Construction, installation, operation and maintenance of electric, gas, and telephone lines, railroads
and public roads constructed by VDOT or by or for the City of Alexandria in accordance with VDOT
standards, and their appurtenant structures, in accordance with regulations promulgated pursuant to the
Erosion and Sediment Control Law (sections 10.1-560 et seq. of the Code of Virginia and the
Stormwater Management Act (sections 10.1-603.1 et seq. of the Code of Virginia); an erosion and
sediment control plan and a stormwater management plan approved by the Department of’Conservation
and Recreation or by the City of Alexandria under local water quality protection criteria at least as
stringent as the above state requirements shall be deemed to constitute compliance with these
regulations;

(2) Construction, installation, and maintenance of water, storm or sanitary sewer, and local gas or other
utility lines provided that:

(a) To the degree possible, the location of such utilities and facilities should be outside RPAs;

next...
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13-107 Development and uses permitted in RPAs.

...previous .......................

(b) No more land shall be disturbed than is necessary to provide for the desired utility installation;

(c) All such construction, installation, and maintenance of such utilities and facilities shall be in
compliance with all applicable state and federal permits, and designed and conducted in a manner that
protects water quality;

(d) Any land disturbance exceeding an area of 2500 square feet shall comply with the Erosion and
Sediment Control regulations in the city code.

(3) Limited excavating and filling in an area of 2500 or less square feet necessary for the repair and
maintenance of piers, walkways, observation decks, duck blinds, wildlife management shelters,
boathouses, and other similar water-related structures, provided that they are built on pilings to allow
unobstructed flow of water and preserve the natural contour of a RPA.

(4) Paved or unpaved bike or other recreational trails.

(5) Required construction, installation, minor modification and maintenance of in-stream or regional best
management practices.

13-108 Development and uses permitted in RMAs. Development, redevelopment and uses authorized
by the underlying zone are permitted in the RMA provided such activity is carried out in accordance
with the performance requirements set forth in sections 13-112 and 13-113.

13-109 General performance requirements for development and redevelopment in RPAs.

(A) The director of transportation and environmental services shall approve development or
redevelopment in a RPA only if it is found ,~at the regulated activity is in compliance with these
regulations and that the applicant has demonstrated, by a preponderance of the evidence, that the
proposed development or redevelopment meets or exceeds the following standards and the buffer
requirements of section 13-109(B):

(1) No more land shall be disturbed than is necessary to provide for the proposed use, development or
redevelopment.

(2) Indigenous vegetation shall be preserved to the maximum extent possible consistent with the use,
development or redevelopment proposed.

(3) Development or redevelopment shall minimize impervious cover consistent with the use and
development allowed.

(4) The proposed development or redevelopment shall comply with the Erosion and Sedimentation
Control regulations in the city code.

(5) Stormwater management requirements:

(a) Any maintenance, alteration, use or improvement to an existing structure which does not degrade the
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quality of surface water rtmoff is exempt from stormwater management requirements.

(b) Estimated post-development nonpoint source pollution load shall not exceed the estimated
predevelopment nonpoint source pollution load of runoff based upon average land cover conditions
within the city as calculated using standards, consistent with good engineering practice, established by
the director of transportation and environmental services pursuant to section 13-104(C). (Redevelopment
shall comply with additional criteria in section 13-110.)

(c) The following options will be considered to comply with the stormwater management requirements
of these regulations for development and redevelopment:

(1) Incorporation of on-site BMPs that achieve the required control for development and redevelopment
as determined by calculation procedures and BMP efficiencies in standards, consistent with good
engineering practice, established by the director of transportation and environmental services ptirsuant to
section 13-104(C). A maintenance agreement for any BMPs existing or installed is required, and
redevelopment shall comply with additional criteria in section 13-110; or

(2) Compliance with a locally adopted regional stormwater management program incorpoi’ating pro-rata
share payments pursuant to the authority provided in section 15.1-4660) of the Code of Virginia or a
locally adopted regional stormwater management program adopted pursuant to the authority provided in
section 15.1-292.4 of the Code of Virginia that results in achievement of equivalent water quality
protection; or

(3) Compliance with a state or locally implemented program of stormwater discharge permits pursuant
to section 402(p) of the Federal Clean Water Act, as set forth in 40 CFR 122, 123, 124 and 504, dated
November 16, 1990.

next.._____~
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ARTICLE XIII. ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

13-108 Development and uses permitted in RMAs. Development, redevelopment and uses authorized
by the underlying zone are permitted in the RMA provided such activity is carried out in accordance
with the performance requirements set forth in sections 13-112 and 13-113.

...previous

(6) The non-water dependent portion of a development encompassing both a RPA and RMA is located
outside of a RPA;

(7) Access for development or redevelopment is provided with the minimum disturbance necessary;
where possible, only a single point of access shall be provided; and

(8) The regulated activity is consistent with the 1992 Master Plan for the City of Alexandria, Virginia.

(B) Buffer requirements for RPAs:

(1) The buffer shall achieve 75 percent reduction of sediments and 40 percent reduction of nutrients. A
100 foot wide buffer shall be considered adequate to meet this standard.

(2) In order to maintain the functional value of the buffer area, indigenous vegetation may be removed
only to provide for reasonable sight lines, access paths, general woodlot management, and BMPs as
follows:

(a) Trees may be pruned or removed as necessary to provide for sight lines and vistas, provided that
where removed, they shall be replaced with other vegetation that is equally effective in retarding runoff,
preventing erosion, and filtering nonpoint source pollution from runoff; such shall require the approval
of the city arborist.

(b) Any path shall be constructed and surfaced so as to effectively control erosion.

(c) Dead, diseased, or dying trees or shn abery may be removed and silvicultural thinning may be
conducted as approved by the City Arborist. The City Arborist may approve a long term management
plan for a specific RPA which complies with professionally recognized management practices.

(d) For shoreline erosion control projects, trees and woody vegetation may be removed, necessary
control techniques employed, and appropriate vegetation established, all as approved by the City
Arborist, to protect or stabilize the shoreline in accordance with the best available technical advice and
applicable permit conditions or requirements.

(3) Exceptions to buffer requirements.

(a) The buffer may be reduced to 50 feet if the director of transportation and environmental services
determines that a combination of a smaller buffer and appropriate BMPs located landward of the buffer
achieves a 75 percent reduction of sediment and 40 percent reduction in nutrients and achieves water
quality protection, pollutant removal and water resource conservation.

(b) If buffer requirements reduce buildable area on lots recorded before October 1, 1989, the director of
transportation and environmental services may allow modifications as follows:

(1) The reduction shall be the minimum necessary to achieve a reasonable buildable area for a principal
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structure and necessary utilities;

(2) If possible, equal area shall be established elsewhere on the site in a way to maximize water quality
protection; and

(3) The buffer shall in no case be less than 50 feet.

13-110 A dditional performance requirements for redevelopment in RPAs.

(A) The director of transportation and environmental services shall approve redevelopment in a RPA
only if it is found that the regulated activity is in compliance with these regulations and that the
applicanthas demonstrated by a preponderance of the evidence that the proposed redevelopment meets
or exceeds the following standards:

(1) If currently served by properly functioning BMPs, the regulated activity shall not increase nonpoint
source pollution load in runoff;

(2) If not served by such BMPs, regulated activity shall reduce estimated nonpoint source pollution load
in runoff by ten percent based on actual predevelopment and post development site conditions; or

R0070594

2 of 2
R/d/qR I "~’~ PM



Document - Folio I nfobase                                      http://www.municode.com/folio.pgi/12429.nfo/query=*/doed{@4621 }

ZONING ORDINANCE City of ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA Codified through Ord. No. 4001, ad0~-t-ed--
May 16, 1998. (Supplement No. 17)
ARTICLE XIII. ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT
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by the underlying zone are permitted in the RMA provided such activity is carried out in accordance
with the performance requirements set forth in sections 13-112 and 13-113.

...previous .............

(3) In addition to available stormwater management options delineated in section 13-109, a
redevelopment site that is completely impervious as currently developed shall be considered to comply
with the stormwater management requirements of these regulations if the applicant restores a minimum
20 percent of the site to vegetated open space.

(B) Redevelopment shall not result in any net-increase in impervious cover.

(C) These requirements apply in addition to, and in case of conflict shall control over, the requirements
of section 13-109.

13-111 Standards for water quality impact assessment.

(A) Evaluation procedure.

(1) The director of transportation and environmental services shall approve a water quality minor impact
assessment only if it is found that the proposed regulated activity is in compliance with these regulations
and that the applicant has demonstrated by a preponderance of the evidence that the development or
redevelopment, including any proposed modification or reduction to the buffer area, is consistent with
these regulations and shall make a finding based upon the following criteria:

(a) The necessity of the proposed encroachment and the ability to place improvements elsewhere on the
site to avoid disturbance of the buffer area;

(b) Impervious surface is minimized:

(c) Proposed BMPs, where required achieve the requisite reductions in pollutant loadings;

(d) The development, as proposed, meets the purpose and intent of these regulations;

(e) The cumulative impact of the proposed development when considered in relation to other
development within the RPA in the vicinity, both existing and proposed, will not result in a significant
degradation of water quality.

(2) The director of transportation and environmental services shall approve a water quality major impact
assessment only if it is found that the proposed regulated activity is in compliance with these regulations
and that the applicant has demonstrated by a preponderance of the evidence that the development or
redevelopment, including any proposed modification to the buffer area, is consistent with these
regulations and shall make a finding based upon the following criteria:

(a) Within any RPA, the proposed development is water-dependent or constitutes redevelopment;

(b) The disturbance of wetlands shall comply with state and federal regulations; R0070595
(c) The development will not result in significant disruption of the hydrology of the site;
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(d) The development will not result in significant degradation of water quality that could adversely
affect aquatic vegetation or life;

(e) The development will not result in unnecessary destruction of plant material on site;

(f) Proposed erosion and sediment control measures are adequate to achieve the required reductions in
runoff, and prevent off-site transport of sediment during and after construction;

(g) Proposed stormwater management measures are adequate to control the stormwater runoff to achieve
the required standard for pollutant control;

(h) Proposed revegetation of disturbed areas will provide adequate erosion and sediment control
benefits, as determined by the director of transportation and environmental services.

next...
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13-111 Standards for water quality impact assessment.

.,.previous

(3) Upon receipt of any water quality major impact assessment application, the director of transportation
and environmental services may determine if review by the Chesapeake Bay Local Assistance
Department (CBLAD) is warranted and may request CBLAD to review the assessment and respond with
written comments. Any comments by CBLAD will be incorporated into the final review by the director
of transportation and environmental services provided that such comments are provided by CBLAD
within 90 days of the request.

13-112 General performance requirements for development and redevelopment in RMAs.

(A) The director of transportation and environmental services shall approve a development or
redevelopment in a RMA only if it is found that the regulated activity is in compliance with these
regulations and that the applicant has demonstrated, by a preponderance of the evidence, that the
proposed development or redevelopment meets or exceeds the following standards:

(1) No more land shall be disturbed than is necessary to provide for the use and development proposed.

(2) Indigenous vegetation shall be preserved to the maximum extent possible consistent with the use and
development proposed.

(3) Land development shall minimize impervious cover consistent with the use or development
proposed.

(4) Development exceeding 2,500 square feet of disturbance shall comply with the Erosion and
Sedimentation Control regulations in the city code.

(5) Stormwater management requi-ements:

(a) Any maintenance, alteration, use or improvement to an existing structure which does not degrade the
quality of surface water runoff is exempt from stormwater management requirements.

(b) Estimated post-development nonpoint source pollution load shall not exceed the estimated
predevelopment nonpoint source pollution load of runoff based upon average land cover conditions
within the city, as calculated using standards consistent with good engineering practice established by
the director of transportation and environmental services pursuant to section 13-104(C).

(c) The following options will be considered to comply with the stormwater management requirements
of these regulations for development and redevelopment:

(1) Incorporation of on-site BMPs that achieve the required control for development and redevelopment
as determined by calculation procedures and BMP efficiencies in standards established by the director of
transportation and environmental services pursuant to section 13-104(C) consistent with good
engineering practice. A maintenance agreement for any BMPs existing or installed is required, and
redevelopment shall comply with additional criteria in section 13-113; or

(2) Compliance with a locally adopted regional stormwater management program incorporating pro-rata
share payments pursuant to the authority provided in section 15.1-4660) of the Code of Virginia or a
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locally adopted regional stormwater management program adopted pursuant to the authority provided in
section 15.1292-4 of the Code of Virginia that results in achievement of equivalent water quality
protection; or

(3) Compliance with a state or locally implemented program of stormwater discharge permits pursuant
to section 402(p) of the federal Clean Water Act, as set forth in 40 C.F.R. 122, 123, 124 and 504, dated
December 7, 1988.

(B) Redevelopment shall comply with the additional criteria in section 13-113.

13-113 Additional performance requirements for redevelopment in RMAs.

(A) The director of transportation and environmental services shall approve redevelopment in a R_MA
only if it is found that the regulated activity is in compliance with these regulations and that the
applicant has demonstrated by a preponderance of the evidence that the proposed redevelopment meets
or exceeds the following standards:

(1) If currently served by properly functioning BMPs, regulated activity shall not increasenonpoint
source pollution load in nmoff;

(2) If not served by such BMPs, regulated activity shall reduce estimated nonpoint source pollution load
in runoff by ten percent based on actual predevelopment and post-development site conditions; or

(3) In addition to available stormwater management options delineated in section 13-118, a
redevelopment site that is completely impervious as currently developed shall be considered to comply
with the stormwater management requirements of these regulations if the applicant restores a minimum
20 percent of the site to vegetated open spaces.

17exL . .
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...previous ......................

(B) These requirements apply in addition to, and in case of conflict shall control over, the requirements
of section 13- I 12.

13-114 Development review process. Any development or redevelopment exceeding 2,500 square feet
of land disturbance within the CBPA overlay district shall be subject to the following development
review process prior to any clearing of the site or the issuance of any building, land use or land
development permit. Any development or redevelopment in a RPA of 2,500 square feet or- less of land
disturbance shall be subject to approval of a water quality impact assessment as detailed in section
13-118, prior to any clearing of the site or the issuance of any building, land use or land development
permit.

13-115 Required information.

(A) The development review process application shall consist of the plans and studies identified below,
such application forms as the director of transportation and environmental services shall require and the
appropriate fees, which together shall constitute the plan of development. The plans and studies
identified in this section may be coordinated or combined with other required submission materials, as
deemed appropriate by the director of transportation and environmental services. The plan of
development shall contain the following elements:

(1) A site plan in accordance with the provisions of section 11-400 of this ordinance or other applicable
law and, if applicable, a subdivision plat in accordance with the provisions of chapter 5, title 7 of the city
code.

(2) An environmental site assessment as detailed in section 13-116;

(3) A landscape plan in accordai. :e with the provisions of section 11-410(CC) of this ordinance certified
by qualified design professionals practicing within their areas of competence;

(4) A stormwater management plan as detailed in section 13-117;

(5) An erosion and sediment control plan in accordance with the provisions of chapter 4, title 5 of the
city code;

(6) For all development or redevelopment within an RPA, or within an environmentally sensitive area as
determined by the director of transportation and environmental services pursuant to section 13-118(C) or
13-118(D), or for an exception under section 13-120, a Water Quality Impact Assessment as detailed in
section 13-118.

13-116 Environmental site assessment.

(A) The environmental site assessment shall clearly delineate the following environmental features:

(1) Tidal wetlands;

(2) Tidal shores;                                                              R0070599
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(3) Nontidal wetlands connected by surface flow and contiguous to tidal wetlands or tributary streams;

(4) Highly erodible and highly permeable soils if available from existing public documents or
documents available to the applicant;

(5) A 100-foot buffer area located adjacent to and landward of the components listed in sections
13-116(A)(1) through (3) above, and along both sides of any tributary stream;

(6) A listing of all wetlands permits required by law (evidence that such permits have been obtained
shall be presented to the director of transportation and environmental services before permits will be
issued to allow commencement of grading or other on-site activity.)

(B) Wetlands delineations shall be performed consistent with current procedures promulgated by the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Environmental Protection Agency.

(C) The environmental site assessment shall delineate the site-specific geographic extent of the RPA.

iJext. . .

R0070600
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ARTICLE XIII. ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

13-116 Environmental site assessment.

...previous

(D) The environmental site assessment shall be drawn at the same scale as the preliminary site plan or
subdivision plat, and shall be certified as complete and accurate by a professional engineer or a certified
land surveyor. This requirement may be waived by the director of transportation and environmental
services when the proposed use or development would result in less than 5,000 square feet of disturbed
area.

(E) In the event no part of the site plan area contains any RPA elements as enumerated in section
13- 105(B), the applicant and a professional engineer or a certified land surveyor, may, in lieu of
providing an environmental site assessment plat, so certify, in writing and under oath, to the director of
transportation and environmental services. Any permit issued in reliance upon such a certification which
certification is factually inaccurate or incorrect shall be void ab initio, and such invalidity shall be in
addition to any other penalties which may be imposed upon the makers of such certification.

13-117 Stormwater management plan.

(A) A stormwater management plan shall be developed so that from the site, the post-development peak
runoff rate from a two-year storm and a ten-year storm, considered individually, shall not exceed their
respective predevelopment rates. This peak flow rate requirement shall not apply to single-family
residences separately built and not part of a subdivision, including additions or modifications to existing
single-family detached residential structures. When the requirements of the city’s Erosion and Sediment
Control Ordinance are otherwise complied with, the director of transportation and environmental
services may waive this peak flow rate requirement for other development not exceeding one-half acre
of land disturbance. The director of transportation and environmental services may also waive this
requirement in cases where stormwater detention would conflict with the city’s flood management
programs.

(B) The water quality voltu e from the site must be treated in a best management practice (BMP)
approved by the director of transportation and environmental services. If the water quality requirements
of sections 13-109 through 13-113 require a smaller BMP or do not require a BMP, the water quality
vol .ume treatment requirement may be waived or modified by the director of transportation and
env|ronmental services for single-family residences separately built and not part of a subdivision,
including additions to existing single-family detached residential structures, for sites not exceeding
one-half acre of disturbance, or for any other site if the total size of preexisting impervious area is
reduced by an amount equal to or greater than 20 percent of the entire site. The director of transportation
and environmental services may waive this requirement if stormwater detention would conflict with the
city’s flood management programs.

(C) Post-development concentrated surface waters shall not be discharged on adjoining property, unless
an easement expressly authorizing such discharge has been granted by the owner of the affected land.

(D) The owner or developer may continue to discharge storm w~ater which has not been concentrated
(sheet flow) into lower lying property if:

( 1 ) The peak flow rate for a 10-year storm after development does not exceed the predevelopment peak
flow rate;

R0070601
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(2) The increase in total volume of runoff caused by the development will not have an adverse impact on
the lower-lying property; and

(3) There will be no exacerbation of existing drainage problems on the lower-lying property, or other
downstream property.

(E) The stormwater management plan shall contain maps, charts, graphs, tables, photographs, narrative
descriptions, explanations, calculations, and citations to supporting references as appropriate to
communicate the information required by this Article XIII. At a minimum, the stormwater management
plan must contain the following:

(1) Location and design of all planned stormwater control devices;

(2) Procedures for implementing non-structural stormwater control practices and techniques;

(3) Pre- and post-development nonpoint source pollutant loadings with supporting documentation of all
utilized coefficients and calculations;

(4) Pre- and post-development peak runoff rates from the site for both a two-year storm and ten year
storm, considered individually, with supporting documentation of all utilized coefficients and
calculations;

(5) For facilities, verification of structural soundness, including a professional engineer certification as
applicable;

(F) Site specific facilities for phased projects shall be designed for the ultimate development of the
contributing project watershed based on zoning, comprehensive plans, local public facility master plans,
or other similar planning documents.

(G) All engineering calculations must be certified by a professional engineer or a licensed class IIIB
surveyor and performed in accordance with procedures, consistent with good engineering practice,
established by the director of transportation and environmental services pursuant to section 13-104(C).

(H) The plan shall establish a long-term schedule for inspection and maintenance of stormwater
management facilities that includes all maintenance requirements and persons responsible for
performing maintenance. If the designated maintenance responsibility is with a party other than the City
of Alexandria, then a maintenance agreement shall be executed between the responsible party and the
city.

13-118 Water quality impact assessment.

next...
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ZONING ORDINANCE City of ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA Codified through Ord. No. 4001, adopted
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ARTICLE XIII. ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

13-118 Water quality impact assessment.

...previous

(A) The purpose of the water quality impact assessment is to:

(1) Identify the impacts of proposed development on water quality and lands within the RPAs;

(2) Ensure that, where development does take place within RPAs, it will be located on those portions of
the site and in a manner that will be least disruptive to the natural functions of the RPAs; and

(3) Specify mitigation which will address water quality protection under the foregoing circumstances or
under an exception under section 13-120.

(B) A Water Quality Impact Assessment is required for any proposed development or redevelopment in
the RPA. There are two types of water quality impact assessments: water quality minor impact
assessments and water quality major impact assessments.

(C) A Water Quality Minor Impact Assessment is required for development or redevelopment within
RPAs or under an exception which involves 5,000 or less square feet of land disturbance; or for any
development or redevelopment within the RMA which involves 5,000 or less square feet of land
disturbance adjacent to an RPA, if required by the director of transportation and environmental services
due to the presence or proximity of wetlands, potential for harmful discharge of contaminants from the
property, or slopes greater that 15 percent which are proposed to be disturbed. A minor impact
assessment shall demonstrate, through acceptable calculations, that the remaining buffer area and
necessary BMPs will result in removal of 75 percent of sediments and 40 percent of nutrients from
post-development/redevelopment stormwater runoff. Such an assessment shall include a site plan which
shows the following:

(D) A Water Quality Major Impact Assessment is required for development or redevelopment within
RPAs or under an excepti, ’a which involves more than 5,000 square feet of land disturbance; or for any
development or redevelopment within the RMA which involves more than 5,000 square feet of land
disturbance adjacent to an RPA, if required by the director of transportation and environmental services
due to the presence or proximity of wetlands, potential for harmful discharge of contaminants from the
property, or slopes greater than 15 percent which are proposed to be disturbed. The following elements
shall be included in a water quality major impact assessment:

(E) (1) A water quality minor impact assessment shall be certified as complete and accurate by a
professional engineer or a certified land surveyor.

(2) The additional elements required in a water quality major impact assessment shall be certified as
complete and accurate by a professional engineer and by a qualified environmental scientist.

13-119 Final plans.

(A) Final site plans and subdivision plats subject to this Article XIII for all lands within the CBPA shall
include the following additional information:

(1) A copy showing issuance of all wetlands permits required by law;
R0070603
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(2) A maintenance agreement between the city and applicant as deemed necessary and appropriate by the
director of transportation and environmental services to ensure proper maintenance of best management
practices in order to assure their continued performance.

(B) Installation and Bonding Requirements.

(1) Where buffer areas, landscaping, stormwater management facilities or other specifications of an
approved plan are required, no certificate of occupancy shall be issued until the installation of required
plant materials or facilities is completed, in accordance with the approved site plan.

(2) When the occupancy of a structure is desired prior to the completion of the required landscaping,
stormwater management facilities, or other specifications of an approved plan, a certificate of occupancy
may be issued only if the applicant provides to the city a surety bond or equivalent satisfactory to the
director of transportation and environmental services in amount equal to the remaining plant materials,
related materials, and installation costs of the required landscaping or facilities and/or maintenance costs
for any required stormwater management facilities during the construction period.

(3) Unless otherwise approved by the director of transportation and environmental services for a phased
project, all required landscaping shall be installed and approved by the fast planting season following
issuance of a certificate of occupancy or the surety bond may be forfeited to the city.

(4) Unless otherwise approved by the director of transportation and environmental services for a phased
project, all required stormwater management facilities or other specifications shall be installed and
approved within 18 months of project commencement. Should the applicant fail, after proper notice, to
initiate, complete or maintain appropriate actions required by the approved plan, the surety bond may be
forfeited to the city. The city may collect from the applicant the amount by which the reasonable cost of
required actions exceeds the amount of surety held.

(5) After all required actions of the approved site plan have been completed, the applicant must submit a
written request for a final inspection. If the requirements of the approved plan have been completed to
the satisfaction of the director of transportation and environmental services, such unexpended or
unobligated portion of the surety bond held shall be refunded to the applicant or terminated within 60
days following the receipt of the applicant’s request for final inspection. The director of transportation
and environmental services may require a certificate of substantial completion from a professional
engineer or licensed surveyor before making a final inspection.

13-120 Exceptions.

R0070604
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13-120 Exceptions.

...previous ......................

(A) Unless otherwise provided in this Article XIII, a request for an exception to the requirements of this
Article XIII shall be made pursuant to this section in writing to the director of transportation and
environmental services. The request shall identify the impacts of the proposed exception on water
quality and on lands within the RMA and RPA through the performance of a water quality impact
assessment which complies with the provisions of section 13-118 to the extent applicable.

(B) The director of transportation and environmental services shall review the request for an exception
and the water quality impact assessment and may grant the exception with such conditions and
safeguards as deemed necessary to further the purpose and intent of this Article XIII if the director of
transportation and environmental services finds that the applicant has demonstrated by a preponderance
of the evidence that:

(1) Granting the exception will not confer upon the applicant any special privileges that are denied to
other property owners in the CBPA overlay district;

(2) The exception is not based upon conditions or circumstances that are self-created or self-imposed,
nor does the exception arise from conditions or circumstances either permitted or nonconforming that
are related to adjacent parcels;

(3) The exception is the minimum necessary to afford relief;

(4) The exception will be consistent with the purpose and intent of the overlay district, and not injurious
to water quality, the neighborhood or otherwise detrimental to the public welfare; and

(5) Due to the particular physical surroundings, shape, topographical condition, geotechnical
characteristics of the site’s soils and rock materials or other extraordinary situation or condition of the
specific property invol" ,,~d, the strict application of the requirements of this Article XIII would
effectively prohibit or unreasonably restrict the utilization of the property or would constitute a clearly
demonstrable hardship approaching confiscation.

(C) Any person aggrieved by a decision of the director of transportation and environmental services
under this section 13-120 may appeal to the planning commission as provided in section 13-121.

13-121 Appeals.

(A) Any person aggrieved by a final case decision of the director of transportation and environmental
services in the administration, interpretation or enforcement of this Article XIII or on any application
hereunder may appeal such decision to the planning commission, by filing a notice of appeal, in writing,
.stating the grounds of appeal, with the secretary of the planning commission within 14 days of the
issuance of such decision; provided, that any person aggrieved, who had no actual knowledge of the
issuance of such decision, may file an appeal within 14 days of the last day on which notice provided in
section 11-300 or section 11-408 of this ordinance is given for any element of the plan of development.
A notice of appeal shall be accompanied by a filing fee of $100.00.

(B) The planning commission shall conduct a public hearing on any appeal flied pursuant to section
13-121 (A), notice for which shall be provided in accordance with the applicable provisions of section

R0070605
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11-300 of this ordinance. Following the conclusion of the hearing, the commission may affmn, reverse
or modify the decision of the director, or vacate the decision and remand the matter to the director for
further consideration.

(C) Any person aggrieved by a decision of the planning commission issued pursuant to section
13-121 (B) may appeal the decision to the city council, by filing a notice of appeal, in writing, stating the
grounds of appeal, with the city clerk within 14 days of the issuance of the decision.

(D) The city council shall conduct a public hearing on any appeal filed pursuant to subsection (C), notice
for which shall be provided in accordance with the applicable provisions of section 11-300 of this
ordinance. Following the conclusion of the hearing, the council may affirm, reverse or modify the
decision of the commission, or vacate the decision and remand the matter to the commission or the
director for further consideration.

(E) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsections (A) through (D) above, an applicant or any aggrieved
party who elects to appeal shall appeal the director’s decision of approval or disapproval of a stormwater
management plan application by filing a notice of appeal with the director within 30 days aiter service of
such decision. The filing of such notice, and proceedings thereafter, shall be governed by Part 2A of the
Rules of the Supreme Court of Virginia, and judicial review shall be had in the Circuit Court of the City
of Alexandria on the record previously established, and shall otherwise be in accordance with the
Administrative Process Act, Virginia Code sections 9-6.14:1 et seq.

13-122 Noncomplying use status and related matters.

(A) Any land use or land development lawfully existing on January 28, 1992, and any land use or land
development for which a final site plan, approved on or before January 28, 1992, continues in force and
effect, which does not comply with the provisions of this Article XIII, shall be deemed a noncomplying
land use or land development. A noncomplying land use or land development, if not lawfully existing on
January 28, 1992, may retain its noncomplying status and be constructed without compliance with this
Article XIII and in accordance with its approved final site plan, any minor amendments thereto approved
by the director of transportation and environmental services, and any non-minor amendments thereto
approved by the planning commission or city council, as applicable, so long as such non-minor
amendments do not, individually or in the aggregate, cause either a net increase in impervious surface or
any additional encroachment into RPA over the level of imperviousness or encroachment associated
with the land use or land development as previously approved; provided, that any such non-minor
amendments shall comply with the provisions of this Article XIII to the maximum extent feasible. If
existing or when constructed, a noncomplying land use or land development shall be permitted :o
continue indefinitely and shall be considered a legal land use or land development, but shall be subject to
the following restrictions:

(1) Expansion. No noncomplying land use or land development may be physically enlarged or expanded
unless such enlargement or expansion complies with the provisions of this Article XIII, and any other
applicable provisions of law.

(2) Reconstruction. If a noncomplying land development is destroyed, demolished or otherwise
removed, it may be reconstructed; provided, that such reconstruction shall be categorized as
development or redevelopment, as the case may be, and shall comply with the provisions of this Article
XIII and any other applicable provisions of law.

(3) Repairs and maintenance. A noncomplying land development may be remodeled, renovated,
maintained, repaired and altered so long as such work complies with the provisions of this Article )(Ill,
and any other applicable provisions of law.

(B) Unless deemed a noncomplying land use or land development under section 13-122(A), or tmless
granted an exemption pursuant to section 13-123, any land use or land development subject to this
Article XIII which is the object of any land use, land development or construction permit application,
including a renewal or extension application, pending before any department, board or commission of
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the city, before the city council, or on judicial review on January 28, 1992, or thereafter filed with any
such department, board or commission, shall comply with the provisions of this Article XIII.

next...
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13-122 Noncomplying use status and related matters.

...previous ..........

(C) Unless deemed a noncomplying land use or land development under section 13-122(A), or tmless
granted an exemption pursuant to section 13-123, any land use or land development subject to this
Article XIII which is the object of a land use, land development or construction permit approval in force
and effect on January 28, 1992, shall comply with the provisions of this Article XIII. Any renewal or
extension of any such approval shall comply with the provisions of this Article XIII.

(D) For purposes of this section 13-122, a land development for which a special use permit had been
issued under section 7-6-28(i), -30(k), -31 (k), -35(m) or -44(h) of the former zoning code and recorded
among the land records of the city prior to January 28, 1992, and for which no final site plan is required
to be filed subsequent to the recordation of the permit, shall be considered as being the object of a final
site plan approved prior to January 28, 1992.

13-123 Determination of undue hardship exemption.

(A) Upon application, the director of transportation and environmental services may exempt from the
provisions of this Article XIII a specific development which, on January 28, 1992, was the object of an
approved preliminary site plan, including a preliminary site plan which had been approved along with a
special use permit granted under section 7-6-355 of the former zoning code, whenever the director of
transportation and environmental services finds that the applicant has demonstrated that full application
of the provisions of this Article 57111 would result in undue hardship under the standards set out in
section 13-123 (B); provided, that the provisions of section 13-123 (G) shall apply to any development for
which an exemption is granted under this section.

(B) In considering whether an applicant has demonstrated undue hardship, the director of transportation
and environmental services shall consider the following standards where applicable:

(1) Whether the applicant has in good faith relied to his detriment on the preliminary site pl~, ~ approval
prior to January 28, 1992, in a manner that makes it inequitable to enforce the terms of this Article XIII
with respect to the applicant’s property.

(2) The extent to which the applicant has, prior to January 28, 1992, and in reliance on the preliminary
site plan approval, made a substantial commitment of money or resources directly associated with
physical improvements on the land, such as grading, excavation, installation of utility infrastructure or
other public improvement, or for the design of specific buildings and improvements to be constructed on
the site.

(3) The extent to which the applicant has, prior to January 28, 1992, and in reliance on the preliminary
site plan approval, secured permits for, and commenced or completed, the construction of site
improvements and buildings in part but not all of a development that was contemplated to extend over a
period of months or years.

(4) Whether the applicant has, prior to January 28, 1992, and in reliance on the preliminary site plan
approval, made contractual commitments to complete buildings and deliver title thereto or occupancy
thereof.

(5) Whether the applicant has, prior to January 28, 1992, and in reliance on the preliminary site plan

R0070608
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approval, incurred financial obligations to a lending institution which the applicant will be unable to
meet unless he is permitted to proceed with the proposed development.

(6) Whether enforcement of the terms of this Article XIII will expose the applicant to substantial
monetary liability to third persons.

(7) Whether undue hardship has been demonstrated only with respect to an identifiable and discrete
portion of the proposed development.

(C) The fact that the property has been or is in a particular zoning classification under this ordinance, or
any prior zoning ordinance of the city, or that a specific development plan has or has not been approved,
shall not, in itself, establish undue hardship.

(D) Any person, firm, or corporation having an ownership interest in property may file an application for
a determination of undue hardship. Such application shall be filed with the director of transportation and
environmental services, shall contain a recital of the facts which are claimed to support the application,
and shall contain such other information as the director of transportation and environmental services
may specify.

(E) A reasonable opportunity for written public comment on an application shall be afforded by the
director of transportation and environmental services.

(F) Within 30 days after the close of the comment period, the director of transportation and
environmental services shall issue a decision on the application and shall serve the same by certified
mail on the applicant and any commentors who have so requested. Such decision shall contain written
findings of fact and, if applicable, conclusions of law.

(G) In granting an exemption pursuant to this section 13-123, the director of transportation and
environmental services shall require that the previously approved development comply with the
provisions of this Article XIII to the maximum extent feasible, and the director may specify any
conditions and safeguards deemed necessary to further the purpose and intent of this article.

(H) Nothing in this section 13-123 shall be construed as excusing a land development granted an
exemption pursuant to section 13-123(A) from any of the conditions imposed in conjunction with the
development’s preliminary site plan approval, or any other approval, including where applicable those
imposed by the city code, and any exemption shall itself be conditioned upon the satisfaction of all such
conditions not wz ived or modified by the director of transportation and environmental services.

(I) A land development granted an exemption pursuant to section 13-123(A) may retain its exemption
and be constructed in accordance with its approved preliminary site plan and the provisions of this
Article XIII imposed by the director of transportation and environmental services pursuant to section
13-123(G), with any minor amendments to that site plan approved by the director of transportation and
environmental services, and with any non-minor amendments thereto approved by the planning
commission or city council, as applicable, so long as such non-minor amendments do not, individually
or in the aggregate, cause either a net increase in impervious surface or any additional encroachment into
RPA over the level of imperviousness or encroachment associated with the land development as
previously approved; provided, that any such non-minor amendments shall comply with the provisions
of this Article XIII to the maximum extent feasible.

(J) For purposes of this section 13-123, a land development for which a special use permit had been
issued under section 7-6-280), -30(k), -3 l(k), -35(m) or -44(h) of the former zoning code and recorded
among the land records of the city prior to January 28, 1992, and for which one or more final site plans
are required to be filed subsequent to the recordation of the permit, shall be considered as being the
object of an approved preliminary site plan approved prior to January 28, 1992; provided, that any such
land development or portion thereof for which a required final site plan has been approved prior to
January 28, 1992, shall be considered, for purposes of section 13-122, as being the object of a final site
plan approved prior to January 28, 1992.

R0070609
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13-123 Determination of undue hardship exemption.

¯..previous

(Ord. No. 3610, §§ 1--14, 12-12-92; Ord. No. 3990, § I, 4-18-98)

APPENDIX A ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS

This appendix lists the amendments to the zoning map subsequent to June 24, 1992.

Ordinance

Number Date Property From To

3613 1-23-93 Map Parcel No. RM CD
74.02-11-15

3691 12-11-93 Map Parcel No. RA CG
49.00-05-40

3692 12-11-93 Map Parcel No. CO CRMU-M
47.00-02-07

3698 1-22-94 Map Parcel No. RM CI,
54.04-12-02

Map Parcel No. CG CSI,
58.00-03-02

3824 10-14-95 Map Parcel Nos. PC CSI,
15.04-03-04
15.04-03-05
15.04-03-06
15.04-03-07
15.04-03-08
15.04-03-09

3840 1-20-96 Map Parcel No. RB CL
64.01-13-16

3843 2-24-96 Map Parcel No. UT OCH R00706’10
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44.02-02-1.01

3859_ 4-13-96 Map Parcel No. RB OCM
54.02-04-1

3866 5-18-96 Map Parcel No. W-1 W-1
81.03-03-01

3880 6-25-96 Map Parcel Nos. OCH CDD-2
72.00-04-05,
79.00-01-01

Sketch Plan No. UT OCM-100
96-0002

Map Parcel Nos. OC CRMU-I,
74.03-01-03,
74.03-02-01,
74.04-03 -03

3918 3-15-97 Map Parcel Nos. CL RB
64.01-6-21,
64.01-6-22,
64.01-6-23

3951 9-13-97 Map Parcel Nos. R-20 RA
32.00-09-04,
32.00-09-06

3957 10-25. ~7 Map Parcel No. RM CD
64-04-02-21

3971 12-13-97 Map Parcel Nos. POS CG
48.00-05-05,
48.00-05-07

R0070611
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1999 Outreach Program

Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association

Start at the Source
Design Guidance Manual
for $~ormwa~er Quality Protection

Prepared 20 August 1999 by:
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Urban Design and Landscape A rchitec~ure
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~m 4. provide examples of built projects throughout the Bay
In 1997 the (San Francisco) Bay Area Stormwater Man-Area, and illustrate the successes and failures of the
agement Agencies Association (BASMAA) completedstormwater controls that were implemented
Start at the Source - Residential Site Planning & Design Guid-
ance Manual for Storm~vater Quality Protection. This 5. to strengthen the identities of BASMAA and the re-

manual addressed the importance of planning and design-gional stormwater programs as a coordinated resource

ing for storm water quality, for development professionals.

The first printing of the manual was distributed throughIle~i~a! Dis~ilmtla~ ,m,* &~.~a~�.

an outreach program sponsored by BASMAA and theThe workshops were promoted through a series of flyers
that were mailed to over 3,000 addresses around the Bayparticipating stormwater programs. The outreach pro-

gram consisted of a series of workshops held at Bay AreaArea. The flyers targeted municipal planners, stormwater

locations in 1997. The Manual received a national awardprogram managers, developers, consulting engineers, land-

in 1997 from the American Society of Landscape Archi-scape architects, and policy makers. Mailing lists and da-

tabases were provided by the various stormwater pro-tects, in the Communication category.
grams and BASMAA. One flyer, provided by the con-

Because of the popularity of the manual and outreachsultants, was sent.
program, BASMAA undertook to revise and expand the
document. In 1999 an expanded Start at the Source wasPre-registration was coordinated by the consultants (ex-

published. This updated version - Start at the Source -De-cept Contra Costa’s extra workshop, which was handled

sign Guidance Manualfor Storm~vater Quality Protection- by Contra Costa Clean Water Program). Participants

included not only guidance for residential projects, butwere able to register by both phone and electronic mail.

was expanded to include a section on planning as well asThe consultants’ web page also provided directions to

design guidance for industrial and commercial sites. Iueach venue.

response to requests for more detailed information, the
Workshops were held at eight locations, with dates and

1999 edition also included a technical section that gives
attendance as below:

the characteristics, applications, design parameters, main-
tenance implications, economic considerations, and ex-Program/Location Date Attendance
amples of specific design elements. San Mateo (Belmont) June 17 43

The 1999 updated Manual was accompanied by and dis-Contra Costa (San Ramon) June 22 67
tributed at another series of outreach programs, held at
eight Bay Area locations from June through August 1999.Alameda (Fremont) June 24 49
This report summarizes the 1999 Outreach Program.

Marin (Marin Headlands) June 29 40

San Francisco (SF) June 30 44The purposes of the outreach program are:

1. introduce participants to the manual, highlighting theFairfidd-Suisun/Vallejo (Vallejo)July 15 82

updated sections
Contra Costa (Walnut Creek) July 22 76

2. provide an opportunity for participants to use theSanta Clara (Campbell)       Aug 4           93
manual in a design exercise, modeling the behavior they
will use in their profession Total 494

3. provide an opportunity for participants to build rela-
tionships and share information on designing for
stormwater quality R0070613
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Workshops were offered free of charge. BASMAA fundedto offer an introductory comments targeted to local is-

five workshops, and Santa Clara County, San Francisco,sues.

and Contra Costa Clean Water Program funded an addi-
Tom Mumley, Urban Runoff Program Manager for the

tional workshop each for their constituents.
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, then

Workshop Description advised participants how the RWQCB endorses the

The workshops were designed by Tom Richman & As-manual and encourages its use.

sociates with input from an Outreach Work Group com-

prised of members of the BASMAA New Development
9:00-9:30 The City of San Milpaloandro

Committee. Tom Richman & Associates led the work-Tom Richman introduced the mythical city of San

shops with facilitation assistance from UC Berkeley Ex-
Milpaloandro. He indicated that the city, trying to be

tension students, UC Berkeley and San Jos~ State gradu-innovative, has implemented post-construction

ate students, in urban planning and landscape architec-
stormwater controls in new development, but each con-

ture, and from some of the core BASMAA New Devel-trol has failed. Tom showed slides of failed, poorly de-

opment Committee members. The rooms were set withsigned, or poorly performing post-construction

tables of eight to ten, each wkh a facilitator. This enabledstormwater controls in built projects located throughout

the workshop to include a high percentage of hands-on,the Bay Area, attributing them to this mythical city and

interactive techniques to engage participants in the de-explaining the flaws. The purpose of highlighting these

sign concepts and details, examples through the mythical city of San Milpaloandro
was to enable participants to learn from and avoid re-

A ~Materials Bar~ display was available to participantspeating the same mistakes without blaming any particu-

during the entire workshop¯ This consisted of samples oflar local projects. It also allowed people to laugh at them-

various materials discussed in Start at the Source, such asselves and recognize that innovation requires a willing-

pervious concrete, turfblock, unit pavers, and aggregateh̄ess to fail.

These were usually set out next to the food and refresh-

ments to make them easily accessible by participants. Examples from %an Milpaloandro" include:
¯a grassy swale in which the 3~ thickness of sod was

Approximately twenty ~Project Posters" were displayed not anticipated during the grading, so that the

throughout the room. The 24 x 18" color posters showed runoff cannot drain into swale

site and detail photographs along with a project descrip- ¯ retention basin that was inte.nded to be an amenity,

tion and bullets summarizing the key stormwater con-
but design made it a hazard and forced it to be
fenced off from residential development

trois of built projects throughout the Bay Area.

Each workshop followed a similar agenda:

8:00-8:30 Registration and refreshments

Each host program staffed the registration tables and pro-

vided participants with pre-printed name tags and a copy

of the Start at the Source manual. The host program also

provided coffee and refreshments.

8:30-9:00 Welcome

A representative from the host storm water program
started off the workshop by welcoming participants and

giving background information of Start at the Source’s de-

velopment. At some workshops the host introduced a

local official such as the stormwater program coordina-

tor, a local planning commissioner, or municipal agent,

Start at the Source: 1999 Outreach Program Final Ilep~rt                                                                                  page 2
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¯grassy swale in parkway strip that was too narrow 9:30-10:00 Introduction to Start at the Source - Design

and didn’t have enough slope Guidance Manual
¯ check dams in a swale that the contractor installedSlide sbow introduction to Start at the Source.

with the notch flush with the flow line so that the
water "wouldn’t back up" Using slides to navigate and illustrate, Tom Richman led

- detention basin that failed because it was receiving the group through the Manual, chapter by chapter. Slides

too much water of document pages showing concepts and design tech-
¯ pervious pavement ~EcoStone" installed without niques were complemented by slides of built examples in

fdling voids with aggregate became tripping hazardvarious locations around the Bay Area as well as the
Following the slides, participants introduced themselvesUnited States. Using post-it notes supplied at each table,
around the table, identified their professional roles, andTom asked participants to bookmark important pages
offered suggestions on how the city of San Milpaloandroand sections in the document. In this way participants
could have done things better. During this discussion,were engaged in the document, became familiar with us-
participants often shared experiences with built projectsing it, and had important pages marked for reference back
of their own (sometimes from the same projects in theat the office.
slides).

10:00-10:15 Break
Tom then collected responses from whole group. Par-A break was provided for refreshment. At some venues
ticipants expressed the need for better communication,where there was an opportunity, Tom led the group on
good coordination, technical competence, and designinga short "field trip" into the parking lot or nearby the
stormwater controls into projects at the beginning of themeeting room to prompt discussion on a how the area
project.

Willing to ~ gravd paveraem for pa~kLng

Adjacent creek is degr’ade~

If you ~ v.Auce imp~r,’ious area by lv’~., ywar c~y
will give you ¯ $10,~ credit ~a ywar s~orm *’ater
disckul;e p~rrnk.
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’drains and how it could have been done differently site plan, within the given budget and constraints. Con-

using the concepts presented in the Manual. In this straints related to the developer’s attitude, public works

way, participants had an immediate real-world applica-director’s and fire marshal’s requirements, site geography,

tion of the ideas just presented in the slides, and other factors. Participants were instructed to keep
the program and basic site plan, but were allowed to

10:20-11:45 Interactive Site Planning Exercise and change or modify anything else within their constraints,
Discussion using the design guidelines in the Manual. The goal of
During the break, site plans for a real mixed-use residen-the exercise was to show that these details and techniques
tial and commercial project built in the Bay Area werecould be applied even in a typical site plan.
set at each table. A tool-kit with materials needed for the
exercise was also provided. Tom introduced the exercise,Colored paper and markers provided were used to repre-

and gave the group instructions, sent pervious and impervious surfaces, water and land-
scape. Participants applied these materials in a collage-

Participants at each table, assisted by a facilitator, per-like way with tape and glue-stick to illustrate the modi-
formed a site analysis and design critique of the plan.fied techniques such as grassy swales, retention basins,
Groups were given a budget and list of constraints. Theyand pervious parking bays, all the while tracking their
were asked to incorporate stormwater controls into thecosts.



Participants at each table applied the site planning prin-participants, a very important opportunity to reflect on

ciples and design details in Start at the Source to modifythe workshop and build relationships for further innova-

the site plan into a more stormwater quality friendly de-tion. Lunch was provided free by each host program.

velopment. They had to build consensus - it was com-
mon to hear groups debating various approaches and

p-rticip-nt Respo,mes

trade-offs - but were allowed to use the ~spinner" to ob-
Of a total 494 participants, 427 submitted evaluation

tain a YES or NO answer to questions when they could
forms. Responses were consistently very positive. Par-
ticipants were asked to rate the workshop conent and

not agree, process on a scale of 1 (worst) to 5 (best). The average

11:45- 12:00 Conclusion rating for all responses was:

Following the exercise, volunteers from a few tables pre- Content 4.3 (out of 5.0)

sented their modified site plans to the entire group. This Process 4.2

enabled the entire group to discuss the various alterna-The mode of all responses was 4. No participant rated
tive strategies illustrated by exercise. the workshops below 3 for either content or format.

At the close of the workshop, participants were asked toSignificantly, participants who had attended a workshop
complete an evaluation. This form had been created within 1997 felt the 1999 version was better, more informa-
suggestions from the Outreach Work Group to gathertive, and still worthwhile. Sample evaluation responses
information they would like to learn from participants,are below, and a complete summary is attached in Ap-
Following completion of the evaluation, each participantpendix 1.
was given a free water bottle emblazoned with ~Start at
the Source" and the BASMAA logo, and was invited to~This was the best workshop that I’ve ever been to, hands
stay for lunch and informal discussion, down. It was very professionally run. Every detail was

taken care of. The facilitators were extremely responsive
12:00-1:00 Lunch and professional. Very good workshop." - Belmont par-
The workshop was consciously designed with a lunchticipant
period at its close. This unstructured dialog was, for many

Start at the Source: 1999 Outreach Program Final Report                                                                                  page
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"Hands-on activity was great! Fun, great chance to coop-"Paced well, lots of visual, local examples." - Fremont
erate with others with different views." - San Ramonparticipant
participant

"Less introduction and comments from Regional Board.
"Glad to have the book as a reference with the workshopSpend more on examples and exercise and going over the
as a good introduction for its use." - San Ramon partici-book." - Belmont participant
pant

"Slightly more evaluation of methods, e.g., advantages/
"More time for the interaction and discussion afterwards3disadvantages of swales - when useful, when not" - San
- Vallejo participant Ramon participant

"The site plan exercise needed more time - at least 2 to 3I~¢ulflos
hours."- San Ramon participant The workshops themselves had few difficulties, though

better coordination of room layout would improve the"The book is great. Workshop was more useful than I
efficiency with set up. The rooms varied greatly betweenwould have expected - got some novel ideas." - San Fran-

cisco participant sites: the room layout, size and number of tables, and

quality of light. In one case (Fremont) the reserved room
"For conceptual, the workshop was fine. For regulationswas not available, and the workshop had to move at the
and enforcement it was weak." - Vallejo participant last minute, delaying the start time and overcrowding the

tables. Not knowing the room layout ahead of time was"Excellent, dynamic presentation with practical slides."
- Fremont participant problematic because it was difficult to prepare the mate-



rials to accommodate the room. Also, wide rooms andTom Richman &: Associates has received calls from de-
rooms with poor light control made the slides difficultsign professionals and public works officials from many
for all participants to view clearly, regions requesting additional workshops, copies of the

Manual, or requesting information about its content.
Because the workshops were free-of-charge, there was a
relatively high percentage of no-shows, and many walk-Distribution. In the Bay Area, the Manual will be distrib-
ins. This made it difficult to get an accurate count of par-uted to the public sector by BASMAA and its participat-
ticipants beforehand, which would have been helpful ining programs. For the private sector, and other nation-
preparing the workshop materials and ensuring an ap-wide distribution, BASMAA has entered into an agree*
propriate mix of participants at each table for the hands-ment with Forbes Custom Publishing, Inc. to print and
on exercise. As a result, the amount of materials coulddistribute the Manual. Forbes participation makes obtain-
not be accurately estimated, participants were requireding the Manual significantly more for more convenient.
to shuffle to ftll tables, most workshops had extra food
and it was hard to anticipate optimal staffing levels. ForNe,,t St~ps

the July 15 Vallejo workshop, we emailed a reminderAdditional ~vorkshops. The workshops have been a very

notice to registrants, which resulted in full participation,successful means of introducing the Manual, and addi-
tional offerings are likely to be successful. Other organi-

Participants indicated that they found the content valu-zations, such as the Local Government Commission,
able and the presentation well-organized and well-paced,League of California Cities, Urban Land Institute, Home
though some indicated a desire for a longer workshopBuilders Association, American Society of Landscape Ar-
and more time for the hands-on exercise. The commentschitects, and the American Planning Association may be
from the evaluation forms seemed to indicate that thewilling to sponsor additional workshops. Unlike the first

slides and examples of Bay Area case studies showing whatround of workshops, which were free to participants,
works and what doesn’t were well-received. This was anthese could be on a fee basis. In addition to covering the
improvement over the 1997 Outreach Workshops. cost of putting on the workshop, a fee may encourage

people to make a greater commitment to the workshop -
The most consistent difficulty was attracting developersif they invest money in it, they are more likely to attend
and policy makers. It is important to reach these groupsand more highly value the material.
because they have a central role in the decision-making
process, and their absence is noted and perceived by theCompanion ~vorkshops. The evaluation response indicated
participants as an obstacle to applying the concepts pre-a strong interest in having on-site workshops, in which
sented in the Manual. the group would tour Bay Area sites to see built examples

of post-construction controls and discuss in more detail
National Impact what has been successful and what has failed. This could
Recognition. Since the first version of Start at the Sourcebe designed so that developers and key municipal partici-
was published, the Manual has been recognized by twopants meet with the group to discuss various issues. It
awards -- the American Society of Landscape Architectscould also be designed as a walking/driving tour that could
(ASLA) Award for Communication (1997), and thebe done independently and at one’s own pace.
Friends of the San Frandsco Estuary’s Outstanding Com-
prehensive Conservation Management Plan (CCMP)    Video. The absence of policymakers was noted by work-
Implementation Project Award (1999).                  shop participants. BASMAA could create a short video

that would be convenient for a local stormwater repre-
sentative to show to city councils or planning commis-
sions as part of a regular agenda or study session. In this
way, BASMAA can reach those who are too busy to at-
tend a half-day workshop on the subject.
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Conclusion

Overall, the outreach program achieved its purposes.

Workshop participants got a dynamic, thorough intro-
duction to the manual, and had an opportunity to use it
in a design exercise, modeling behavior they will use in
their daily professional work. A significant number of
=change agents" have now been seeded throughout the
Bay Area who have a hands-on introduction to the

Manual, are enthusiastic about k, and have commented
on how they will apply these concepts in their work.

The outreach program also provided an opportunity for
participants to build interdisciplinary relationships and
share information on designing for stormwater quality.
The document and the workshops increased the visibil-
ity and credibility of BASMAA and the regional
stormwater programs. They also laid the foundation for
additional related documentation and outreach efforts.

In these ways, the 1999 edition of Start at the Source and
its companion workshops built on the successes of the
previous version as well as other BASMAA programs to
be a significant step towards improving regional water
quality.

R0070620
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Appendix 1 - Attendance
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Workshop Attendance: 17 June 1999 Belmont

Nanmmo Affiliation Addu,ejj City Zip Phone |mail
Abbott, Adrienne Golden Gate National Park Building 201, Fort Mason San Francisco 415 561.4843
Anderson, Erik City of Mountain View 100 Villa Street Mountain View 650 903.6378
Anderson,Terilyn Wastewater Superintendent 1017 Middlefield Road Redwood City 94065 650 780-7477 TAnderson@redwoodcity.org
Aozasa, Lisa San Mateo County Planning 455 County Center, 2nd Redwood City 94063 650 3634852
Bortolussi,Sara San Mateo County Planning 455 County Center, 2nd Redwood City 94063 650 363-1839 sara_bortolussi@hotmail.com
Brosseau, Geoff BASMAA 518 Central Ave Menlo Park 94025 650 322-3070
Cox ,Janet City of Palo Alto 1741 Cowper St. Palo Alto 94301 650 321-3070 Roosters@batnet.com
Davidson, Bob San Mateo County STOPPP 310 Capstan Court Redwood City 94065 650 593.3820 RDavid1535@aol.com
Didonato ,Damon San Mateo County Planning 455 County Center Redwood City94063 650 363-1852
Donguines, Ray City of Pacifica Engineering 170 Santa Maria Avenue Pacifica 94044 650 738 3767
Dorais, Norman City of Foster City 610 Foster City Blvd. Foster City 415 286-3279
Edde ,Wendy EOA, Inc. 1410 Jackson Street Oakland 94612 510 832-2852
Edwards, Bob City of San Mateo 2050 Detroit Drive San Mateo 94404 650 522.7342
Engleston, Brad City of Palo Alto 250 Hamilton Ave. Palo Alto 94301 650 329.2430
Felch ,John Mission Peak Construction 245 Sinclair Milpitas 95035 408 934.7180
Fox, Nicole

~ Golden Gate Naional Park 1441 6th Avenue (home Belmont 94022 650 631.1934
Hope ,Ari oO Hope Architects 328 Rutledge Street San Francisco 94110 415 821 3221
Jagelski ,Janice "q

o City of Burlingame 501 Primrose Burlingame 94010 650 696-7230
Langman ,Jeff ~ Environmental Science Assoc 225 Bush Street, Suite 1700San Francisco 94104 415 896-5900 jlangman@esassoc.com
Leong, Terry Town of Hillsborough 1600 Floribunda Hillsborough 94010 650 373.7411
Lin ,Brian Callander Associates 311 Seventh Ave San Mateo 94401 375-1313 blin@callanderassociates.com
Mao, Shaun City of Menlo Park 701 Laurel Street Menlo Park 94025 415 858-3423
McKinney, Roberta City of Pacifica Engineering 170 Santa Maria Avenue Pacifica 94044 650 738 7341
Mion, Karen County of San Mateo Public Wks10 Twin Dolphin Drive, Redwood City 94065 650 599.1410 pw*kmion@co.sanmateo.ca.us
Mortazavi, Farhad San Mateo County 650 325.1831
Muehlhausen, David City of San Carlos 600 Elm Street San Carlos 94401 650 8024332
Mumhy,Tom Regional Water Quality Cntrl Brd1515 Clay Street, 14th FloorOakland 94612 510 622.2396
Obregon , Lisa City of San Jose Planning 801 North First Street, San Jose 95110 408 2774576 lisa.obregon.ring@ci.sj.ca.us
Padovan ,Steve City of San Bruno 567 El Camino Real San Bruno 650 877-8874 spadovan@ci.sanbruno.ca.us



Worksbop Attendance: 17June 1999 Belmont

Name Affillatien Address City Zip Phone lmail
Poetsch ,Rob Town of Woodside P.O. Box 620005 Woodside 94062 650 851-6796 rpoetsch@woodsidetown.org
Refvem,Sharon Hawley, Peterson & Snyder 100 View St., Suite 100 Mountain View 94041 650 968-2944 srefvem@hpsarch.com
Rose ,Anna Hawley, Peterson & Snyder 100 View St., Suite 100 Mountain View 94041
Rosenstrom, Bud Ryder Homes 1425 Treat Boulevard Walnut Creek 94596 925 937.4373
Russell, Sandy City of Belmont 1070 6th Ave. Belmont 415 595-7440
Shires,Ann City of Millbrae 621 Magnolia Ave. Millbrae 94030 650 259-2341 ashiresl~i.millbrae.ca.us
Spencer ,Raymond Regional Board, San Francisco Bay1515 Clay Street, 14th FloorOkland 94612 510 622.2397
Stewart ,Jim City of Palo Alto 250 Hamilton Ave. Palo Alto 94301 650 329.2430
Sue, Lowell City of Redwood City 1017 Middlefield Road, PO Redwood City 94064 650 780.7369
Teresi ,Joe City of Palo Alto 250 Hamilton Ave. Palo Alto 94301 415 329-2129 joe_teresi~city.palo-alto.ca.u
Walton, Annette Stanford Management Company 2770 Sand Hill Road Menlo Park 94025 650 926 0224
Wilson, Grant San Bruno Planning Dept. 567 E1 Camino Real San Bruno 650 877-8874 gwilson@ci.sanbruno.ca.us
Worden, Sam Shapel Industries 100 Milpitas Boulevard Milpitas 95035 408 9461550
Zhu, Stanley City of Redwood City 1017 Middlefield Road, PO Redwood City 94064 650 780.7369



Workshop Attendance: 22June 1999 San Ramon

Namo Affiliation Addre~ City Zip Phono        |mail
Akiyama,Bob City of Piedmont 120 Vista Ave. Piedmont 94611 510 420-3050rakiyama@ci.piedmont.ca.us
Aminian, Saied City of Dublin 100 Civic Center, P. O. BoxDublin 94568 925 833-6632
Andrade, Rod MacKay & Somps 5142 Franklin Dr. #C Pleasanton 94588 randrade@msce.com
Andrews ,Jacqueline City of Livermore 3589 Pacific Avenue Livermore 94550 650 373-5250
Banuelos,Tim Byrens Associates 361 17th Street Oakland 94612 510 452-3224 byrens~:lnai.com
Barron,Hector City of Modesto P.O. Box 642 Modesto 95351 209 571-5181 hbarron@ci.modesto.ca.us
Barrozo, Lourdes City of Oakland 250 Frank H. Ogawa PlazaOakland 94612 510 2384792
Byde,Andy City of Dublin 100 Civic Center, P. O. BoxDublin 94568 925 833-6610 abyde@netscape.net
Byrens ,Dave Byrens Associates 361 17th Street Oakland 94612 510 452-3224 byrens@dnai.com
Cheng, Grace Regional Water Quality Cntrl.Bd.1515 Clay Street, 14th FloorOkland 94612 510 622.2505 stu13@rb2.swrcb.ca.gov
Conner ,Rick Nuvis 5 Crow Canyon Court, San Ramon 925 820.2771
Cruz, Bennett City of San Leandro 835 E. 14th Street San Leandro 94577 510 577-3429 bcruz@ci.san-leandro.ca.us
DeLaTorre, Keith City of Pleasant Hill 310 Civic Drive Pleasant Hill 94523 925 671.4656
Dhaliwal ,Jagtar ~ City of Berkeley Planning 2120 Milvia Street Berkeley 94704 510 644-6555 Jad4@ci.berkeley.ca.us
Dopson, A.D. ~ City of Dublin 100 Civic Center, P. O. BoxDublin 94568 925 833-6639
Fanuncio ,Jim m° City of Hayward 777 B Street Hayward 510 583.4786
Farias,Linus ~ Contra Costa Co. Clean Water Prg.255 Glacier Dr. Martinez 94553 925 313-2364 lfarias@pw.co.contra-costa.ca.
Feldkamp ,Mark City of Piedmont 120 Vista Ave. Piedmont 94611 510 420-3050 mfeldkamp@ci.piedmont.ca.us
Gandesbery,Tom Regional Board, San Francisco Bay1515 Clay Street, 14th FloorOkland 94612 510 622.2348 trg@rb2.swrcb.ca.gov
Gangapuram ,Avanindra City of Pittsburg 65 Civic Ave. Pittsburg 94565 925 4394920 avan123@yahoo.com
Govers ,John Govers Engineers 3708 Mr. DIablo Blvd #100 Lafayette 94549
Grubstick,Philip City of Oakland 250 Frank H. Ogawa PlazaOakland 94612 510 2384792 pagrubsticluDoaklandnet.com
Hagen ,Aimee David Evans & Associates 5000 Executive Parkway San Ramon 94583 925 867-3380 glpa@deainc.com
Hugens, Kathy HDK Associates 315 Diablo Road, Suite 214Danville 94526 925 838.5869
Kalkowski, Buzz City of Dublin 100 Civic Center, P. O. BoxDublin 94568 925 833-6610
Kohut-Franke,Annie Alameda County Public Works 951 Turner Ct., Room 100 Hayward 94545 510 670-5259 bill@acpwa.mail.co.alameda.ca.us
Latimer ,Brian City of Pleasanton PO Box 520 . Pleasanton 94566 510 484-8065
Lau,Chris City of Montesereno 609 Gregory Lane Suite 200Pleasant Hill 94523 925 256-7601 clau@willdan.com
Lyon ,Ashleigh City of Piedmont 120 Vista Ave. Piedmont 94611 510 420.3050 alyon@ci.piedmont.ca.us



Workshop Attendance: 22 June 1999 San Ramon

Heunno Affiliation Addee. City Zip Phone        |mail
Lyons, Jaimie City of Piedmont 120 Vista Ave. Piedmonl 94611 510 420-3050 jlyons~i.piedmont.ca.us
Miller, Gregg Carlson, Barbee & Gibson 2000 Crow Canyon Road, San Ramon 925 866.0322
Moore, Michael City of Pleasant Hill 310 Civic Drive Pleasant Hill 94523 925 671.4656
Mnsonge, Martin Regional Water Quality Cntrl. Brd. 1515 Clay Street, 14th FloorOkland 94612 510 622.2396 mym@rb2.swrcb.ca.gov
Nakahara, Chester City of Piedmont 120 Vista Ave. Piedmont 94611 420-3050 cnakahara@ci.piedmont.ca.us
Osalbo, Jun City of Oakland 250 Frank H. Ogawa PlazaOakland 94612 510 238-3235 fosalbo@oakland.com
Osterhout, Gary MacKay & Somps 925 225.0690
Palffy, Andrew D. dk Associates, Inc. 1440 Maria Lane, Suite 200Walnut Creek 94596 925 932-6868 dkassocxDjps.net
Parco, Gerry L. David Evans & Associates 5000 Executive Parkway San Ramon 94583 925 867-3380 glpa@deainc.com
Perkins, Rinta City of Walnut Creek PO Box 8039 Walnut Creek 94596 925 943-5834 perkins@ci.walnut-creek.ca.us
Phillips, Dean City of Modesto P.O. Box 642 Modesto 95351 209 577-5260 tiggetIDcableone.net
Pierce, Diane Alameda County Clean Water Brd.951 Turner Court Hayward 94545 510 670-5529 diane@acpwa.mail.co.alameda.ca.us
Raschke, Matthew A. Brian Kangas Foulk 2737 North Main Street, SteWalnut Creek 94596 925 940-2224 mraschke@bkf.com
Rocha, Jesse City of Pleasant Hill 310 Civic Drive Pleasant Hill 94523 925 671.4656
Rolle, Donna Alameda County Public Works 951 Turner Ct., Room 100Ha) ward 94545 510 670.5259 bill@acpwa.mail.co.alameda.ca.us

Romain, Billi S.F. Estuary Project 1202 Curtis St Berkeley 94706 510 527-7654 billir@earthlink.net
Ross, Ken City of Livermore 3589 Pacific Avenue Livermore 94550 925 373-5454 engineering@ci.livermore.ca.us
Sadghiani, Bahram MacKay & Somps 925 225.0690
Salamack, Loft City of Piedmont 120 Vista Ave. Piedmont 94611 510 420.3050 lsalamack@ci.piedmont.ca.us
Salgado, Debbie City of Livermore 3589 Pacific Avenue Livermore 94550 925 373-5225 desalgado@ci.livermore.ca.us
Sawrey-Kubicek, Phil Alameda County Comm. Dev. 399 Elmhurst Street Ha)ward 94563 510 670-5400 p.sawrey-kubicelraDexcite.com
Seils, Sharon City of Los Gatos 101 Avocado Court San Ramon 94583 925 256-7601 sharon@trinnet.net

Shapiro, Neal City of Santa Monica 1685 Main Street, P.O. BoxSanta Monica 90407 310 458-8223 neal-shapiro@ci.santa-monica.ca.us
Sidhu, Harjit City of Livermore 3589 Pacific Avenue Livermore 94550 925 373-5261 engineering@ci.livermore.ca.us
Skinner, Jeff o City of Pleasant Hill 310 Civic Drive Pleasant Hill 94523 925 671.4656
Slick, Rachel "q City of Walnut Creek PO Box 8039 Walnut Creek 94596 925 943-5827 slicluDci.walnut-creek.ca.us
Struve, Mori ~ City of El Cerrito 10890 San Pablo Ave - El Cerrito 94530 510 215-4367
Thrailkill, Mark City of Livermore 3589 Pacific Ave. Livermore 95550 925 373-5240
Threde, Michael R. dk Associates, Inc. 1440 Maria Lane, Suite 200Walnut Creek 94596 925 932-6868 dkassoc@jps.net



Workshop Attendance: 22 June 1999 San Ramon

Nanmo Affiliation Addrosa City Zip Phone |mail
Tompson, Linda Nuvis 5 Crow Canyon Court, San Ramon 925 820.2771

Tompson, Linda Nuvis 5 Crow Canyon Court, San Ramon 925 820.2771

Tucker,Tim City of Walnut Creek PO Box 8039 Walnut Creek 94596 925 943-5826 tucker@ci.walnut-creek.ca.us

Ulrich ,Arden Govers Engineers 3708 Mt. Diablo Blvd. #100 Lafayette 94549

Van Katwyck,Kevin City of Dublin 100 Civic Center, P. O. Box Dublin 94568 925 833-6639

Vingo ,James S. City of Livermore 3589 Pacific Avenue Livermore 94550 925 373-5255 jsvingo~l~i.livermore.ca.us

Woods ,Mark David Evans & Associates 5000 Executive Parkway San Ramon 94583 925 867-3380

Yowakim, Khalil City of Livermore 3589 Pacific Avenue Livermore 94550 925 373-5258

O~



Workshop Attendance: 24June 1999 Fremont

Nam0mo Affiliation Address City Zip Phono        |mail
Ackerman, Jennifer Regional Water Quality Cntrl. Brd.1515 Clay Street, 14th FloorOkland 94612 510 622.2346 stu22@rb2.swrcb.ca.gov
Aguiar, Steve City of Livermore 101 W. Jack London Blvd Livermore 925 373-5233
Akagi, Daniel M. City of Berkeley 2201 Dwight Way Berkeley 94704 510 665-3409 daa2@ci.berkeley.ca.us
Anderson, Robert B. City of Fremont 39550 Liberty Street Fremont 94537
Bondurant, Julie Amphion 1330 Broadway, Suite 300 Oakland 94612 510 893.9888
Carino, Melissa City of Union City 2736 Killdeer Court Union City 94587 510 354-8824 mmcarino@aol.com
DeRienzo, Dominick City of Fremont 39550 Liberty Street Fremont 94537 510 4944529
Estrada, Teresa City of San Jose Planning 801 North First Street, San Jose 95110 408 2774576 teresa.estrada@ci.sj.ca.us
Evans, Amy Alameda Co. Resource District 1996 Holmes Street Livermore 94550 925 371.0154
Fagot, Soren City of Newark 3761 Newark Blvd. Newark 510 790-7286
Fiske, Meghan Ron Herman Landscape Architect261 Joaquin Ave. San Leandro 94577 510 3524920 RHermanLA@aol.com
Garcia, Jaime City of Milpitas 455 E. C£averas Blvd. Milpitas 95035 408 586.3351
Gilli, Peter City of San Jose Planning 801 North First Street, San Jose 95110 408 2774576 Peter.Gilli@ci.sj.ca.us
Gottiparthy, Nanda City of San Leandro 835 East 14th Street San Leandr 94577 510 577-3439 ngottiparthy@ci.san-leandro.ca
Greenwood, Darren City of Livermore 101 W. Jack London Blvd Livermore 925 373-5233 darreng@ci.livermore.ca.us
Harbin, Janet City of Fremont 39550 Liberty Street Fremont 94537 510 494.4438
Howard, Carl City of Union City 34009 Alvarado-Niles Rd. Union City 94587 510 471-3232
Huang, Judy C. Regional Board, San Francisco Bay1515 Clay Street, 14th FloorOkland 94612 510 622.2363 jch@rb2.swrcb.ca.gov
llano, Eli Regional Water Quality Control2225 10th St. Berkeley 94710 510 848-5302 eilano@uclink4.berkeley.edu
Jost, Wes City of Pleasanton PO Box 520 Pleasanton 94566 510 484-8049 wsjostaDci.pleasanton.ca.us
Kim, Deborah City of San Jose Planning 801 North First Street, San Jose 95110 408 277-4576 deborah.kim@ci.sj.ca.us
Lear, Jim City of Hayward 777 B Street Hayward 94541 510 5834786 jimf@ci.hayward.ca.us
McLaughlin, Laura Student: UC Berkeley 1923 Dwight Way Berkeley 94704 510 649-8695 LAMcLaughlin@lbl.gov
Meda, Venkat City of San Leandro 835 East 14th Street 835 East 14th St.94577 510 577-3471 vmeda@ci.san-leandro.ca.us
Medina, Robert City of Palo Alto 250 Hamilton Ave. Palo Alto 94301 650 329.2430
Meerjans, Barbara ~U City of Fremont 39550 Liberty St. Fremont 94537 510 4944718 bmeerjans@ci.fremont.ca.us
Moughon, Mitch o City of Fremont 39550 Liberty St. - Fremont 510 4944730
Nafziger, Mike o City of Palo Alto 250 Hamilton Ave. Palo Alto 94301 650 617-3103

Newton, Paul ~o¯ q City of Fremont Landscape Arch. 39550 Liberty St. Fremont 510 4944718



Workshop Attendance: 24June 1999 Fremont

Name Affiliation Addre,s City Zip Phone Umail
Prisco, Mary City of Fremont PO Box 5006 Fremont 94537 510 4944687 mprisco@ci.fremont.ca.us
Raaymakers, John City of San Jose 801 N. First St., Room 308 San Jose 95110 408 277-5161 john.raaymakers@ci.sj.ca.us
Reyes, Roberto City of Fremont 39550 Liberty St. Fremont 510 4944718
Richmond, Gary Ron Herman Landscape Architect 261 Joaquin Ave. San Leandro 94577 510 3524920 RI-Ierm~ol.com
Rosenstadt, Roger City of Fremont Planning 39550 Liberty St. Fremont 510 4944718
Satterlee, Denise City of Milpitas Fire Dept. 455 E. Calaveras Blvd Milpitas 95050 408 586-3378
Scanlin, James Alameda County Public Works 951 Turner Ct., Room 100 Hayward 94545 510 670-6548 jims@acpwa.mail.co.alameda.ca.us
Schwob, Jeff City of Fremont 39550 Liberty St. Fremont 510 4944527
Stella, Michael City of Fremont 39550 Liberty Street Fremont 94537 510 4944472 mstella@ci.fremont.ca.us
Swardenski, Jay City of Union City 33001 Alvarado Niles Rd Union City 510 471-1424
Thomas, Jerry City of Alameda 950 W. Mall Square, Alameda 510 749.5857
Timothy, Laura City of Alameda 950 W. Mall Square, Alameda 510 749.5857
Tran, Phuong City of San Jose 801 N. 1st Street, Room 308San Jose 95110 408 277-5161 phuong.tran@ci.sj.ca.us
Trinidad, Jr., Domingo City of San Jose 801 N. First St., Room 308 San Jose 95110 408 277-5161 domingo.trinidad@ci.sj.ca.us
Tupper, Gayle City of Hayward 24499 Soto Road Hayward 94544 510 881.7993
Valenti, Veronica City of Milpitas 455 E. Calaveras Blvd. Milpitas 95035 408 586.3351
Wong, Darryl City of Milpitas 455 E. Calaveras Blvd Milpitas 95050 586-3345 Dwong@ci.milpitas.ca.gov
Wong, Terry City of Fremont 510 494.4456
Zeisbrich, Dean City of San Jose 801 N. 1st Street, Room 308San Jose 95110 408 277-5161 dean.zeisbrich@ci.sj.ca.us



Workshop Attendance: 29June 1999 Matin

Na..e Affiliation Address City Zip Phone        |-*all

Black, David City of Mill Valley P.O.Box 1029 Mill Valley 94942 415 383-6020 dblaclu~cityofmillvalley.org

Bleifuss, Alistair Council of Bay Area Resource PO Box 125 Bogeda 94922 707 876-1806
Burke, Thomas Hydrologic Systems 433 Town Center, Suite 503Corte Madera 94925 415 927-3726 h2o@engineer.com

Carlson, Steve City of South San Francisco 315 Maple Avenue S. San Francisco 94080 650 877-8535 scarlsont~md.ci.ssf.ca.us
Collopy, Susan City of Larpspur Public Works 400 Magnolia Larkspur 94939 415 927.5028
D’Arppino, Tony Matterhorn California 800 School Street, Suite C Napa 94559 707 265.9490

Davis, Gail Santa Rosa Permit & Resource Dpt 2550 Ventura Avenue Santa Rosa 95401 707 527.1907
Dunn, Elizabeth City of Petaluma 11 English Street Petaluma 94952 707 778.4301

Estes, Lesley City of Oakland 250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Oakland 94612 510 238-7431 lcestes@oaklandnet.com

Fox, Andrea Marin County Community Dev. 3501 Civic Center Drive, San Rafael 94903 415 499-6281 afox@marin.org
Fredrickson, Lewis City of Novato 900 Sherman Avenue Novato 94945 415 89893.7928
French, Amy City of Pale Alto PO Box 10250, 250 Pale Alto 94303 650 329-2209 frenchamy@hotmail.com
Gimmler, Christine Marin County Planning Dept. 3501 Civic Center Drive, San Rafael 94903 415 499-6285 cgimmler@marin.org

Guidice, Alicia County of Marin 415 499.3649
Hansen, Kim Matin County Planning Dept. 3501 Civic Center Drive, San Rafael 94903 415 499-6292 tlai@marin.org
Harmon, Richard City of South San Francisco 315 Maple Avenue S. San Francisco 94080 650 829-6652

Hathaway, Kristin City of Oakland 250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza Oakland 94612 510 238-7571 khathaway@oaklandnet.com

Herman, Mike CSW/Stuber-Stroeh 790 De Long Avenue Novato 94945 415 892-4763 mikeh~.swst2.com
Hinds, Alex County of Marin Planning Dept. 3501 Civic Center Drive, San Rafael 94903 415 499-6292 tlai@marin.org

Hinide, Micah City of San Rafael 1400 5th Ave. San Rafael 94901 415 485-3085 micah@metro.net
Honan, Ray City of South San Francisco 315 Maple Avenue S. San Francisco 94080 650 877-8535 scarlson@ecd.ci.ssf.ca.us
Lieberman, Judy City of Albany 1000 San Pablo Avenue Albany 94706 510 528-5766 commdev@ix.netcom.com
Matthews, Marcie CSW/Stuber-Stroeh 790 De Long Avenue Novato 94945 415 892-4763 marcienugc.swst2.com

Montero, David Town of Corte Madera PO Box 159 Corte Madera 94925 415 927-5037
Neville, John ~ PO Box 4186 San Rafael 94913 415 499-6549

Nutt, Jason o° Marin County Flood Control P.O. Box 4186 San Rafael 94913 415 499-7137 jnutt@marin.org
Parsons, Dean o City of San Rafael 1400 5th Ave. San Rafael 94901 415 485-3094

Patterson, Louise ~ City of San Rafael 1400 5th Ave. San Rafael 94901 415 485-3095
Sanchez, Lily EOA, Inc. 1410 Jackson Street Oakland 94612 510 832-2852



Workshop Attendance: 29June 1999 Matin

Naumo Affiliation Address City Zip Phone |mail
Schwarz, Ali City of Oakland 250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza Oakland 94612 510 238-7074 aschwa~aklandnet.com
Stanley, Jennifer City of Oakland Public Works 250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Oakland 94612 510 238-6889 jstanley@oaklandnet.com
Stickley, Kate Veragates, Landscape Architects 109 Bartlett Street San Francisco 94110 415 285.4301

Strem, Charlotte U.C. Office of the President 1111 Franklin St, 6th FloorOakland 94607 510 987-0113 charlotte.stren~ucop.edu

Toft, Neal City of Sausalito 420 Litho Street Sausalito 415 289-4129
Tuikka, Bill City of San Rafael 1400 5th Ave. San Rafael 94901 415 485-3085

Tzifas, Peter City of Sausalito 420 Litho Street Sausalito 415 289-4129
Wagner, Adam Miller Company 1585 Folsom Street San Francisco 94103 415 252-7288 awagner@millercomp.com

Weir, soft, David Town of Fairfax 138 Ridgeway Avenue Fairfax 94930 415 460.9760 weinsoff@ix.netcom.com
Wooley, John Marin Co. Flood Control P.O. Box 4186 San Rafael 94913 415 499-6532
Zeiger, Steven City of San Rafael PO Box 151560 San Rafael 94715 415 485-3435 steve.zeiger@ci.san-rafael.ca.



Workshop Attendance: 30June 1999 San Francisco

Naunno A~iilulion Addeo~ ~ily Ii1~ I~hono imenil
Abejo, Frank City of Orinda PO Box 2000 Orinda 94563 925 253.4261

Arden, Betsy San Mateo County Planner 455 County Center Redwood City 94063 650 363-1829 earden@co.sanmateo.ca.us

Asche, Lisa Alameda County Planning 224 W. Winton Ave., #151 Hayward 94544 510 670-6515 elatad~fflash.net

Avila, Kim EIP Assodates 601 Montgomery Street, San Francisco 94111 415 362.1500
Balderama, Maria City of San Jose 801 N. 1st Street, # 308 San Jose 95110 408 277-5161 simeon.mercado~ci.sj.ca.us
Berglund, Kris Landscape Architect 5124 Proctor Avenue Oakland 94618 510 654.7052

Bessen, Vern City of San Mateo 2050 Detroit Drive San Mateo 94404 650 522.7342
Boyle, Chris DES Architects 399 Bradford Redwood City 94063 650 364-6453 CBOYLE@DES-AE.COM
Bressanutti, Ricardo City of Oakland Zoning Division 250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza Oakland 94612 510 238-6417 rbressanutti@oaklandnet.com

Brosseau, Geoff BASMAA 518 Central Ave Menlo Park 94025 650 322-3070

Chan, Susanna City of Concord 1957 Parkside Drive Concord 94519 925 671-3137 schan@ci.concord.ca.us

Cheung, Ron Orsee Design Associates 841 The Alameda, Ste. 200 San Jose 408 283-2199 ODASJ@AOL.COM
Chi, Stanley City of Oakland 250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza Oakland 94612 510 238-2262 schi@oaklandnet.com

Davis, Floyd City of Dublin P.O. Box 2340 Dublin 94568 925 833-6634

EI-Telbany, Angela San Pablo Community Dev. Dept.13831 San Pablo Avenue san Pablo 94806 510 215.3000

Feyerabend, Barbara Feyerabend & Madden 3945 Opal Street Oakland 94609 510 450.0803

Finney, Jon Brian Kangas Foulk 540 Price Ave Redwood City 415 482-6422 jfinney@bkf.com

Gallo, Robert City of Sunnyvale 1444 Borregas Ave. Sunnyvale 94088 408 730-7737 rgallo@ci.sunnyvale.ca.us

Gardiner, Kevin Malcolm Carpenter Associates 1190 El Camino Real Colma 94014 650 985-2590 MCAPlanner@aol.com

Gee, Ronald Alameda County Planning Dept. 399 Elmhurst Street, # 136 Hayward 94544 510 670-5410 rgee@co.alameda.ca.us

Gill, Hisa C. RWQCB-San Francisco Bay Reg. 6016 Harwood Avenue Oakland 94612 510 6601-1579
Jilwan, Emile Y. Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) 979 Broadway Avenue Millbrae 94030 650 689-8395 ejilwan@bart.gov

Johnson, Bill EIP Assodates 601 Montgomery St., #500 San Francisco 94111 415 362.1500

Kao, Yi-Liang Orsee Design Associates 401 Terry Francois St. 200 San Francisco 94107 415 957.9833 ODASJ@AOL.COM

Kent, Nancy David Thorne Landscape Architect3315 Grand Avenue Oakland 94610 510 451 6161
Kilgour, Laura ~ Alameda County Flood Control 951 Turner Ct., Room 300 Hayward 94545 510 670-6479 lauraxDacpwa.mail.co.alameda.ca.us
Lira, Gary M. ~ City of Oakland 250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza . Oakland 94612 510 238-2262 glim@oaklandnet.com

Madden, Georgia �,a Feyerabend & Madden 3945 Opal Street Oakland 94609 510 450.0803

Marshall, Jill Regional Water Qualitiy Control 1515 Clay Street, 14th F1. Okland 94612 510 622.2388 jm@rb2.swrcb.ca.gov



Workshop Attendance: 30June 1999 San Francisco

Name Affiliation Address City Zip Phono |mail
Medwin, Josh Brian Kangas Foulk 540 Price Ave. Redwood City 650 482-6315 jmedwin@bkf.com

Mendoza, Justiniano R Noni Mendoza Associates 601 Van Ness Ave.# E3438 San Francisco 94102 415 931-1484 jmenj@pacbell.net

Nakamura, Bill San Francisco Redevdopment 770 Golden Gate Avenue San Francisco 94102 415 749.2447

Olson, Barrett Amphion Environmental, Inc. 1330 Broadway, Suite 300 Oakland 94612 510 893.9888 amphion~i~’alue.net

Owens, Bradley 385-B East Kingsley Ave. Pomona 91767 909 620-4979 bbowens~c.supomona.edu

Paul, B.K. Earthquake and Structures (ESI) 6355 Telegraph Ave, #101 Oakland 94609 510 601-1065 bkpesi~aol.com

Pierce, Diane Alameda County Clean Water Brd.951 Turner Court Hayward 94545 510 670-5529 diane~vacpwa.mail.co.alameda.ca.us

Pulver, Elizabeth David Thorne Landscape Architect3315 Grand Avenue Oakland 94610 510 451 6161
Robinson, Margaret Regional Board, San Francisco Bay1515 Clay Street, 14th F1. Okland 94612 510 622.2415 stu13@rb2.swrcb.ca.gov

Soungpanya, Leck City of San Pablo 1 Alvarado Square San Pablo 94806 510 215.3067

Southard, Bill DES Architects 399 Bradford St. Redwood City 94063 650 364-6453 bsouthard~:les-ae.com

Thompson, Laura San Mateo County Planning Dept.455 County Center, 2nd FI.Redwood City 94063 650 363-1828 lthompsoraDco.sanmateo.ca.us

Tomlin, Phillip City of Modesto 1221 Sutter Ave Modesto 95351 209 577-6382 ptomlin@ci.modesto.ca.us

Tune, Tim City of Brisbane 50 Park Lane Brisbane 94005 415 508.2120

Turpin, Tami Alameda County Public Works 951 Turner Ct., Room 300 Hayward 94545 510 670-6479 tami~yacpwa.mail.co.alameda.ca.us

Tyndall, Kristy Public Affairs Managment 101 The Embarcadero, #210San Francisco 94105 415 989-1446 k.tyndall@pamsf.com

Wycko, Bill San Francisco Planning Department1660 Mission San Francisco 94103 415 558.6294



Workshop Attendance: 15July 1999 Vallejo

Name Affiliation Address City Zip Phone imail

Aghamir, Shahram City of Oakland 250 FRANK H. OGAWA Oakland 94612 510 238-3975 SAGHAMIg@OAKLANDNET.C

Akers, Denise The Forecast Group, L.P. 1796 Tribute Road #100 Sacramento 95815 916 920-0200 aM

Anderson, Ran City of Vallejo 555 Santa Clara Vallejo 94590 707 6484387 jbetourne~l~ci.vallejo.ca.us

Bahr, Larry Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District 1010 Chadbourne Road Fairfield 94585 707 429-8930 lbahr@fssd.com

Ballman, Ed Balance Hydrologics, Inc. 900 Modoc Street Berkeley 94707 510 527-0727office@balancehydro.com

Baxter, Tricia Harris and Associates 220 Mason Circle Concord 94520 925 8274900

Beck, Charles City of Fairfield 1000 Webster St Fairfield 94533 707 428-7784

Bekiaris, Christopher City of Pittsburg 65 Civic Ave. Pittsburg 94565 925 4394920 avan123@yahoo.com

Barges, Julia City of Fairfield 1000 Webster St Fairfield 94533 707 428-7461

Betoume, Jack Vallejo Sanitation & Flood Control 450 Ryder St. Vallejo 94590 jbetourne@ci.vallejo.ca.us

Bond, Steven Fall Creek Engineering PO Box 7023 Santa Cruz 95061 831 426.9054

Bunch, Don Davidon Homes 1600 S. Main Street, suite Walnut Creek 94596 925 945-8000

Burgess, Dennis Vallejo Sanitation & Flood Control 450 Ryder St. Vallejo 94590 707 644-8949

Bustamante, Abel City of Vallejo 555 Santa Clara Vallejo 94590 707 6484387 jbetourne~i~i.vallejo.ca.us

Celevante, Dario City of Sausalito 420 Lithe Street Sausalito 415 2894110 celevante@ci.sausalito.ca.us

Crawford, Gary County of Solano, Transportation333 Sunset Avenue, Ste 260Suisun City 94585 707 421-6069 gcrawford@solanocounty.com

Dodini, Steve Solano County Building Dept. 333 Sunset Avenue, Ste 260Suisun City 94585 707 421-6073

Donohue, Matt RHL Design Group Inc. 1137 North McDowell Blvd Petaluma 95954 707 765-1660 Mdonohue@RHLdesign.com

Feinstein, Dave City of Fairfield 1000 Webster St Fairfield 94533 707 428-7461

Flares, Leo County of Solano, Transportation333 Sunset Avenue, Ste 260Suisun City 94585 707 421-6073 jgomez@solanocounty.com

Ford, Bob City of Modesto Community Serv.P O Box 642 Modesto 95353 209 577-5353 bford@ci.modesto.ca.us

Francke, David L. dk Associates, Inc. 1440 Maria Lane, Suite 200 Walnut Creek 94596 932-6868 dkassoc@jps.net

Fraser, Mary Vallejo Planning Commission 450 Ryder St. Vallejo 94590

Gomez, James County of Solano, Transportation333 Sunset Avenue, Ste 260Suisun City 94585 707 421-6069 jgomezaDsolanocounty.com

Goralka, Mark ~ ATI Engineering 3516 First Street LIvermore 94550 925 648-8800 mgoralkatDatiae.com

Gossett, Darin o dk Associates, Inc. 1440 Maria Lane, Suite 200 Walnut Creek 94596 925 932-6868 dkassooDjps.net

Graves, Aaron o City of San Rafael 530 Seavey Lane Petaluma 707 789-0910 agraves73~vaol.com

Grubbs, Roger ~a Richmond American Homes 2280 Diamond Blvd. #500 Concord 94520 925 687.1812

Guth, Robert City of Pinole 2121 Pear St Pinole 94564 510 724-9017 bob_guth at coppo@ci.pinole.ca.us



Workshop Attendance: 15July 1999 Vallejo

Nnmo Affiliation Addross City Zip Phono |mail
Haddox, Alan Phillippi Engineering, Inc. 425 Merchant Street, Suite Vacaville 95688 707 451-6556 pei-eng@pacbell.com
Haidari, Enayat City of Vallejo 555 Santa Clara Vallejo 94590 jbetourne@ci.vallejo.ca.us
Haugen, Roger City of Vallejo 555 Santa Clara Vallejo 94590 707 648-4387 jbetourne(Dci.vallejo.ca.us
Hipkiss, Ron Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District 1010 Chadbourne Road Fairfield 94585 707 429-8930 rhipkiss@fssd.com
Hollenbeck, Mike City of Vallejo 555 Santa Clara Vallejo 94590 707 648-4387 jbetourne@ci.vallejo.ca.us

Holt, Lonnie Vallejo Sanitation & Flood Control 450 Ryder St. Vallejo 94590 707 644-8949
Innes, Matt Warmington Homes 3160 Crow Canyon Place, San Ramon 94583 510 866-6700

Jones, Sam City of Napa PO Box 660 Napa 94559 707 257-9520 sjones@cityofnapa.org
Krettecos, Chris CSO Mare Island Naval Shipyard PO Box 2193 Vallejo 94592 562.3094

Kuemmerle, Vanessa Vee Horticulture 1563 sOLANO aVENUE Berkeley 94707 510 653.7667
Lambert, Roland City of Walnut Creek PO Box 8039 Walnut Creek 94596 925 256.3598
Marentette, Ray MVP Architects 925 989.2482
McCarthy, Catherine Solano Co. Environmental Mgmt. 601 Texas Street Fairfield 94533 707 421-6765 cmccarthy@solanocounty.com
McGee, Gary Forecast Group 1796 Tribute Road #100 Sacramento 95815 916 920.0220

McNeil, Leon City of Vallejo 555 Santa Clara Vallejo 94590 707 648-4387 jbetourne@ci.vallejo.ca.us
Monahan, Mike Vallejo Sanitation & Flood Control 450 Ryder St. Vallejo 94590 707 644-8949
Mosley, Charles Vallejo Sanitation & Flood Control 450 Ryder St. Vallejo 94590 707 644-8949

Mumley, Tom Regional Water Quality Cntrl Brd 1515 Clay Street, 14th Floor Oakland 94612 510 622.2396

Nance, Kristine CSW/Stuber-Stroeh 790 De Long Avenue Novato 94945 415 892-4763 kristinen~.swst2.com

Nicolet, Brad Solano Co. Environmental Mgmt. 601 Texas Street Fairfield 94533 707 421-6765 bnicolet~ig~solanocounty.com

Pavlinec, Joann City of Berkeley Planning 2120 Milvia Street Berkeley 94704-1 510 644-6137
Payne, Peri CCCSWA 1280 Civic Dr, #314 Walnut Creek ~J~96 925 299-1522 bart_carr@yahoo.com
Pedersen, John City of Fairfield 1000 Webster St Fairfield 94533 707 428-7784

Pies, Melvin A. CA Integrated Waste Mgmt. Brd. 8800 CA Center Dr MS 23 Sacramento 95826 916 255-2578 mries@ciwmb.ca.gov
Rinehart, Dennis CSW/Stuber-Stroeh 790 De Long Avenue Novato 94945 415 892-4763 dennisr@cswst2.com
Rokni, Shari ~ Rokni Development PO Bos 358 Davis 95617 530 759.8929
Ross, Harriet Lai ~ EIP Associates 1200 Second Street, Suite ¯ Sacramento 95814 916 325.4800
Ruff, Barbara ~o Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District 1010 Chadbourne Road Fairfield 94585 707 429-8930 bruff@fssd.com
Sanders, Maria ~ City of Oakland 250 FRANK H. OGAWA Oakland 94612 510 238-6766



Workshop Attendance: 15 July 1999 l/allejo

Namo Affiliation Address City Zip Phono |mail

Schmidt, Steve I.L. Schwartz Associates 79 Galli Drive Novato 94949 415 883-9200 ilsassoc@slip.net

Schneider, Richard City of Vallejo 555 Santa Clara Vallejo 94590 jbetourne@ci.vallejo.ca.us

Schrage, Hubi Riechers, Spence & Associates 1541 Third Street Napa 94559 707 252-3301 hschrage@rsacivil.com

Silva, Gillian Vallejo Sanitation & Flood Control’ 450 Ryder Street Vallejo 94590 707 644-8949 gsilva~ci.vallejo.ca.us

Silva, Gus Vallejo Sanitation & Flood Control 450 Ryder St. Vallejo 94590

Silva, William City of Concord 1950 Parkside Dr., MS 40 Concord 94519 925 671-3257

Sneesby, Jared Riechers, Spence & Associates 1541 Third Street Napa 94559 707 252-3301 kdeibert~rsacivil.com

Sonjen, Eve City of Fairfield 1000 Webster St Fairfield 94533 707 428-7461

Sortor, Talyon Fairfidd-Suisun Sewer District 1010 Chadbourne Road Fairfield 94585 707 429-8930 tsortor@fssd.com

Spougue, Robert Mandovich Development 6545 Sunrise Bird, Suite 300Citrus Heights

Strelo, Kenneth City of Pittsburg 65 Civic Ave. Pittsburg 94565 925 439-4920 avan123@y-ahoo.com

Tackett, Alice EIP Assodates 1200 Second Street, Suite Sacramento 95814 916 325.4800

Tafolla, Dan Vallejo Sanitation & Flood Control450 Ryder Street Vallejo 94590 707 644-8949 dtafolla@ci.vallejo.ca.us

Tambornini, Kraig City of San Rafael 1400 5th Ave. San Rafael 94901 415 485-3096

Tannehill, Scott RI-IL Design Group Inc. 1137 North McDowell Blvd Petaluma 95954 707 765-1660 Stannehill@RHLdesign.com

Taul, Laurie RWQCB-San Francisco Bay 1515 Clay Street, Ste. 1400 Oakland 94612 510 622-2508 LMT@rb2.swrcb.ca.gov

Teachout, Todd City of Pleasant Hill 100 Gregory Lane Pleasant Hill 94523 925 671-5261

Thiem, Robb Cunningham Engineering 2940 Spafford Street Davis 95616 530 758-2026

Tice, John City of Woodland

Uzegbu, Marcel City of Oakland 250 Frank Ogawa Plaza Oakland 94612

Van Lorkhuysen, Mike City of Fairfield 1000 Webster St Fairfield 94533 707 428-7461

Wanlass, Jeffrey Phillippi Engineering, Inc. 425 Merchant Street, Suite Vacaville 95688 707 451-6556 pei-eng@pacbell.com

Wehde, Ben Presley Homes 1350 Arnold Drive 925 229.8880

Wright, Peter City of Fairfield 1000 Webster St Fairfield 94533 707 428-7784

Young, Aaron Robert A. Karn & Associates, Inc. 1261 Travis Blvd., Suite 250Fairfield 707 435-9999 aaronyoung@jps.net



"START AT THE SOURCE"
INTERACTIVE WORKSHOP

JULY 22, 1999
HEATHER FARMS COMMUNITY CENTER

ATTENDANCE ROSTER

First Name Last Name Title Agency Street Address Citylzip

Victor Camiglia Deputy Director City of Antioch P.O. Box 5007 Antioch, CA 94509

Community

Development

John Stevenson City Engineer City of Brentwood 708 Third Street Brentwood, CA 94513

Bob Drake Principal Planner County - Community 651 Pine Street Martinez, CA 94553

Development Department

Meera Nagaraj Planner County - Community 651 Pine Street Martinez, CA 94553

Development Department

Jennifer Peterson Planner County - Community 651 Pine Street Martinez, CA 94553

Development Department

Rose Marie Pietras Senior Planner County - Community 651 Pine Street Martinez, CA 94553

Development Department

Bevedy Baclig Central Contra Costa 5019 Imhoff Place Martinez, CA 94553

Sanitary District

David Baldi Central Contra Costa 5019 Imhoff Place Martinez, CA 94553

Sanitary District

Bart Brandenburg Central Contra Costa 5019 Imhoff Place Martinez, CA 94553

Sanitary District

Bob Dragon Central Contra Costa 5019 Imhoff Place Martinez, CA 94553

Sanitary District

Kiley I Kinnon Source Control Central Contra Costa 5019 Imhoff Place I Martinez, CA 94553

IInspector I            Sanitary District
I



"START AT THE SOURCE"
INTERACTIVE WORKSHOP

JULY 22, 1999
HEATHER FARMS COMMUNITY CENTER

ATTENDANCE ROSTER

First Name Last Name Title Agency Street Address City/zip

Jeremy Graves Community Director City of Clayton 6000 Heritage Trail Clayton, CA 94517

Laura Hoffmeister Asst to the City City of Clayton 6000 Heritage Trail Clayton, Ca 94517

Manager

Melody, LaBella Stormwater Program City of Concord 1957 Parkside Drive Concord, CA 94519

Manager

Belinda Uribe Admin Clerk III City of Concord 1957 Parkside Drive Concord, CA 94519

Tom Dalziel Watershed Contra Costa Clean 255 Glacier Drive Martinez, CA 94553

Management Planning Water Program

Specialist

Sharon Leavens Administrative Aide Contra Costa Clean 255 Glacier Drive Martinez, CA 94553

Water Program

Lisa Pacheco Program Staff Contra Costa Clean 255 Glacier Drive Martinez, CA 94553

Water Program

Jim Wilson Engineer Flood Control District 255 Glacier Drive Martinez, CA 94553

Mado Consolacion Engineering Technician Flood Control District 255 Glacier Drive Martinez, Ca 94553

Leigh Chavez Planner County 255 Glacier Drive Martinez, CA 94553

Ead Cosby Planner County 255 Glacier Drive Martinez, CA 94553

Paul Detjens Engineer County 255 Glacier Drive Martinez, CA 94553

Kathleen Fudge Engineering Technician County 255 Glacier Drive Martinez, CA 94553

Jorge Hemandez Engineer County 255 Glacier Drive Martinez, Ca 94553

Dean Inokuchi Engineer County 255 Glacier Drive Martinez, CA 94553
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INTERACTIVE WORKSHOP

JULY 22, 1999
HEATHER FARMS COMMUNITY CENTER

ATTENDANCE ROSTER

First Name Last Name Title Agency Street Address Citylzlp

Nell Leary Associate Civil Engineer County 255 Glacier Drive Martinez, CA 94553

Frank Navarro Engineer County 255 Glacier Drive Martinez, CA 94553

Teri Rie Engineer County 255 Glacier Drive Martinez, CA 94553

AI Schaal Engineer County 255 Glacier Drive Martinez, Ca 94553

Steve Wright Senior Civil Engineer County 255 Glacier Drive Martinez, CA 94553

Joe Yee Senior Civil Engineer County 255 Glacier Drive Martinez, CA 94553

Nestor Bulrgod Grading Inspector II County BI 651 Pine Street Martinez, Ca 94553

Gary Faria Grading Inspector I County BI 651 Pine Street Martinez, Ca 94553

Ron Hart Grading Inspector I County BI 651 Pine Street Martinez, Ca 94553

Ron Killough Sr Grading Inspector County BI 651 Pine Street Martinez, Ca 94553

Greg Staffelbach Grading Inspector II County BI 651 Pine Street Martinez, Ca 94553

Jennie Buckingham Planner County 651 Pine Street Martinez, CA 94553

Kathleen Chu Associate Civil Engineer Town of Danville 510 La Gonda Way, Danville, CA 94526

Chris McCann Senior Planner Town of Danville 510 La Gonda Way, Danville, CA 94526

Leslie Xavier Summer Intem for Town of Danville 510 La Gonda Way, Danville, CA 94526

Planning

Mark Boucher Senior Civil Engineer Flood Control 255 Glacier Drive, Martinez, CA 94553

Sam Choi Engineer Flood Control 255 Glacier Drive Martinez, CA 94553

Kathleen Fudge Engineering Technician Flood Control 255 Glacier Drive Martinez, CA 94553

Scott Fukumoto Flood Control 255 Glacier Drive, Martinez, CA 94553

Slava Gospodchikov Engineer Flood Control 255 Glacier Drive Martinez, CA 94553

Tim Jensen I Engineer Flood Control 255 Glacier Drive Martinez, CA 94553
I I
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INTERACTIVE WORKSHOP

JULY 22, 1999
HEATHER FARMS COMMUNITY CENTER

ATTENDANCE ROSTER

First Name Last Name Title Agency Street Address Citylzip

Kevin Shevlin Flood Control 255 Glacier Drive, Martinez, CA 94553

Eric VVhan Engineer Flood Control 255 Glacier Drive Martinez, CA 94553

Erwin Blancaflor City of Hercules 111 Civic Drive Hercules, CA 94547

Julia DosSantos Engrg. Analyst City of Hercules 111 Civic Drive Hercules, CA 94547

Mike Henn City of Lafayette P.O. Box 1968 Lafayette, CA 94549

David Knadle Town of Moraga KCA Engineers, Inc. San Francisco, CA

318 Brannan Street 94107

Ken Litle Town of Moraga KCA Engineers, Inc. San Francisco, CA

318 Brannan Street 94107

Chip Gdffith Town of Moraga 2222 Camino Ramon San Ramon, CA 94583

P.O. Box 5148

Lee Evans City of Orinda P.O. Box 2000 Orinda, CA Orinda

Maieed Bahri Assistant Civil EngineerCity of Pittsburg 65 Civic Avenue Pittsburg, CA 94553

P.O. Box 1518

Ron Nevels Junior Civil Engineer City of Pittsburg 65 Civic Avenue Pittsburg, CA 94553

P.O. Box 1518

Jaime Rabara Junior Civil Engineer City of Pittsburg 65 Civic Avenue Pittsburg, CA 94553

P.O. Box 1518

Bill Lighffoot City of Pleasant Hill 100 Gregory Lane Pleasant Hill, CA 94523

Henryk Tay I Intem - Engineer I City of Pleasant Hill I 100 Gregory Lane I Pleasant Hill, CA 94523
I I I ~
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JULY 22, 1999
HEATHER FARMS COMMUNITY CENTER

ATTENDANCE ROSTER

First Name Last Name Title Agency Street Address Citylzip

Eva Alexif Associate Planner City of Richmond

Jay Gandhi Associate Civil Engineer City of Richmond

Ajit Sarkar Senior Civil Engineer City of Richmond

Janice Carey Senior Civil Engineer City of San Ramon 2222 Camino Ramon San Ramon, CA 94583

P.O. Box 5148

Detlef Curtis City of San Ramon 2222 Camino Ramon San Ramon, CA 94583

P.O. Box 5148

Sara Bruckmeier Tom Richman & 654 Gilman Street Palo Alto, CA 94301

Associates

Joan Dolan Tom Richman & 654 Gilman Street Palo Alto, CA 94301

Associates

Leah Hickey Tom Richman & 654 Gilman Street Palo Alto, CA 94301

Associates

Tara Kelly Tom Richman & 654 Gilman Street Palo Alto, CA 94301

Associates

David Landry Tom Richman & 654 Gilman Street Palo Alto, CA 94301

Associates

Tom Richman Tom Richman & 654 Gilman Street Palo Alto, CA 94301

Associates

Jake Tobias Tom Richman & 654 Gilman Street Palo Alto, CA 94301

Associates
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JULY 22, 1999
HEATHER FARMS COMMUNITY CENTER

ATTENDANCE ROSTER

First Name Last Name Title Agency Street Address Citylzip

Jen Worth Tom Richman & 654 Gilman Street Palo Alto, CA 94301

Associates

David Wallace Assistant Planning City of Walnut Creek P.O. Box 8039 Walnut Creek, CA 94596

Manager

Christine Gregory Consultant 2134 Red Rock Martinez, CA 94553
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Workshop Attendance: 4 August 1999 Campbell

Nnn0o AIIillantioun Addrooo (:i~ ’~ip I~lnon~o |nnnanil
Alicea, Louie City of Sunnyvale 221 Commercial Sunnyvale 94088 408 730.7565
Alkire, Martin City of Mountain View 500 Castro St. Mountain View 650 903-6306
Anderson, Erik City of Mountain View 100 Villa Street Mountain View 650 903.6378
Anderson, Terilyn Wastewater Superintendent 1017 Middlefield Road Redwood City 94065 650 780-7477 TAnderson@redwoodcity.org
Aozasa, Lisa San Mateo County Planning 455 County Center, 2nd Redwood City 94063 650 3634852
Armstrong, Daniel W. Sandis Humber Jones 605 Castro St. Mountain View 94041 650 969-6900 darmstro@shj-ca.com
Arroyo, Yvonne Santa Clara Valley Water District5750 Almaden Expwy San Jose 95118 408 265-2600
Beard, Barbara Thomas Reid Associates Box 880 Palo Alto 94301 650 327.9429
Bicknell, Jill EOA Inc. 699 Town & Country Sunnyvale 94086 408 720-8811 jcbicknell~$eoainc.com
Bissett, Carolyn City of Palo Alto 250 Hamilton Ave. Palo Alto 94301 650 329.2165
Bortolussi, Sara San Mateo County Planning 455 County Center, 2nd Redwood City 94063 650 363-1839 sara_bortolussi@hotmail.com
Brennan, Cathleen City of Sunnyvale 1444 Borregas Ave. Sunnyvale 94088 408 730-7267
Buckhart, Bill City of Campbell 70 North First Street Campbell 95008 408 866-2153
Campbell, Mike City of San Jose Planning 801 North First Street, San Jose 95120 408 277-8552 mike.campbell@ci.sj.ca.us
Castillo, Tony IBM 5600 Cottle Road San Jose 95193
Catunao, Val City of Milpitas Fire Department455 E. Calaveras Blvd. Milpitas 408 586-3372 vcatunao@ci.milpitas.ca.gov
Clark, Dustin City of Sunnyvale 1444 Borregas Ave. Sunnyvale 94088 408 730.7273 dclarluDci.sunnyvale.ca.us

Clark, Jodie City of San Jose Planning 801 North First Street San Jose 95110 408 2774576 jodie.clarlu~ci.sj.ca.us
Cortes, Luz City of Palo Alto PO Box 10250, 250 Palo Alto 94303 650 329-2209
Crabtree, Andrew City of San Jose Planning 801 North First Street, San Jose 95110 408 2774576
Dayhy, Cheryl SJ Environmental Services Dept.4245 Zanker Road San Jose 95134 408 945 3030 cheryl.dayley@cLsj.ca.us
Dixon, Marian City of San Jose 801 N. 1st Street, Room 308San Jose 95110 408 277-5161 Marian.Dixon@ci.sj.ca.us
Dixon, Susan AMD, Inc. PO Box 3453, MS 5 Sunnyvale 95051 408 749-3244 susan.dixon~md.com
Do, Tony County of Santa Clara 70 West Hedding, 7th San Jose 408 299-2871 tony_do@qmgate.pln.co.santa-clara.c
Doyle, Ross Ruggeri Jensen Associates 100 N. Milpitas Blvd., SuiteMilpitas 95035 408 934-1388 a.usa.us

Eddow, Ron o~ City of San Jose Planning 801 North First Street, San Jose 95110 408 277-8558 ron.eddow@ci.sj.ca.us
Fabella, Gerry "q City of San Jose 801 N. 1st Street, Room 308San Jose 95110 408 277-5161 GFABELLA~g2I.SJ.US
Fierro, Sharon mm City of Campbell 70 North First Street Campbell 95008 408 866.2153
Fire, Genevieve o Genevieve Fire, PE 1195 Thurston Avenue Los Altos 94024 415 390.0909



Workshop Attendance: 4 August 1999 Campbell

#nmo ~linHon Addau �i~,/ gip I~hono imall
Fostersmith, Ellen Santa Clara Valley Water District5750 Almaden Expwy San Jose 95118 408 265-2600

Frantz, Shanta City of Los Altos 1 N. San Antonio Rd. Los Altos 94022 650 948-12790 shanta.frantzai~ci.los-altos.ca.us

Gervin, Lorrie City of Sunnyvale 1444 Borregas Ave. Sunnyvale 94088 408 730-7268 lgervin@ci.sunnyvale.ca.us

Gil, Vera City of Cupertino 10300 Torre Ave. Cupertino 95014 408 777-3251 verag@cupertino.org

Glen, Gail Sunnyvale Water Pollution Control1444 Borregas Ave. Sunnyvale 94088 408 730-7738 gglen@ci.sunnyvale.ca.us

Godley, Laurel SJ Environmental Services Dept.4245 Zanker Road San Jose 95134 408 945 3042 laurel.godley@ci.sj.ca.us

Gomez, Chuck City of Campbell 70 North First Street Campbell 95008 408 866-2153

Haase, Peter Fall Creek Engineering PO Box 7023 Santa Cruz 95061 831 426.9054

Haggerty, Colleen Santa Clara Valley Water District5750 Almaden Expwy San Jose 95118 408 265-2600

Harvancik, Iveta Saratoga Public Works Department13777 Fruitvale Ave. Saratoga 408 868-1274

Helms, Bill City of Campbell 70 North First Street Campbell 95008 408 866-2153

Hipol, Theodore Santa Clara Valley Water District5750 Almaden Expwy San Jose 95118 408 265-2600

Hirotsuka, Yosh City of Los Altos 1 N. San Antonio Rd. Los Altos 94022 650 948-1491

Homan, Steve County of Santa Clara 70 West Hedding, 7th San Jose 408 299-2871 steve_homan@qmgate.pln.co.santa-cl

Housley, Harold City of Campbell 70 North First Street Campbell 95008 408 866-2153 ara.ca.ns

Jacques, Dale Santa Clara Valley Water District5750 Almaden Expwy San Jose 95118 408 265-2600

Jansen, Gary City of San Jose 801 N. 1st Street, Room 308San Jose 95110 408 277-5161 maria.balderama@ci.sj.ca.us

Johnson, Pete Blach Construction 1650 Lafayette Street Santa Clara 95050 408 244-7100 pete@blach.com

Jung, Colin CupertinoCommunity Dev. Dept.10300 Torre Ave. Cupertino 95014 408 777-3257 colinj~,~upertino.org

Knowles, Greg Naval Support Activity Monterey B 1 University Circle CodeMonterey 93943 831 656-2531

Largay, Bryan Cotton, Shires and Associates 330 Village Lane Los Gatos 95030 408 354-5542 blargay@cottonshires.com

Levine, Bry Hart-Howerton 30 Hotaling Place San Francisco 94111 415 439 2249

Lew, Arlene City of San Jose 801 N. 1st Street San Jose 95110 408 277-5161 arlene.lew@ci.sj.ca.us

Leyva, George Regional Board, San Francisco Bay1515 Clay Street, 14th FloorOkland 94612 510 622.2369

Lownsbery, Candice City of San Jose 801 N. 1st Street, Room 308San Jose 95110 408 277-5161 m.candicelownsbery@ci.sj.ca.us

Luna, Geraldine ~ SJ Environmental Services Dept.4245 Zanker Road San Jose 95134 408 945 3053 geraldine.luna@ci.sj.ca.us

Mareehal, Jason ~o Brian Kangas Foulk 981 Ridder Park Drive . San Jose 95131 408 467-9128 JMarechal@bkf.com
~ Brian Kangas Foulk 981 Ridder Park Drive San Jose 95131 408 467-9128 jmarello@bkf.comMarello, Jeremy

Mark, Jane ~ County of Santa Clara 70 West Hedding, 7th San Jose 408 299-2454 iane_mark~g~imgate.pln.co.santa-clar
ext. 225 a.ca.usa.us
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McGuire, Allyn Naval Support Activity Monterey B 1 University Circle CodeMonterey 93943 831 656-2531 amcguire@nps.navy.mil
McNair, Whitney City of Mountain View 500 Castro St. Mountain View 650 903-6458 whimey.mcnair@ci.mmview.ca.us

Mercado, Simeon City of San Jose 801 N. 1st Street, Room 308San Jose 95110 408 277-5161 simeon.mercado~ci.sj.ca.us
Millar, Lavenia City of Cupertino 10300 Torte Ave. Cupertino 95014 408 777-3242 laveniam@cupertino.org
Miller, Bill City of Fremont - D.E.S Dept/ PO Box 5006 Fremont 94537 510 4944700 bmiller@ci.fremont.ca.us
Moeller, Randy Sunnyvale Water Pollution Control 1444 Borregas Ave. Sunnyvale 94088 408 730-7271 rmoeller@ci.sunnyvale.ca.us
Moore, Janis City of San Jose Planning 801 North First Street San Jose 95110 408 2774576 janis.moore@ci.sj.ca.us
Moran, Kelly TDC Environmental 4020 Bayview Avenue San Mateo 94403 650 627-8690 kmoran@tdcenvironmental.com
Ng, Barry City of San Jose 801 N. 1st Street, Room 308San Jose 95110 408 277-5161 barry.ng@ci.sj.ca.us
Nichol, Marilyn City of Milpitas 455 E. Calaveras Blvd Milpitas 95050 408 586-3347 Dwong@ci.milpitas.ca.gov
Noel, Dunia County of Santa Clara 70 West Hedding, 7th San Jose 408 299-2454 dunia_noel@qmgate.pln.co.santa-clar

O’Brien, James Santa Clara Valley Water District 5750 Almaden Expwy San Jose 95118 408 265-2600 a.ca.usa.us

Pamintuan, Cora City of San Jose 801 N. 1st Street, Room 308San Jose 95110 408 277-5161 corazon.pamintuan@ci.sj.ca.us

Patterson, Bob Naval Support Activity Monterey B 1 University Circle CodeMonterey 93943 831 656-2531
Pearson, Erik City of Saratoga 13772 Fruitvale Avenue Saratoga 95070 408 868.1231
Perry, Monty M.B.A.R.I. P.O.Box 628 Moss Landing 95039 831 775-1749 monty@mbari.org
Plymale, Phillip City of Palo Alto PO Box 10250, 250 Palo Alto 94303 650 329-2456 phil_plymale@city.palo-alto.ca.us
Price, David San Mateo County Planner 455 County Center Redwood City 94063 650 363-1850 dtprice@yahoo.com
Price, Gail City of Sunnyvale 456 West Olive Sunnyvale 94088 408 730-7257

Ratdiffe, Christine City of Saratoga 13772 Fruitvale Avenue Saratoga 95070 408 868.1231
Roberson, Charlie SJ Environmental Services Dept.4245 Zanker Road San Jose 95134 408 945 3044 charlie.robersoruDci.sj.ca.us
Roche, Jeff City of San Jose Planning 801 North First Street, San Jose 95110 408 2774576 jeff.roche@ci.sj.ca.us
Rush, Marina City of Milpitas Planning Dept. 455 E. Calaveras Blvd Milpitas 95050 586.3272
Sanchez, Michael San Mateo Co. Public Works Dept.10 Twin Dolphin Drive, Redwood City 94065 650 599.1456
Santos, Benilda City of San Jose 801 N. 1st Street, Room 308San Jose 95110 408 277-5161 benilda.santos@ci.sj.ca.us
Schaller, Mike San Mateo County Planning 455 County Center, 2nd Redwood City 94063 650 363-1849
Schmidt, Terry o~ City of Santa Clara 1500 Warburton Ave Santa Clara 95050 408 261-5170 tschmidt@ci.santa_clara.ca.us
Schwilk, Jeff ".4 City of Santa Clara 1500 Warburton Ave Santa Clara 95050 408 261-5263 jschwilkaDci.santa-clara.ca.us
Seymour, Ron o~ City of San Jose 801 N. 1st Street San Jose 95110 408 277-5161
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Name Affiliation Address City Zip Phone |mail
Shah, Pankti City of San Jose Planning 801 North First Street, San Jose 95110 408 277-8568 pankti.shah@ci.sj.ca.us

Shkouratoff, Alex City of San Jose 675 N. 1st St. Suite 300 San Jose 95112 408 277.4777 alex.shkouratoff@ci.sj.ca.us

Sipes, Kristen SJ Environmental Services Dept. 4245 Zanker Road San Jose 95134 408 945 3060 kristen.sipes@ci.sj.ca.us

Slama, Kate Santa Clara Valley Water District 5750 Almaden Expwy San Jose 95118 408 265-2600

Smith, Kevin City of San Jose 801 N. 1st Street, #308 San Jose 95110 408 277-5161 kevin.smith@ci.sj.ca.us

Sohrabi, Ebrahim City of San Jose 801 N. 1st Street, #308 San Jose 95110 408 277-5161

Tai, Winfred San Mateo County Planner 455 County Center Redwood City 94063 650 599-1505 wtai@co.sanmateo.ca.us

Tam, Tina City of San Jose Planning 801 N. First Street, #400 San Jose 95110 408 277.4576

Thomas, Paul Santa Clara Valley Water District 5750 Almaden Expwy San Jose 95118 408 265-2600

Toy, Lily San Mateo County 455 County Center Redwood City 94063 650 363-1841 ltoy@co.sanmateo.ca.us

Turner, Kathrin Santa Clara Valley Water District 5750 Almaden Expwy San Jose 95118 408 265-2600

Walgren, James City of Saratoga 13772 Fruitvale Avenue Saratoga 95070 408 868.1231
Walsh, Susan City of San Jose Planning Dept. 801 N. 1st Street San Jose 95110 408 277.4576

Ware, Jim City of San Jose 675 N. 1st St. suite 300 San Jose 95112 408 277.4777 jim.ware@ci.sj.ca.us
Weinrich, Gary City of Palo Alto PO Box 10250, 250 Palo Alto 94303 650 329-2456 weinreich@city.palo-alto.ca.us

Wilder, Gabrielle City of San Jose PWD 675 North First Street San Jose 95112 408 277.4777 gabrielle.wilder@ci.sj.ca.us

Wilson, Everett L. SJ Environmental Services Dept. 4245 Zanker Road San Jose 95134 408 945 3040 everett.wilson~:i.sj.ca.us

Wong, Vivian Town of Los Gatos 110 E. Main St. Los Gatos 95032 408 354-6878
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BASMAA
Start at the Source Workshops

EVALUATION SUMMARY
494 Participants
427 Evaluation Responses

Workshop Content & Format

Ploaso rato tho workshop ovorall:
(Worst- 1, Best- 5)

Content 4.3
Process 4.2

Now could tho workshop bo improvod?
~of similar

Format

74 Workshop could be longer

22 More discussion; question & answer period

4 More anecdotes, testimonials from pa~icipants

Content
33 More detailed information on technical details, cost, practical application
24 More case studies/examples

8 More regulatory/enforcement information

Staff
8 Regional Board speaker could be improved
3 Facilitators could be better
2 Speakers could be better

Hands-on Exerdse
39 More time for hands-on exercise

Slides/Visuals
14 More slides
5 Slides too long, saggestions for improvement (quality, etc.)
4 More visual aids

Physical/Logistical Aspects
25 Mix of participants at workshop/at tables (a better mix of disciplines)
24 Physical environment (location, room, lighting, food, parking, etc.)
11 Coordination/logistics (directions, registration, timing, etc.)
10 Number of partidpants (too many participants at table; wanted more peoph

attending)
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3 What did you particularly like about the web.hop?

Content
262 Hands-on activity/group site planning exercise (tim, gets people involved, great

chance to cooperate with others who have different view, oppommity to test
concepts/cost trade-otis)

110 Slides (in general)
55 General content was informative, good introduction, learned £ternative

approaches/solutions
34 Book (Start at the Source)
20 Slides (San Milpaloandro failure case studies)
19 Case studies
14 Visuals - materials, posters

Format
55 Good Presentation (well-organized, dynamic, good pace, good time-management,

varied activity)
35 Interactive/hands-on approach
29 Working with people from other fields/getting new perspectives (chance to discuss

ideas in group setting with wide range of professionals)

20 Speaker (motivated, intelligent, good jokes)
3 Facilltators/staff

Physical/Logistical Aspect
2 Location
2 Food

4 What other workshops or training would you like to see BASMAA or your local
stormwator program provide?

Field workshops
27 Field trip/site visit to see case studies, stormwater controls (BMPs) in place, learn

what works and what doesn’t
4 h-house training (bring workshop into office or department, have all involved

present) ~

Administrative
16 General regulatory information (ordinances, zoning codes, eafforcement issues, etc.)
4 Leadership and communication (how to educate others)
4 Regional Board updates on Phase I/Phase 1I transition
3 Help on how to get this information into guiddines, ordinances, zoning regulations

Technical workshops
20 Design/details/data
13 Construction/erosion control
10 Creeks/restoration/wethadi/waterbodies
9 hstallation and Maintenance
9 Infill/built-out/urban areas
3 Landscape
4 Pollution prevention

15 More of this same workshop
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Workshops targeted at~
20 Devdopers
7 Inspectors
5 Planners
5 Pablic/homeowners
6 Policymakers (city council, planning commissioners)
4 Private sector
5 Contractors
7 Designers
2 Engineers

B Applying "Start at the Source"

1 Now will you apply Ihoso concopta in your work?
Knowledge

68 Have better understanding of subiect, instalhtion, options and alternative solutions

28 Will advocate these concepts (offer alternative solutions, speak up at meetings)

16 Will use Start at t~e Source as a reference

3 Will give the issue more attention

Education
18 Will discuss with co-workers
9 Will talk with other departments

10 Will educate developer
7 Will educate planners
5 Will develop design g~idelines/materials/tralning

11 Will educate public/homeowners
4 Will educate policymakers

Design/Devdopment process
82 Will apply in design projects

1 Will improve coordination
1 Will apply to redevelopment projects
1 Will apply to commercial/industrial projects

Review Process
114 In the design regiew/plan check/permitting process
16 Will address early in the planning stage process/hold pre-approval meetings

19 Zoning/design regulations/documents/mitigation measures
12 Will make techniques conditions of approval

Construction process
6 Inspection

2 What obstacles do you por~oive to applying ~om
Implementation

91 Cost
16 Maintenance
10 Construction
7 Inspection
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Mentality/mindset
Breaking away from traditional approaches/practices, unfamiliarity of new

102 concepts

53 Developer resistance

9 Public preference

Communication

14 Lack of support (from superiors, policymakers)

10 Lack of communication

12 Lack of coordination (between departments, disciplines)

5 Lack of consensus (between agencies, departments)

Administration, departments, people
53 Existing regulations/zoning ordinances/codes/city standards
24 Political obstacles
7 Public Works
4 Liability
2 Planners
5 Engineers
1 Policymakers (city council, planning commission)

Education
19 Education for all involved

13 Lack of education
7 Education for designers

10 Education for clients/public

3 Education for policymakers

3 Education for developers

7 Education for contractors

2 Education for planners

2 Education for engineers

Lack of proof
10 Lack of history/proven effectiveness
6 Lack of quantifiable standards
4 Lack of technical knowledge among designers
1 Lack of pollutant removal data

Constraints
12 Geology/hydrology/soils
10 Infill/urbaa rites
2 Parking-loss of
3 Technical

would holp you to ovoreomo thoso obstedos?
8 Incentives

10 Time
5 Fresh employees/new generation
4 Persistence
3 Increased awareness
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Education/training
43 Of all involved
26 BASMAA workshops
20 Developers
18 Policymakers/decisionmakers
11 Clients/public
5 Contractors
5 Designers
6 Engineers
4 Planners
6 Inspectors
4 Read the Start at the Source Manual

Regulatory
45 Reqttirements/zoning/ordinances

13 Assistance from Regional Board

4 Enforcement mechanism

2 Support from local policymakers

More Proof
18 Pilot projects/demonstration projects/examples

27 Case studies of built projects

12 Statistics/cost i~ormation

6 Research

7 Technical information/details

4 Experienced suggestions

Communication
9 Better communication
6 Interdepartmental coordination
4 Communication earlier-in the planning stages

Design process
2 Design properly
2 Work with contractor during design phase
1 Start in planning phase
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DRAFT: Alternative Policy Approach for Urban Stormwater Runoff

The following policy concept is offered to the Regional Board as an alternative approach for
counteracting the growing problem of water pollution caused by unmanaged urban
stormwater runoff. This approach recognizes a history of deferrals associated with efforts to
implement non-point source water programs that endeavor to improve this water quality in the
Los Angeles Basin.

This approach reflects the belief of those who have participated in its formulation that the
positive participation of local government in the Basin is essential to any successful effort to
improve water quality in this "new" area of great concern. Without the positive participation of
local governments in this solution, the prospects for achieving the earliest possible program
implementation and for getting the needed water quality benefits will be needlessly delayed.

This approach has the unique advantage of bringing to the Regional Board an additional
dimension of commitment and effort to get control of the urban stormwater runoff problem.
Instead of the pending efforts that pit the Regional Board directly against local governments
whose elected leaders are largely unprepared for this kind of problem-solving, this alternative
approach considers a constructive role for the leading regional governmental entity, the
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). SCAG is uniquely positioned to
contribute organizational resources that will bring success to this complex process. These
resources would include bringing elected leaders together to participate in policy
development and implementation, organizing educational outreach among the leaders of its
sub-regional councils of governments, advocating for large-scale program and legislative
fundir~g in both Sacramento and Washington, D.C.

This new approach includes the advantages of parallel efforts in the first stage of the new
program. During the first stage, along with developing the needed awareness and
commitments of local government leaders to their essential part in managing stormwater
runoff pollution, the program needs time to perfect its regulatory rules. These rules, as
applied to different watersheds in the Basin, need to be ultimately written so that they do
produce improved water quality results in a Region with substantial variances in hydrology,
rainfall, land uses and infrastructure.

Accordingly, the following action is suggested:

1. The Regional Board/Executive Officer enacts a numeric standard for mitigating urban
stormwater runoff from the identified new construction sites in the Los Angeles Basin.
This standard would be a voluntary standard for the first (24) months of the program. The
standard would be defined as follows: .... Other definitions associated with the policy
would be described as follows ....
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Associated with this action are the following other actions/activities:

2. During the first (24) months the Regional Board, working with city govemments and Los
Angeles County, will encourage a variety of pilot projects in which the voluntary standard
is implemented and evaluated. These initial implementations will be used to leam what
methods and designs produce the most effective overafl results. Included in these
evaluations would be assessments of possible design cdteria for mitigation projects, of
feasibility, of cost effectiveness and of possible unintended environmental consequences
of the initial voluntary standard.

3. The following types and locations of pilot projects would be encouraged: .....

4. These pilots would be used to get answers to the following important questions/issues: ....

5. During the first (24) months, along with its commitment to facilitate city govemment
participation in the implementation and refinement of the Regional Board’s policy, SCAG
will facilitate a fundraising effort to obtain resources for planning and developing
watershed-scale mitigation programs in the Basin. These programs would significantly
broaden the currently proposed effort from new construction sites only to all properties in
a watershed.

6. In order to develop a successful watershed-scale planning effort to manage stormwater
runoff, SCAG would assist in bringing together key organizations and stakeholders.
These participants would contribute to an integrated approach to program design and
assure the effort of maximum support from various governmental agencies and business
interests. Examples of these organizations and stakeholders would include:
environmental organizations, federal agencies like the Army Corps of Engineers, state
agencies like Cal Trans, area watershed councils, councils of govemments, . ....

7. Fundraising efforts for this program would draw on SCAG’s existing Section 208
authorities, as well as on the resources associated with other collaborators in the
watershed planning effort. These efforts would be directed towards any future potential
funding sources such as a new state water bond or new governmental clean water
appropriations targeting watershed management plans.
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Untitled Document http://svhqsgi4.dot.ca.gov:80/hq/E...ental/stormwater/sw_mgt/bottom.htm

What is Caltrans’ Storm statewide effort to preserve
Water Management and improve the quality of water in California by

Program ? preventing adverse effects of storm water runoff from
Caltrans’ roadways and facilities.

Where ?
Rain water washes materials from highways, streets, and gutters into the
storm drain system. This water flows into our rivers, lakes, and the ocean.
Preventing harmful effects from storm water runoff is a growing concern for
many communities across the nation.

How?
Highways typically contain vehicle exhaust products, brake and tire materials,
oil and grease, litter, and other materials that get flushed through the storm
drain system to our waterways.

Why?
Caltrans is the agency responsible for managing California’s state highway
system. Its Storm Water Program has two primary goals. First, to comply with
the requirements of the federal Clean Water Act and resulting National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit and other state
requirements. Second, to provide the most cost-effective solutions for
mitigating the harmful effects of storm water runoff.

Marianne Larsen
(916) 653-2975
California Department of Transportation (MS 27)
P.O. Box 942874 / Sacramento, CA 94274-0001

E-MAIL marlannelarsen@dotcagov
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Highway Design Manual

~ CHAPTER 890
STORM WATER MANAGEMENT

Topic 893 -Maintenance Requirements for
Storm Water Management Features

Index 893.1 - General

As mentioned previously, the ability and the commitment to maintain storm water management facilities
is necessary for their proper operation. The designer must consider the maintenance needs, and the type
of maintenance that will take place, in order to provide for adequate access to and within the facility site.

Additionally, the designer should initiate both verbal and written contact with District maintenance to
verify the availability of resources to provide proper maintenance and to keep them aware of potential
high maintenance items that will be constructed. Initial estimates of how often sediment removal should
be .performed should be provided by the designer based upon estimated design loadings. Other types of
maintenance, such as periodic inspections of embankments, inlet/outlet structures, debris removal, etc.
should also be discussed. Due to the large capital investment required for constructing storm water
management facilities, proper maintenance cannot be overlooked.

By definition, detained water contributes to runoff and therefore detention ponds or basins must have an
outlet and outfall system (see Index 816.4). A gravity outfall should be used whenever feasible. Pumping
should only be used where there is no other practical way of handling the excess runoff. See Topic 839
for further discussion on pumping stations.

Table of Previous
[Contents Cha~ter Next Chapter Index

__~2ic Index [Previous T~,
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Highway Design Manual

CHAPTER 890
STORM WATER MANAGEMENT

Topic 892 - Storm Water Management
Strategies

Index 892.1 - General

(1) Expected Water Quality Benefits. Strategies aimed at managing storm water quality are a
relatively recent development. Performance data from full-scale, field applications are few and site
climatology and pollutant loadings can have considerable variation and a wide range of impacts on
a given strategy. As a result, any discussion of the various storm water management strategies can
only give approximate ranges of pollutant removal capabilities.

New technologies or strategies for water quality control are likely to develop which will require
the modification of, or make obsolete, strategies that are currently being utilized. On-going
monitoring, not only of the direct storm water runoff, but also the effects on receiving waters,
humans, vegetation and aquatic life is being conducted to determine the long term cost
effectiveness of the structural control measures selected, and any future revisions that might be
necessary.

(2) Water Quality Strategy Implementation. Storm water treatment controls, unlike source
controls, are often high cost items that will require extensive long term maintenance. Any decision
to implement one, or more, strategies must consider site constraints, demonstrated need based
upon the beneficial uses of the receiving waters, effectiveness of alternative source and treatment
control measures, potential for system failure based upon site conditions and pollutant loadings,
public/worker safety and availability of maintenance staff to keep the facility in proper working
condition.

Implementation of storm water management concepts must also conform to the policies set forth
in the Caltrans Storm Water Management Plan. This state-wide plan is being developed in concert
with a proposed state-wide NPDES storm water permit and provides a framework within which
the Department will address storm water quality issues.

(3) Quantity / Quality Relationship. Manage-ment of storm water quality often requires the
assessment of relatively small runoff producing events. As much as 80 percent of average annual
rainfall is produced by storms with return periods of two to six months. As a result, water quality
facilities are typically sized to address relatively small runoff volumes. Conversely, storm water
quantity management is typically directed at reducing the peak flow rate on storms with a 10-year
or greater return period, and water quantity control facilities must be sized accordingly.

In order to achieve both water quantity and quality benefits, it may be necessary to use a
combination of strategies or control measures. For example, placement of a relatively small
detention basin or filtration immediately upstream of a quantity attenuating detention basin can
provide sediment capture, while allowing larger flows to be mitigated by the major basin. Some
types of water quality control measures will need to incorporate bypass features so that the
smaller, more frequent, runoff events can be treated while still allowing larger flows to be routed
away from the traveled way.

892.2 Types of Strategies

There are various storm water management strategies which may be used to mitigate the effects of storm
water runoff problems. They vary from very simple to very complex techniques depending upon specific
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site conditions and regulatory requirements which must be satisfied.

The Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbook, "Planning and Design Staff Guide" provides both design
guidance on specific water quality control measures as well as a more general discussion of how and
when to incorporate water quality control measures into projects.

In addition to the measures described in the Storm Water Quality Handbooks, the following measures
may provide relief in dealing with the water quantity side of storm water management.

(1) Detention & Retention Basins. The detention and retention basin designs provided in the Storm
Water Quality Handbooks are based upon water quality control, not quantity control. Refer to the
Caltrans training course manual "Storm Water Management Design" for information related to
design consider-ations for peak flood reduction through the use of detention and retention basins.

(2) Groundwater Recharge. In some locations highly permeable underground strata may allow
percolation of excess runoff into the ground. Benefits include recharge of underground aquifers
and the possible reduction or elimination of conveyance systems along with pollutant removal.
Special care must be exercised in areas of high groundwater to avoid potential contamination of
the aquifer.

(3) Drainage Easements. In areas where right of way is inexpensive it may be possible to purchase
flood easements. These areas are typically used for agriculture and are subject to flooding at any
time during specified times of the year. Cooperative agreements with local agencies or flood
control districts will typically be necessary.

892.3 Design Considerations

The items presented below describe some of the issues to be considered prior to, and during, the design
of any storm water management facility. General issues common to most storm water management
strategies that need to be evaluated are:

¯ Access for maintenance must be provided, and the facility must be maintainable. Storm water
control facilities must not become regarded as wetlands themselves, which would require special
permits for routine maintenance.

¯ Facilities should be designed to "blend in" with their surroundings to the greatest extent possible.
The district landscape architecture unit should be contacted for assistance.

¯ The effects of the proposed facility on channel capacities and existing floodways require
evaluation. Care must be taken to evaluate the effects related to the delayed release from detention
facilities since an increase in downstream peak discharges may result (see Figure 892.3).

¯ The effects of releasing sediment free "hungry" water into channels and the potential for increased
erosion rates downstream must be determined.

¯ Evaluate the effects of depriving downstream water users (human, aquatic or vegetative) of runoff
due to retention, percolation or other diversion.

¯ Where pollutant control is necessary, first consider source controls. Source controls are less
expensive than treatment controls, and will often negate the need, or help limit the size of
treatment control facilities.

See I ~i,;~, ~2.? for a comparative assessment of effectiveness and considerations for various BMP’s.

Storm water management techniques involving on-site and off-site storage may offer the highway design
engineer the more reasonable and responsive solution to problems relative to the handling of excess
runoff. The cooperation of other jurisdictions is generally a prerequisite to applying these strategies and
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a cooperative agreement is almost always necessary. See Chapter 12 of the AASHTO Model Drainage
Manual for additional design criteria for storage facilities.

892.4 Mixing With Other Waste Streams

Storm water runoff from State highways will usually be carried to a receiving body of water without
being combined with waste water. Although some combined storm and sanitary sewers do exist, their
use should be avoided.

The most common areas of waste stream mixing have been at maintenance stations. These facilities may
have combined storm water and wash rack systems. Because of wash water and rinse water, maintenance
stations present unique water quality problems from concentrated levels of pollutant loadings. The
preferable design has a separate system for the wash rack so that it is not mixed with storm water and
rinse water. For additional advice on treatment of concentrated waste streams at maintenance stations,
contact the Sanitary Unit in the Office of Structures Design.
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Highway Design Manual

~ CHAPTER 890
STORM WATER MANAGEMENT

Topic 891 - General

Index 891.1 - Introduction

The term "storm water management" refers to the cooperative efforts of public agencies and the private
sector to mitigate, abate, or reverse the adverse results, both in water quantity and water quality,
associated with the altered runoff phenomena that typically accompanies urbanization. Storm water
management encompasses a number of control measures, which may be either structural or
non-structural (including policy and procedural measures) in nature. The control measures utilized to
accomplish the desired goals are often referred to as "best management practices", or BMP’s.

The legal necessity to implement the various BMP’s is based upon a variety of Federal, State and local
regulations that set restrictions on water quantity and quality. Engineers are faced with an increasingly
complex task in keeping current with changing regulations and accurately assessing the effectiveness of
the BMP’s in meeting the objectives of the regulations.

A comprehensive storm water management plan must consider both temporary (construction phase) and
permanent controls. See Index 110.2 for general policy. Guidance related to temporary controls can be
found in The Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbook, "Construction Contractors Guide and
Specifications". For information related to the designers responsibilities in implementing storm water
quality controls, and permanent control measures in particular, refer to the Caltrans Storm Water Quality
Handbook, "Planning and Design Staff Guide".

For additional information on the subject of storm water management see Volume XII of the AASHTO
"Highway Drainage Guidelines, and Transportation Research Board Synthesis No. 174 "Stormwater
Management for Transportation Facilities", 1993.

891.2 Philosophy

A drainage philosophy which has prevailed for years is that surface waters should be intercepted,
collected, and disposed of as rapidly as possible. The philosophy continues to be applied but can be
considered neither responsive nor adequate in much of today’s rapidly developing world. Application of
this philosophy has been recognized as a causative factor in a number of runoff related damages to
public and private property. Unwise handling of runoff has resulted in downstream flooding, erosion,
and discharges of sediment and possibly other pollutants to receiving waters.

Although most damages occur as a result of infrequent to rare runoff events, the need to be sensitive to
virtually all actions which modify volumes, times of peak discharge, erosion and sediment transport, and
discharge of pollution must be addressed. This is necessary since storm waters cross jurisdictional lines
and those jurisdictions must cooperate for the general well-being of the public. The results of poor storm
water management may take years to become fully apparent.

Caltrans is responsible for mitigation of runoff impacts resulting from the construction, operation and
maintenance of its facilities. When runoff impacts result from a Caltrans project, then the cost of
mitigating these impacts is a legitimate part of the project cost. Since transportation funds are
increasingly limited, and because mitigation of runoff problems can be expensive, it is important to
identify the causative factors and responsible parties. When runoff impacts are caused by others, avenues
for assigning these costs to the responsible party should be evaluated. The local agencies responsible for
land use in the area are a good place to begin this evaluation, as many of these local agencies have
enacted land use regulations in an effort to control flooding. These regulations often require that
developers limit changes in the volume and rate of discharge between the pre- and post-development site

I of 2 R0070680 12/6/99 10:39 AM



HDM - Topic 891 - General http://www.dot.ca.govFnq/oppd/hdm/chapters/t891.htm

conditions. In addition, many local agencies must be responsive to their own storm water permits which
require that they implement programs to control the quality of storm water discharges within their
jurisdiction. When run-off impacts are caused jointly by Caltrans and others, it may be possible to
develop cooperativetive agreements allowing joint impact mitigation. See Indexes 803.2 and 803.3 for
further discussion on cooperative agreements and up-grading of existing highway drainage facilities.

891.3 Regulations

The enabling legislation for federal storm water management regulations are contained in the 1972
Water Pollution Control Act, and its subsequent amendments. In 1990 the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) regulations expanded the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) to include storm water runoff as a pollutant source requiring permit. These regulations affect
how we address the quality of storm water discharges.

In California, the EPA has delegated its authority to issue NPDES permits to the State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB) and nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCB’s). The SWRCB
issued two general permits; the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with
Construction Activity and the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Industrial
Activity. The construction general permit applies to all Caltrans construction projects resulting in 2 or
more hectares of soil disturbance. The RWQCB’s issued a number of NPDES permits to individual
districts: these permits set forth local requirements for the discharge of storm water from Caltrans
facilities located in the District. Therefore, each Caltrans district is often responsible not only for
complying with the various general permit requirements, but also for negotiating with their respective
RWQCB’s to limit the local permit requirements to reasonable and practicable levels. The District
Hydraulic Engineer, in addition to the Headquarters Environmental Program, should play an active role
in reviewing any proposed permitting action and provide input prior to finalization.
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AN APPROACH FOR ESTIMATING STORMWATERQUALITY
CAPTURE VOLUME. Estimating a Maximized Water Quality Capture
Volume. Whenever local resources permit, the stormwater quality capture
volume may best be found using continuous hydrologic simulation and local
long-term hourly (or lesser time increment) precipitation records (see Chap-
ter 3). However, it is possible to obtain a first-order estimate of the needed
capture volume using simplified procedures that target the most typically oc-
curring population of runoff events.

Figure 5.3 contains a map of the contiguous 48 states of the U.S. with the
mean annual runoff-producing rainfall depths superimposed (Driscoll et al.,
1989). These mean depths are based on a 6-hour interevent time to define a
new storm event and a minimum depth of 2.5 mm (0.10 in.) of precipitation
for a storm to produce incipient runoff. After an extensive analysis of a num-
ber of long-term precipitation records from different meteorological regions
of the U.S., Guo and Urbonas (1995) found simple regression equations to
relate the mean precipitation depths in Figure 5.3 to "maximized" water qual-
ity runoff capture volumes (that is, the knee of the cumulative probability
curve).

The analytical procedure was based on a simple transformation of each
storm’s volume of precipitation to a runoff volume using a coefficient of
runoff. To help with this transformation, a third-order regression equation,
Equation 5.1 (Urbonas et al., 1990), was derived using data from more than
60 urban watersheds (U.S. EPA, 1983). Because the data were collected ha-
tionwide o~era 2-year period, Equation 5.1 should have broad applicability
in the U.S.’foi: smaller storm events.

~’ ---- 0.858i3 --0.78i2 + 0.774i + 0.04 (5.1)
Where

C = runoff coefficient, and
i = watershed imperviousness ratio; namely, percent total impervi-

ousness divided by 100.

Equation 5.2 relates mean precipitation depth taken from Figure 5.3 to the
"maximized" detention volume. The coefficients listed in Table 5.4 are based
on an analysis of long-term data from seven precipitation gauging sites lo-
cated in different meteorological regions of the U.S. The correlation of deter-
mination coefficient, r~, has a range of 0.80 to 0.97, which implies a strong
level of reliability.

Po --" (a ¯ C) ¯ P6 (5.2)

Where

P0 = maximized detention volume determined using either the event
capture ratio or the volume capture ratio as its basis, watershed
in. (ram):
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Table 5.4 Values of coefficient a in Equation 5.2 for finding the
maximized detention storage volume (Guo and Urbonas,
1995)?

Drain time of capture volume

12 hours ~ llo~r~ 48 hours

Event capture ratio a = 1.109 1.299 1.545
r-2 = 0.97 0.91 0.85

Volume capture ratio a = 1.312 1.582 1.963
r~ = 0.80 0.93 0.85

~ Approximately 85th percentile runoff event (range 82 to 88%).

a = regression constant from least-squares analysis;
C = watershed runoff coefficient; and

P6 = mean storm precipitation volume, watershed in. (ram).

Table 5.4 lists the maximized detention volume/mean precipitation ratios
based on either the ratio of the total number of storm runoff events captured
or the fraction of the total stormwater runoff volume from a catchment.
These can be used to estimate the annual average maximized detention vol-
ume at any given site. All that is needed is the watershed’s runoff coefficient
and its mean annual precipitation.

The actual size of the runoff event to target for water quality enhancement
should be based on the evaluation of local hydrology and water quality
needs. However, examination of Table 5.3 indicates that the use of larger de-
tention volumes does not significantly improve the average annual removal
of total suspended sediments or other settleable constituents. It is likely that
an extended detention volume equal to a volume between the runoff from a
mean precipitation event taken from Figure 5.3 and the maximized event ob-
tained using Equation 5.2 will provide the optimum-sized and most cost-ef-
fective BMP facility. A BMP sized to capture such a volume will also cap-
ture the leading edge (that is, f’trst flush) of the runoff hydrograph resulting
from larger storms.

Runoff volumes that exceed the design detention volume either bypass the
facility or receive less efficient treatment than do the smaller volume storms
and have only a minimal net effect on the detention basin’s performance. If,
however, the design volume is larger and has an outlet to drain it in the same
amount of time as the smaller basin, the smallest runoff events will be de-
tained only for a brief interval by the larger outlet. Analysis of long-term pre-
cipitation records in the U.S. shows that small events always seem to have
the greatest preponderance. As a result, oversizing the detention can cause
the most frequent runoff events to receive less treatment than provided by
properly designed smaller basins.
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APPENDIX D

Appendix D is used for sizing infiltration facilities (TC 1) and extended detention basins (TC 5). The
sizing criteria was determined using the Storage, Treatment, Overflow, Runoff Model (STORM) as
developed by the U.S. Corp of Engineers. STORM was applied to long-term, hourly rainfall data at
fifteen (15) rain gauges across the State. Based on this analysis nine gauges were selected as being
representative for sizing detention storage facilities (see Figure D.1). Zones were drawn to reflect
these nine gauges taking into consideration rainfall data and topography. The sizing curves should
apply to most areas within each zone. However, the zone boundaries are approximate and certain
areas within each zone will be strongly influenced by topographic features.

Each sizing curve was developed using the following parameters:

* A~~ft~lll h%O ~i"~ llOlllll~f:~lO~. This drawdown rime allows
quiescent conditions to establish in the basin, resulting in at least 80% sediment removal for
most soils in California.

¯ Initial abstraction/depression storage on impervious surface of 0.06 inch.

¯ Runoff coefficient of 0.9 for impervious surfaces and 0.15 for pervious surfaces.

Appendix D may be used in the following manner:

1. Identify the appropriate zone for your location from Figure D.1 and Table D.1 and then
select the appropriate detention storage figure for your zone.

2. Determine for the drainage area the percentage of impervious area directly connected to the
storm drain system. Directly connected impervious area (DCIA) is defined as the area
covered by pavement, building, and other impervious surfaces which drain directly into the
storm drain without first flowing across pervious areas (e.g. lawns).

3. Choose a capture goal, and read the required unit volume required for the basin. In selecting
the capture goal consider the requirements of the local municipality or a point at the "knee of
the curve". Once the capture goal has been established draw a horizontal line from the
capture goal to the appropriate DCIA curve, then a verdcai line to the unit storage volume.

4. Multiply the unit volume times the total acreage of the drainage area and convert to acre-feet
or cubic feet.
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APPENDIX D

Appendix D is used for sizing infillration facilities (TC 1) and extended detention basins (TC 5). The
sizing criteria was determined using the Storage, Treatment, Overflow, Runoff Model (STORM) as
developed by the U.S. Corp of Engineers. STORM was applied to long-term, hourly rainfall data at
fifteen (15) rain gauges across the State. Based on this analysis nine gauges were selected as being
representative for siting detention storage facilities (see l~igure D.1). Zones were drawn to reflect
these nine gauges taking into consideration rainfail data and topography. The sizing curves should
apply to most areas within each zone. However, the zone boundaries are approximate and certain
areas within each zone will be strongly influenced by topographic features.

Each sizing curve was developed using the following parameters:

¯ A drawdown time from the entire storage volume of 40 hours. This drawdown time allows
quiescent conditions to establish in the basin, resulting in at least 80% sediment removai for
most soils in California.

¯ Initial abstraction/depression storage on impervious surface of 0.06 inch.

¯ Runoff coefficient of 0.9 for impervious surfaces and 0.15 for pervious surfaces.

Appendix D may be used in the following manner:

1. Identify the appropriate zone for your location from Figure D. 1 and Table D. 1 and then
select the appropriate detention storage figure for your zone.

2. Determine for the catchment area the percentage of impervious area directly connected to the
storm drain system. Directly connected impervious area (DCIA) is defined as the area
covered by pavement, building, and other impervious surfaces which drain directly into the
storm drain without first flowing across pervious areas (e.g. lawns).

3. Choose a capture goal, and read the required unit volume required for the basin. In selecting
the capture goal consider the requirements of the local municipality or a point at the "knee of
the curve". Once the capture goal has been established draw a horizontal line from the
capture goal to the appropriate DCIA curve, then a vertical line to the unit storage volume.

4. Multiply the unit volume times the total acreage of the catchment basin and convert to acre-
feet or cubic feet.
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GENERAL ZONES WITHIN CALIFORNIA FOR SELECTING
DETENTION/INFILTRATION SIZING CURVES

ZONE AREA GAGE

I Inland Empi~: Western San Diego, Riverside, Riverside City
San Bemardino Counties Exgerimental Station (#7473)

2 Mojave Desert: Eas~m San Diego, Riverside, San Thermal Airport -
Bemardino, Los Angeles, Kern Counties Federal Aviation

Administration (#8892) and
F’tre Station 39 (#8893)

3 Southern Coastal: Los Angeles, Orange, Venture Los Angeles International
Counties Airport - Weather Service

Office (#5114)

4 Central and Northern Coastal: Santa Barbara, San Oakland Airport -
Luis Obispo, Monterey, Santa Cruz, Santa Clara, Weather Service Office
San Mateo, San Francisco, Alameda, Conwa (#6335)
Costa. Western Solano, Nap& Matin, Sonoma.
Mendocino, Trinity and Humboldt Counties

5 Southern Central Valley:. Kern County Bakersfield Airport -
Weather Service Office (#442)

6 Mid-Central Valley: Kings, Western Fresno. Fresno Airport -
Western Tulare, Western Madera. Mecced. and Weather Service Office
Mariposa Counties (#3257)

7 North Central Valley: Stanislaus, San Joaquin, Sacramento -
Sacramento, Eastern Solano, Yolo, Colusa, Lake, Weather Service Office
Glenn, Tehama, Butte, Western Nevada, and Yuba (#7633)
Counties

8 Owens Valley: Mono and Inyo Counties Bishop Airport -
Weather Service Office (#822)

9 Sierra: Del No~te, Siskiyou, Modoc, Shasta. Truckee (#9043)
Lassen, Plumas, Sierra, Eastern Nevada, Placer,
El Dorado, Amador, Calaveras" Tuolume,
Mariposa, Eastern Madera, Eastern Fresno, and
Eastern Tulare Counties
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LOS ANGELES REGIONAL WATER QUALITY
CONTROL BOARD

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX

VOLUME Water Quafity References

A. STATEWlDE

1. California Industrial/Commercial Storm Water Inspection Program Handbook,
March 1996, Alameda County

2. Compilation of New Development Stormwater Treatment Controls in the San
Francisco Bay Area Final Report. June 1997. Bay Area Stormwater
Management Agencies Association

3. California’s Rivers and Streams - Working Toward Solutions(1998?), Cal/EPA &
State Water Resources Control Board

4. California Storm Water Best Management Practice Handbooks -
Industrial/Commercial. March 1993, California Storm Water Quality Task Force

5. California Storm Water Best Management Practice Handbook - Construction
Activity. March 1993, California Storm Water Quality Task Force

6. California Storm Water Best Management Practice Handbook - Municipal Camp.
March 1993. California Storm Water Quality Task Force

7. Erosion and Sediment Control Handbook. May 1978, Department of
Conservation Resources Agency

8. Non-point Source Management Program, Urban Runoff Technical Advisory
Committee Report and Recommendations, November 1994, State Water
Resources Control Board

9. Start at the Source: Design Guidance Manual for Stormwater Quality Protection.
1999, Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association

10. Water Quality Assessment - 1996, State Water Resources Control Board

B. FEDERAL

] 1.    EPA, Final Report of the Nationwide Urban Runoff Program, December 1993

12. EPA, Guidance Specifying Management Measures for Sources of Non-point
Pollution in Coastal Waters, Document No. EPA-840-B-92-002, 1993

Because of the extensive volume of material that comprises this Administrative Record, the Regional    I
Board reserves the right to introduce additional documents that may have been inadvertently left out at
this time.
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13. EPA, National Water Quality Inventory, 1992 Report to Congress, 1992

14. EPA, Selected Urban Storm Water Runoff Abstracts, July 1968 - June 1970

15. EPA, Seminar Publication, National Conference on Urban Runoff Management:
Enhancing Urban Watershed Management at the Local, County, and State
Levels, March 30 - April 2, 1993

16. Estuaries on the Edge: The Vital Link Between Land and Sea, 1996 American
Oceans Campaign

17. Guidance on Stormwater Drainage Wells Draft for Review, Version 2.07. July
1997. EPA Office of Groundwater and Drinking Water

18. Guidance manual for the Preparation of NPDES Permit Applications for Storm
Water Discharges Associated with Industrial Activity Document No. USEPA
505/8-91-002, April 1991 USEPA Office of Water (EN-336)

19. Handbook on Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention and Control Planning -
Document No. EPA (625/R-93/004), September 1993 USEPA Office of Research
and Development Washington DC 20460

20. Investigation of Inappropriate Pollutant Entries into Storm Drainage Systems - A
User’s Guide Document No. EPA/600/R-92-238, January 1993, EPA Office of
Research and Development Washington, DC 20460

21. National Water Quality Inventory o 1994 Report to Congress USEPA 841-R-95-
005, December 1995 EPA Office of Water Washington, D.C.

22. Northern Virginia Soil and Water Conservation District, USEPA Department of
Water. Developing Successful Runoff Control Programs for Urbanized Areas
Final Report. Fair’fax, Virginia. July 1, 1994

23. NPDES Storm Water Sampling Guidance, Document No. EPA 833-B-02-001,
July 1992 EPA Office of Water (EN - 336)

24. NRDC, Poison Runoff: A Guide to State and Local Control of Non-point Source
Water Pollution, April 1989

25. Pollution Program Affiliates, Inc. Water: The Challenge of Cleansing Rivers and
Oceans, April 7, 1994

26. The Rensselaerville Institute. The EPA Stormwater Management Program
Report, Vol. 1. October 1992

27. Saving Bays and Estuaries: A Handbook of Tactics, Document No. USEPA
503/8-88-001, June 1988 EPA Office of Marine and Estuaries Protection

Because of the extensive volume of material that comprises this Administrative Record, the Regional 2
Board reserves the right to introduce additional documents that may have been inadvertently left out at
this time,
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28. A State and Local Government Guide to Environmental Program Funding
Alternatives, Document No. EPA 841-K-94-001, January 1994 EPA Office of
Water (4503F)

29. Storm Water Discharges Potentially Addressed by Phase II of the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Storm Water Program - Report to
Congress, Document No. EPA 833-K-94-002, March 1995 EPA Office of Water
(4203)

30. Storm Water Management for Construction Activities - Developing Pollution
Prevention Plans and Best Management Practices, Document No. ? USEPA
Office of Water (WH-547)

31. Terrene Institute Washington, D.C., Urbanization and Water Quality: A Guide to
Protecting the Urban Environment, March 1994

32. Treatment and Disposal of Hazardous Waste, Hazardous and Toxic Wastes
Associated with Urban Storm Water Runoff, Document No. EPA 600-9-90-037
Remedial Action, 1990 EPA & Pitt and Field

33. Urban Storm Water Toxic Pollutants: Assessments, Sources, and Treatability,
Stormwater NPDES Related Monitoring Needs Torno, Harry C., Editor, !995

34. Urban Stormwater Quality Enhancement - Source Control, Retrofitting, and
Combined Sewer Technology, Torno, Harry C., Editor

35. Urban Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Committee, Guidelines for Urban
Erosion and Sediment Control, October 1991

36. U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, Economic Valuation of Natural Resources: A Handbook for
Coastal Resource Policymaker, June 1995

37. US Department of Commerce, Methodology for Analysis of Detention Basins for
Control of Urban Runoff Quality, National Technical Information Service,
September 1986

38. USEPA Office of Water, Coastal Nonpoint Pollution Control Program-
Development and Approval Guidance, January 1993

39. USEPA Office of Water, Guidance Specifying Management Measures for
Sources of Nonpoint Pollution in Coastal Waters Section 6217(g) of the Coastal
Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments of 1990, Washington DC, January 1993

40.    USEPA Office of Water. Municipal Wastewater Management Fact Sheets
Stormwater Best Management Practices. Washington D.C. September 1996

41. USEPA Region V. National Conference on Urban Erosion and Sediment
Control: Institutions and Technology. January 1980

Because of the extensive volume of material that comprises this Administrative Record, the Regional
Board reserves the right to introduce additional documents that may have been inadvertently left out at
this time.
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42. USEPA, Region 5 (Water Division, Wetlands and Watershed Section, Watershed
Management Unit), USEPA Office of Wastewater Enforcement and Compliance
Permit Division NPDES Program and Stormwater Section, Urban Runoff
Management Information/Education Products

43. USEPA, Storm Water Management for Industrial Activities - Developing Pollution
Prevention Plans and Best Management Practices, Document No. USEPA 832-
R-92-006, September 1992

44. Water-Supply Paper 2363: Techniques for Estimation of Storm-Runoff Loads,
Volumes, and Selected Constituent Concentrations in Urban Watersheds in the
United States. Washington D.C. 1990. United States Geological Survey Driver,
Nancy E. & Tasker, Gary D

45. Watershed Management Institute and Terrene Institute in Cooperation with
USEPA, Fundamentals of Urban Runoff Management: Technical and Institutional
Issues, August 1994

C. LOS ANGELES REGIONAL

46. An Assessment of Inputs of Fecal Indicator Organisms and Human Enteric
Viruses from Two Santa Monica Storm Drains - Technical Report, Santa Monica
Bay Restoration Project, June 1990

47. An Assessment of Monitoring and Data Management Needs in Santa Monica
Bay - Final Report, Submitted to The Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project,
Southern Cal. Coastal Water Research Project and EcoAnalysis, Inc., May 13,
1991

48. Assessment of Storm Drain Sources of Contaminants to Santa Monica Bay - Vol.
II (Review of Water and Wastewater Sampling Techniques with an Emphasis on
Stormwater Monitoring Requirements), Stenstrom Michael K. Dept. of Civil and
Environmental Engineering (UCLA) & Strecker Eric W. (Woodward-Clyde
Consultants), May 1993

49. Assessment of Storm Drain Sources of Contaminants to Santa Monica Bay - Vol.
III (Surface Drainage Water Quality Monitoring Program Plan), Stenstrom,
Michael K. Dept. of Civil and Environmental Engineering (UCLA) & Strecker Eric
W. (Woodward-Clyde Consultants), May 1993

50. Assessment of Storm Drain Sources of Contaminants to Santa Monica Bay - Vol.
IV (Selection of Best Management Practices for Control of Storm Water Pollution
to Santa Monica Bay), Stenstrom, Michael K. Dept. of Civil and Environmental
Engineering (UCLA) & Strecker Eric W. (Woodward-Clyde Consultants), May
1993

Because of the extensive volume of material that comprises this Administrative Record, the Regional 4
Board reserves the right to introduce additional documents that may have been inadvertently left out at
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51. Assessment of Storm Drain Sources of Contaminants to Santa Monica Bay - Vol.
I (Annual Pollutant Loadings to Santa Monica Bay from Storm Water Runoff),
Stenstrom, Michael K. Dept. of Civil and Environmental Engineering (UCLA) &
Strecker Eric W. (Woodward-Clyde Consultants), May 1993

52. Assessment of Storm Drain Sources of Contaminants to Santa Monica Bay - Vol.
V (Toxicity of Dry Weather Urban Runoff), Lau, Simlin and Stenstrom, Michael K.
Dept. of Civil and Environmental Engineering (UCLA) & Steven Bay from
Southern California Coastal Water Research Project, June 14, 1994

53. Basin Plan for the Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties,
Adopted by CRWQCB, LA Region, June 13, 1994

54. Caltrans District 7 - Stormwater Monitoring Summary Report, Tetra Tech, Inc.

55. Chemical Contaminant Releases into Santa Monica Bay (Executive Summary
Based on a Pilot Study), Environmental Health Sciences UCLA, School of Public
Health, American Oceans Campaign, June 1993

56. Chemical Contaminant Release into The Santa Monica Bay: A Pilot Study,
Environmental Health Sciences UCLA, School of Public Health, Final Report to
American Oceans Campaign, June 12, 1993

57. Electronic Data Print Out, BPTC Sites Region 4 LA Harbor

58. An Epidemiological Study of Possible Adverse Health Effects of Swimming in
Santa Monica By - Final Report, Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project, May 7,
1996

59. Heal the Bay - 1993 State of the Marina Report, Marina Del Rey, Bower Aimee
and Gorke Roger, July 9, 1993

60. Heal the Bay 1993 Third Annual Beach Pollution Report Card, Gorke Roger with
technical review by Gold Mark, 1993

61. The HydraulicNVater Conservation Division Los Angeles County Department of
Public Works: Hydrologic Report, 1987-1988

62. The Hydraulic/Water Conservation Division, Los Angeles County Department of
Public Works: Hydrologic Report, 1988-1989

Because of the extensive volume of material that comprises this Administrative Record, the Regional 5
Board reserves the right to introduce additional documents that may have been inadvertently left out at
this time.
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63. The Hydraulic/Water Conservation Division, Los Angeles County Department of
Public Works: Hydrologic Report, 1990-1991

64. The Hydraulic/Water Conservation Division, Los Angeles County Department of
Public Works: Hydrologic Report, 1991-1992

65. The Hydraulic/Water Conservation Division, Los Angeles County Department of
Public Works: Hydrologic Report, 1993-1994

66. Illicit Discharge Investigation Approach, Ventura Countywide Stormwater Quality
Management Program, February 1995

67. Los Angeles Petition of NRDC for Review of Stormwater/Urban Runoff Discharge
Permit (Order No. 90-79), Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
Response, October 19, 1990

68. Los Angeles County 1997-98 Stormwater Monitoring Report. Los Angeles
County Department of Public Works, SCCWRP, & Woodward-Clyde
Consultants. July 10, 1998

69. Los Angeles County Drainage Area Review - Draft Feasibility Report, US Army
Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District, September 1991

70. Los Angeles County Department of Public Works: Waste Management Division,
NPDES Permit No. CA0061654 (Phases II and III) - Proposed Stormwater/Urban
Runoff Monitoring Program (Mass Emissions Sites), 1994

71. Marine Studies of San Pedro Bay, California Part 2-H - The Marine Environment
of marina Del Rey, Harbors Environmental Projects University of Southern
California,

72. Marine Studies of San Pedro Bay, California, Part 20F -The Marine Environment
of Marina Del Rey (A Report to the Department of Beaches and Harbors, County
of Los Angeles), Jones Burton H.; Oguri, Mikihiko; and Soule, Dorothy F.,
Harbors Environmental Projects University of Southern California, March 1991

73. The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California - Annual Report, MWD -
Fiscal year July 1, 1988 to June 30, 1989, 1989

74. The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California - Annual Report, MWD -
Fiscal Year July 1, 1989 to June 30, 1990, 1990

Because of the extensive volume of material that comprises this Administrative Record, the Regional 6
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75. National Research Council, Monitoring Southern California’s Coastal Water, 1990
October 1991 - June 1992

76. Newport Bay Watershed: Construction Activities/Best Management Practices
Plan for Sediment Control, Boyle Engineering Corporation - Water Resources
Division, Technical Memorandum - November 1981

77. NPDES Permit No. CA0061654 - Santa Monica Bay Drainage Basin (Proposed
Stormwater/Urban Runoff monitoring Program), Los Angeles County Dept. of
Public Works: Waste Management Division Water Quality Management Section,
August 17, 1993

78. Pie Grant, Brash Industries, Dec. 30, 1995

79. Port of Long Beach - Nonpoint Source Storm Water Program, Presented to the
LA Regional Water Quality Control Board, July 19, 1994

80. Potential Groundwater Contamination from Intentional and Nonintentional
Stormwater Infiltration: Cooperative Agreement No. CR819573. Clark, Shirley,
Parmer, Keith & Pitt, Robert, Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering.
Cincinnati, Ohio. May 1994

81. Quality and Beneficial Use Investigation of the Los Angeles River: Prospects for
Restored Beneficial Uses, Danza, James M. Water Environmental Studies M.S.,
California State University, Fullerton, June 1994

82. Report of Stormwater Monitoring Winter of 1994-1995, Los Angeles County
Public Works, March 1996

83. Review of Monitoring and Response Protocol for the Malibu Creek Watershed,
Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project - Report, Trim Heather, November 1994

84. Santa Monica Bay Stormwater Pollutant Reduction Study, Engineering-Science
for City of Los Angeles Wastewater Program Management Division, December
1987

85. Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project, Progress Update 1990, 1990

86. The Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project, Ozone Disinfection and Treatment of
Urban Storm Drain Dry-Weather Flows: A Pilot Treatment Plant (Demonstration
on the Kenter Canyon Storm Drain Systems in Santa Monica), Greene, Gerald
E., Associate Civil Engineer, June 1992

Because of the extensive volume of material that comprises this Administrative Record, the Regional    "7
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87. The Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project, Pathogens and Indicators in Storm
Drains Within the Santa Monica Bay Watershed, June 1992

88. Santa Monica Bay Characterization Study, MBC Applied Environmental
Sciences, Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project, April 1993

89. Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project, Public Summary of the Santa Monica Bay
Restoration Plan, December 1994

90. Santa Monica Bay Restoration Plan- The Coastal Watersheds, Santa Monica
Bay Restoration Project, September 1994

91. Santa Monica Bay Stormwater Pollutant Reduction Study: Volume I Study
Results and Recommendation, Engineering-Science City of Los Angeles
Wastewater Program Management Division, June 1994

92. Santa Monica Bay Stormwater Pollutant Reduction Study: Volume I Study
Results and Recommendation, Engineering-Science City of Los Angeles
Wastewater Program Management Division, June 1994

93. Santa Monica Bay Area Municipal Storm Water/Urban Runoff Pilot Project-
Evaluation of Potential Catch Basin Retrofits. San Diego, CA, Psomas &
Associates, UCLA, & Woodward-Clyde for Santa Monica Cities Consortium
September 1998

94. State Coastal Conservancy, Los Angeles River - Park and Recreation Area
Study, December 1993

95. Storm Drains as a Source of Surf Zone Indicators and Human Viruses to Santa
Monica Bay. August 1991

96. Storm Runoff in Los Angeles and Ventura Counties, Final Report- Los Angeles
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles, California
Regional Water Quality Control Board, 1988

97. Southern California Coastal Water Research Project - Annual Report, 1987

98. Southern California Coastal Water Research Project - Annual Report, 1987

99. Southern California Coastal Water Research Project (SCCWRP), Annual Report
1990-1991 and 1991-1992, November 1992

Because of the extensive volume of material that comprises this Administrative Record, the Regional 8
Board reserves the right to introduce additional documents that may have been inadvertently left out at
this time.
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100. Ten-Year Data Summary 1977-1987, California State Mussel Watch, May 1988

101. Toxic Substances Monitoring Program, Ten Year Data Summary 1978-1987,
August 1990

102. Toxicity of Stormwater Runoff in Los Angeles County - Annual Report, Southern
California Coastal Water Research Project, 1988-1989

!03. UC Davis Final Report Site Specific Study for Effluent Dominated Streams (San
Gabriel River, Santa Clara River, Calleguas Creek), April 18, 1994

104. UCLA Storm Water Pollution Control Transportation Industries Outreach and
Education, June 8, 1995

105. USDA - Natural Resources Conservation Service, Malibu Creek Watershed
Natural Resources Plan (Draft), March 1995

106. Ventura Countywide Stormwater Quality Management Program Annual Report,
Sheydayi, Alex, Chair of Management Committee, September 1995

107. Waterbodies, Wetlands, and their Beneficial Uses in the Los Angeles Region (4)
- A Report Presented to LA Regional Water Quality Control Board - Volume 1,
Hanes, Ted L.; Lloyd, William J.; Saint, Prem K., California State University,
Fullerton, July 1993

108. Waterbodies, Wetlands, and their Beneficial Uses in the Los Angeles Region (4)
- A Report Presented to LA Regional Water Quality Control Board - Volume 2,
Hanes, Ted L.; Lloyd, William J.; Saint, Prem K., California State University,
Fullerton, July 1993

D. WATER PROGRAM GUIDANCE FROM OTHER AREAS

109. 1994 Puget Sound Water Quality Management Plan, Puget Sound Water Quality
Authority, May 18, 1994

110. 1997 Annual Meeting Proceedings, Washington DC, American Society of
Landscape Architects, 1997

111. 1998 Annual Meeting Proceedings, Washington DC, American Society of
Landscape Architects, Portland, 1998

Because of the extensive volume of material that comprises this Administrative Record, the Regional 9
Board reserves the right to introduce additional documents that may have been inadvertently left out at
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112. 1999 Annual Meeting Proceedings, Washington DC, American Society of
Landscape Architects, 1999

113. Action Plan Demonstration Project: Demonstration of Gasoline Fueling Station
Best Management Practices, Final Report, Submitted to U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Region IX, October 1994

114. Actions Speak Louder than Legislation - Positive Experiences Provide Direction
for Urban Runoff Management, Water Environment and Technology, January
1996

115. Advances in Modeling the Management of Stormwater Impacts, Guelph, Ontario,
1996

116. Analysis of Urban BMP Performance and Longevity - Final Report Dept. of
Environmental Programs, Metropolitan Washington, Council of Govt., August
1992

117. Better Site Design: A handbook for Changing Development Rules in Your
Community for the Site Planning Roundtable, Center for Watershed Protection
Ellicott City, Maryland, August 1998

118. Blueprint for a Clean Bay - Best Management Practices to Prevent Stormwater
Pollution from Construction Related Activities, Bay Area Stormwater
Management Agencies Association, 1995

119. Best Management Practices for Storm Water and Industrial Sanitary Sewer
Pollution Control: Non-Point Source Pollution Control Program, Santa Clara
County

120. Caltrans, Storm Water Runoff Management Literature Review, March 1996

121. Center for Watershed Protection Silver Springs, Maryland. Site Planning for
Urban Stream Protection, Schueler, Tom, December 1995

t22. City and County of San Francisco Department of Public Works: Best
Management Practices Study, August 1992

123. The Clock is Ticking to Comply with New Stormwater Regulations, Forrest, Carol
L. and Oakley, Monica M., March 1991

Because of the extensive volume of material that comprises this Administrative Record, the Regional t0
Boar(~ reserves the right to introduce additional documents that may have been inadvertently left out at
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124. A Consortium of Local Agencies Best Management Practices for Industrial Storm
Water Pollution Control, Alameda County Urban Runoff Clean Water Program

125. Compost Stormwater Filter Evaluation, Everett, WA., Leif, William T. P.E
Snohomish County Department of Public Works, January 1999

126. Comprehensive Watersheds Ordinance for City of Austin, TX, 1986

127. Controlling Toxic Pollution in Urban Storm Water Runoff - Options for Local
Government, August 1988

128. A Current Assessment of Urban Best Management Practices - Techniques for
Reducing Nonpoint Source Pollution in the Coastal Zone, Anacostia Restoration
Team Department of Environmental Programs Metropolitan Washington Council
of Governments, March 1992

129. Developing Successful Runoff Control Programs for Urbanized Areas, Fairfax
Virginia, North Virginia Soil District, July 1, 1994

130. Design for Change- Vision, Value, Community, 1996 Annual Meeting
Proceedings, Washington DC, American Society of Landscape Architects, 1996

131. Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems for Chesapeake Research Consortium,
Clayton, Richard A. & Schueler. Thomas R., Center for Watershed Protection
Silver Spring MD, December 1996

132. Design of Urban Runoff Quality Controls, New York, New York, Roesner, Larry
A., Sonnen, Michael B., & Urbonas Ben. 1989

135. The Economics of Stormwater BMP’s in the Mid-Atlantic Region. Brown, Whitney
& Shcueler, Thomas. Center for Watershed Protection Silver Springs, Maryland.
August 1997

136. Good Practices to Protect Our Creeks and Bay - Guidelines for Restaurants,
Grocery Stores, Cafeterias, Bakeries, and Delicatessens, Santa Clara Valley
Nonpoint Source

137. Impervious Surface Reduction Study - Final Report - Water Resources Program,
City of Olympia Dept. of Public Works, May 1995

Because of the extensive volume of material that comprises this Administrative Record, the Regional 1 |
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138. Impervious Surface Reduction Study - Executive Summary- Water Resources
Program, City of Olympia Dept. of Public Works, January 1996

139. The Importance of Imperviousness, Watershed Protection Techniques, Vol. 1,
Number 3, Fall 1994

140. Industrial Stormwater Pollution Control Compliance - A Comprehensive Source
Book for Federal, State, and Regional Regulatory Requirements and Information
Resources, Santa Clara Valley Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program,
December 1992

141. Modern Methods for Modeling the Management of Stormwater Impacts, Guelph,
Ontario, 1995

142. Municipal Storm Water Management, Ann Arbor, Debo, N. Thomas & Reese, J.
Andrew. 1995

143. National Stormwater Best Management Practices Database Version 1.0,
American Society of Civil Engineering, June 1996

144. The New Federal Stormwater Regulations, Public Works (City, County and
State), February 1991

145. North Natomas Drainage Design and Procedures Manual, City of Sacramento
Department of Utilities, July 1998

146. Opportunities in Sustainable Development: Strategies for the Chesapeake Basin,
Hill, Margaret, American Society of Landscape Architects, March 1997

147. Orange County - NPDES Stormwater Permit Program Proposed Monitoring
Program Orange County Flood Control District, The County of Orange and Its
Twenty - Nine Incorporated Cities, February 20, 1991

148. Orange County NPDES Stormwater Program: Drainage Area Management Plan,
Submitted to the San Diego and Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control
Boards, April 1993

149. Performance Measures for the National CSO Control Program, AMSA:
Association of Metropolitan Sewerage Agencies, January 1996

Because of the extensive volume of material that comprises this Administrative Record, the Regional 12
Board reserves the right to introduce additional documents that may have been inadvertently left out at
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150. Rapid Watershed Planning Handbook: A Comprehensive Guide for Managing
Urbanizing Watersheds for the USEPA, Office of Wetlands Oceans and
Watersheds & Region V, Center for Watershed Protection Ellicott City, Maryland,
October 1998

151. Results: A Retail Gasoline Outlet and Commercial Parking Lot Storm Water
Runoff Study Project N. $2498, Western States Petroleum Association and
American Petroleum Institute, September 26, 1994

152. Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (NPDES
Municipal Stormwater Application for Permit Renewal) Flood Control District,
Santa Ana Watershed, County and Cities of Riverside County, January 3, 1995

153. Santa Clara Valley Nonpoint Source Study. Vol. 1 : Loads Assessment Report
(Final Report), February 22, 1991

154. Santa Clara Valley Non-Point Source Program - Proposed Storm Water
Management Plan, Section 9, December 20, 1994

155. Second Nature: Adapting LA’s Landscape for Sustainable Living, Lipkis, Andy,
Treepeople, 1999

156. Sediment Removal in Catch Basins and Catch Basin Inserts, Everett, WA., Leif,
William T. P.E. Snohomish County Department of Public Works, March 1998

157. Stormwater Management: Pond Design Example for Extended Detention Wet
Pond, Clayton, Richard A. Jr., P.E., Center for Watershed Protection Ellicott City,
Maryland, December 1995

158. Storm Water Best Management Practices for Retail Gasoline Outlets Western
States Petroleum Association, Project No. $2498, January 12, 1996

159. Stormwater Discharges: Regulatory Compliance and Best Management
Practices, New York, Dennison, Mark S. 1996

160. Stormwater Management Manual for the Puget Sound Basin - The Technical
Manual Washington State Department of Ecology, February 1992

161. Stormwater Strategies: Community Responses to Runoff Pollution. Clarke
Aponte, George P., Cameron, Diane M., Frank, Andrew G., & Lehner, Peter H.
Natural Resources Defense Council, May 1999

Because of the extensive volume of material that comprises this Administrative Record, the Regional 13
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162. Summary Report: Vehicle Service Facility Waste Minimization Program, 1993

163. Training Seminar, Storm Water Compliance: Municipal Techniques and
Strategies, American Public Works Association California Chapter, December 10,
1993

164. Thermal Impacts Associated with Urbanization and Stormwater Management,
Best management Practices: Appendices, Dubose, Robert & Galli, John,
Department of Environmental Programs, Metropolitan Washington Council of
Governments, December 1990

165 Thermal Impacts Associated with Urbanization and Stormwater Management,
Best management Practices: Final Report, Galli, John Department of
Environmental Programs, Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments,
December 1990

166. Urban Drainage and Flood Control District. Urban Storm Drainage Criteria
Manual Vol. 3: Best Management Practices. Denver, Colorado. September 1,
1999

167. Urban Hydrology: A Multidisciplinary Perspective. Lancaster, Pennsylvania.
Lazaro, Timothy R., 1990

168. Urban Runoff Quality Management: WEF Manual of Practice No. 23 & ASCE
Manual and Report on Engineering Practice No. 87. Alexandria, Virginia,
American Society of Civil Engineers, 1998

169. Urban Storm Drainage - Criteria Manual Vol. 3 (Best Management Practices),
Urban Drainage and Flood Control District, Denver, Colorado, September 1992

170. Urban Stormwater: An Overview for Municipalities, Public Works, December
1990

171. Water Quality Best Management Practices Manual - For Commercial and
Industrial Businesses, Resource Planning Associates, June 30, 1989

172. Water Quality Protection for Automotive Businesses - 1st Edition Business
Partners for Clean Water, November 1990

173. Western States Petroleum Association, Service Station Storm Water Runoff
Study Contract No. DT 308-02, October 5, 1993

Because of the extensive volume of material that comprises this Administrative Record, the Regional 14
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E. APPLICABLE LAWS AND POLICIES

174. Attorney’s General’s Statement for the State National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System Program and State Pretreatment Program, State of California
Office of the Attorney General, May 1987

175. Code of Federal Regulations Part 122 July 1, 1992

176. Comparison of Los Angeles County Draft Storm Water Permit with Similar
Permits in Orange and Santa Clara Counties, March 25, 1996

177. Comparative Cost of the LA County Storm Water Management Program,
CRWQCB Los Angeles Region, July 9, 1996

178. Draft Interim Permitting Approach For Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations In
Storm Water Permits, June 10, 1996

179. Economic Benefits of Runoff Controls, EPA, September 1995

180. Environmental Impacts of Stormwater Discharges: A National Profile, EPA, June
1992

181. EPA - Interpretative Policy Memorandum on Re-application Requirements for
Municipal Separate Storm Water Sewer Systems, May 17, 1996

182. EPA National Water Quality Inventory, 1994 Report to Congress - Executive
Summary, 1994

183. Federal Register Environmental Protection Agency 40 CFR Parts 122, 123, 124,
and 504 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit Application
Regulations for Storm Water Discharges; Proposed Rule, December 7, 1988

184. Federal Register Environmental Protection Agency, 40 CFR Parts 122, 123, and
124 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit Application
Regulations for Storm Water Discharges Final Rule, November 16, 1990

185. Guidance Manual For The Preparation Of Part 2 Of The NPDES Permit
Applications For Discharges From Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System,
USEPA, November 1992

Because of the extensive volume of material that comprises this Administrative Record, the Regional 15
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186. Letter from EPA to Regional Board, November 16, 1989

187. Liquid Assets: A Summertime Perspective on the Importance of Clean Water to
the Nation’s Economy. USEPA Document No. 800-R-96-002. (see Table of
Contents attached), May 1996

188. Memo regarding compliance with Water Quality Standard in NPDES Permits
Issued to Municipal Separate Storm Sewers Systems, t, E. Donald, Asst. Adm. &
General Counsel, U.S. EPA, January 9, 1991

189. Memo addressed to Archie Matthews (Division of Water Quality) regarding
compliance with Coverage of State Highways Under Municipal Storm Water
Permits, Jennings, Elizabeth, Senior Staff Counsel, December 2, 1992

190. Memo addressed to William H. Crooks (Executive Officer) regarding compliance
with Municipal Storm Water for Stockton, April 23, 1993

191. Memorandum addressed to Storm Water Permit Program Coordinators -
Municipal Storm Water Management Plan Components, September 8, 1994

192. Memo addressed to Water Management Division Directors Region I - X
regarding compliance with Storm Water Enforcement Strategy, January 12, 1994

193. Memo addressed to Regional Water Board (Executive Officer) regarding
compliance with Transmittal of the Final Storm Water Compliance Strategy -
California Storm Water Compliance and Enforcement Strategy, March 3, 1994

194. Memo addressed to Urban Runoff Task Force regarding compliance with Non-
storm Water Discharges -- Municipal Permits, April 7, 1995

195. Memo Addressed to Bruce Fujimoto (Division Of Water Quality) regarding
Municipal Storm Water Permits: Compliance With Water Quality Objectives,
Jennings, Elizabeth of SWRCB, October 3, 1995

196. Memo addressed to Catherine Tyrrell, et al. regarding legal issues Raised in
Draft Storm Water WDR’s/NPDES Permit for LA County, et al., Leon, Jorge
SWRCB Senior Staff Counsel, January 10, 1996

197. NPDES Memorandum of Agreement Between the USEPA and CSWRCB

Because of the extensive volume of material that comprises this Administrative Record, the Regional 16
Board reserves the right to introduce additional documents that may have been inadvertently left out at
this time.
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198 NPDES Storm Water Program Question and Answer Document Volume 2,
USEPA

199. Results of the Nationwide Urban Runoff Program, Executive Summary, USEPA,
December 1983

200. Role of Municipalities in the Implementation of State General NPDES Permits for
Storm Water Associated with Industrial Activity to Maryann Jones, SWRCB,
USEPA Region 9, Bromley, Eugene, December 1993

201. State Water Resources Control Board - Order No. WQ 91-03, State of California

202. State Water Resources Control Board - Order No. WQ 91-04, State of California

Because of the extensive volume of material that comprises this Administrative Record, the Regional
Board reserves the right to introduce additional documents that may have been inadvertently left out at
this time.
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STANDARD STORM WATER MITIGATION PLANS

WORKSHOP

August 10, 1999,
I:30 - 4:30

Conference Rooms A and B, Main Building
Los Angeles County Department of Public Works

900 South Fremont Avenue, Alhambra

1. Welcome and Introductions - Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer, Regional Water
Quality Control Board [10 mini

2. Numerical Measures for Storm Water Mitigation - Overview - Dr. Robert Brashear,
Camp Dresser McKee [25 + 5 mini

3. Development Planning - Program Implementation in the Bay Area - Diane Pierce,
Alameda County Clean Water Program [25 + 5 rain]

4. Development Planning - Program for the Unincorporated area of Los Angeles County -
Tim Piasky, Los Angeles County Department of Public Works [20 + 5 min]

5. Break [15 rain]

6. Countywide Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans - Overview - Los Angeles
County Department of Public Works, Tim Piasky [10 rain]

7. Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans - Issues of Concern to Permittees - Tom
Kennedy, Los Angeles Countywide Permit Subcommittee [25 min]

8. Questions and Comments - Xavier Swamikannu/Dennis Dickerson, Regional Water
Quality Control Board [30 mini

9. Wrap-up - Dennis Dickerson, Regional Water Quality Control Board [5 min]
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STANDARD STORM WATER MITIGATION PLANS

WORKSHOP

August 10, 1999,
1:30-4:30

Conference Rooms A and B, Main Building
Los Angeles County Department of Public Works

900 South Fremont Avenue, Alhambra
¯

1. Welcome and Introductions - Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer, Regional Water
Quality Control Board [10 min]

2. Numerical Measures for Storm Water Mitigation - Overview - Dr. Robert Brashear,
Camp Dresser McKee [25 + 5 mini

3. Development Planning - Program Implementation in the Bay Area - Diane Pierce,
Alameda County Clean Water Program [25 + 5 mini

4. Development Planning - Program for the Unincorporated area of Los Angeles County -
Tim Piasky, Los Angeles County Department of Public Works [20 + 5 mini

5. Break [15 min]

6. Countywide Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans - Overview - Los Angeles
County Department of Public Works, Tim Piasky [10 rain]

7. Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans - Issues of Concern to Permitlees - Tom
Kennedy, Los Angeles Countywide Permit Subcommittee [25 mini

8. Questions and Comments - Xavier Swamikannu/Dennis Dickerson, Regional Water
Quality Control Board [30 mini

9. Wrap-up - Dennis Dickerson, Regional Water Quality Control Board [5 min]
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OUTLINE FOR DISCUSSION

I. NPDES Permit CAS614001 Part 2.111.A.1.c (Development of SUSMPs)

A.    Efficient Irrigation not included b/c it is an exempt discharge.

II. Development of SUSMP$ based on Permit, comments received from
Permittees and interested parties, and with some consultation with from
experts in the field.

III. Sources of Information (design manuals, developers, experts in the field)

IV. Subcommittee Issues

A. "0.6 inches of rainfall from impervious directly connected areas"
B. Scientific justification for implementation of BMPs when their effectiveness

is uncertain.
C. Maintenance.
D. Laundry list of RWQCB approved recommended BMPs list.
E. Less prescriptive requirements.
F. How will increasing pervious areas help reduce pollution in stormwater

runoff.
G. Maximum extent practicable.
H. Loading docks.

V. Differences between County’s and Permittees’ version of the SUSMPs

A. 0.6 inches vs. 0.75 inches of rainfall to be mitigated.
B. Definition of redevelopment.
C. CDS on list of BMPs
D. Mitigate Stormwater Runoff was only included for 100+ Home Subdivisions,

10-99 Home Subdivisions, and 100,000+ Commercial Developments in the
Permittee versions.

VI. Other Perspectives

A. Development Community
B. Implementation

VII. August 10, 1999 Development Planning Workshop

July 15, 1999
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In development of these SUSMPs we received comments andlor consulted with:

Woodward Clyde (Barb Klos)
CDM (Don Schroeder)
Robert Bein, William Frost & Associates (Scott Taylor)
Dr. Fred Lee
Dr. Richard Horner
Valencia Company/Newhall Land and Farming (Jane Nelson and Mark Subbotin)
Building Industry Association (Ray Pearl)
Sikand Engineering Associates
Brash Industries
LA County Regional Planning
Western States Petroleum Association
Larwin Company
Several Permittees (Cities of Vernon, Industry, Downey, Santa Monica, Los Angeles,

Long Beach, etc.)

Sources of Information

¯ ASCE Urban Runoff Quality Management, WEF Manual of Practice No. 23, ASCE
Manual and Report on Engineering Practice No. 87.

¯ California BMP Handbooks (Municipal, Industrial, and Construction)
¯ Start at the Source (Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association)
¯ Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Development Rules in Your

Community (Center for Watershed Protection)
¯ Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (Center for Watershed Protection)
¯ Low-Impact Development Design Manual (Prince George’s County, MD)
¯ Controlling Urban Runoff: A Practical Manual for Planning and Designing Urban

BMPs (Department of Environmental Programs, Metropolitan Washington Council
of Governments)

¯ Evaluation and Management of Highway Runoff Water Quality (US Department of
Transportation)

¯ Best Management Practice Guide Retail Gasoline Outlets
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MR JAMES D ClAMPA
LAGERLOF, SENECAL, MR MARK DELAPLAINE MR. CHARLES GALE
BRADLEY & SWIFT LLP t CALIF COASTAL COMMISSION ~ BLDG INDUSTRY ASSOC OF SO CAL

~01 N LAKE AVE 10TH FLR 45 FREMONT STREET 20TH FLR 1330 VALLEY VISTA DRIVE
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105-2219 DIAMOND BAR CA 91765-3924SADENA CA 91101-4107

MR RICHARD MONTEVIDEO MS RITA LEROUX
RUTAN & TUCKER LLP MR JOHN WILSON WHITTLER CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT
611 ANTON BL STE 1400 14221 ALTA PLACE 7211 S WHITTIER AVE
COSTA MESA CA 92626-1998 WESTMINSTER CA 92683-4103 WHITTIER CA 90602-1123

DR GORDON LABEDZ MR JOHN LARNER
SURFRIDER FOUNDATION C J McDONALD EL SEGUNDO UNIFIED SCHOOL

GREEN CLEEN DISTRICT8112 MARINA PAClFICA DR N #5
LONG BEACH CA 90803-3804 21315 MULHOLLAND DRIVE 641 SHELDON STREET

WOODLAND HILLS CA 91364-5935 EL SEGUNDO CA 90245-3036

MS KAREN GRIEGO
DELISE SHEARER U S DEPT OF HUD MR STEVE LATIOLAIT
2312 RUHLAND AVENUE APT 1 ENVIRONMENTAL UNIT ACT DIR/FAC PLANNING & SERV
REDONDO BEACH CA 90278-2545 611 WEST SIXTH STREET COLLEGE OF THE CANYONS

LOS ANGELES CA 90017-3101 26455 ROCKWELL CANYON RD
SANTA CLARITA CA 91355-1803

MR GERALD GREENE MR RON WlLKNISS MR MIKE KISSEL
BOYLE ENGINEER!NG WESTERN STATES PETROLEUM CARL KARCHER ENTERPRISES
1501 QUAIL STREET 505 N BRAND BL STE 1400 1200 NORTH HARBOR BL
NEWPORT BEACH CA 92658-9020 GLENDALE CA 91203-1925 ANAHEIM CA 92801-2493

MR SCOTT H CAMPBELL MR JIM PAULK
BROWN WINFIELD & CANZONERI ACE CARTER UNITED ANGLERS OF SO CALIF
300 S GRAND AVE STE 1500 P O BOX 667 16835 ALGONQUIN STREET STE 357
LOS ANGELES CA 90071-3125 ACTON CA 93510-0667 HUNTINGTON BEACH CA 92649-

3852

MR LARRY SMITH JR
MR MARK REESEENVIRONMENTAL MGT DIVISION            MR DAVID B BREARLEY ESQ
ARCO PIPE LINE COMPANYLOS ANGELES HARBOR DEPT 2440 S HACIENDA BL STE 223

P O BOX 151 HACIENDA HEIGHTS CA 91745-4770 5900 CHERRY AVENUE
SAN PEDRO CA 90733-0151 LONG BEACH CA 908054454

MR STEVE COMLEY MR MARTIN E ZVIRBULIS MS ERIN S ATWATER
ARCO PIPE LINE COMPANY SAN GABRIEL VALLEY WATER CO M W D STE 305
5900 CHERRY AVENUE P O BOX 6010 13191 CROSSROADS PARKWAY N
LONG BEACH CA 90805-4454 EL MONTE CA 91734-2010 INDUSTRY CA 91746-3497

MR MICHAEL DRENNAN MS CAROL WILLIAMS MR KEN KEATON
MONTGOMERY WATSON MAIN SAN GABRIEL BASIN CALTRANS/DISTRICT 7
301 NORTH LAKE AVE #600 WATERMASTER PUBLIC TRANS/RAIL/STORMWATER
PASADENA CA 91101-4126 725 N AZUSA AVE 120 SOUTH SPRING STREET

AZUSA CA 91702-2507 LOS ANGELES CA 90012-3684

~ JOSEPH G JOHNS MR STEVEN W VAWTER MR BRET E. WILLIAMS
=NVICOM CORPORATION INNOVATIVE CONSULTANTS P O BOX 18462
28328 AGOURA ROAD 3740 CAMPUS DRIVE STE 200 BEVERLY HILLS CA 902094462
AGOURA HILLS CA 91301-2406 NEWPORT BEACH CA 92660-2661
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MR JOHN J HARRIS
MS MITZI TAGGARTRICHARD WATSON & GERSHON             MR CARLOS URRUNAGA HEAL THE BAY333 SOUTH HOPE STREET           _ CRWQCB                         -
2701 OCEAN PARK BL STE 150US ANGELES CA 90071-1469           WATERSHED REGULATORY SECTION
SANTA MONICA CA 90405-3523

MR DAVID BECKMAN MS SHEILA JAMES KUEHL
N R D C MS JANICE LEE CALIFORNIA STATE ASSEMBLY

5420 PARKMOR -- STATE CAPITOL6310 SAN VICENTE BL STE 250
LOS ANGELES CA 90048-5426 CALABASAS CA 91302 P O BOX 942849

SACRAMENTO CA 94249-0001

MR PAUL TANTET
SOURCE CONTROL PROGRAM MR. RICHARD WATSON MS JOYCE CLARK

R. WATSON & ASSOCIATES                 M W D SUITE 305500 W LOS ANGELES AVE               g 21922 VISO LANE 13191 CROSSROADS PARKWAY NSIMI VALLEY CA 93065-1644 MISSION VlEJO, CA 92691 CITY OF INDUSTRY CA 91746-3497

MR DAVID BELASCO MS LENORA KIRBY
GENERAL MANAGER RESOURCE CONSERVATION DIST MS BETTYE J M WERTHMAN
WASTEWATER REMEDIATION OF SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS S C A G PLANNING & POLICY
442 S MONTGOMERY WAY 122 NORTH TOPANGA CANYON 818 WEST 7TH ST 12 FLOOR
ORANGE CA 92668-4015 BOULEVARD LOS ANGELES CA 90017-3435

TOPANGA CA 90290-3836

MARIANNE YAMAGUCHI
MR STEVE FLEISCHLI                       MR JOHN KLAUSSENSANTA MONICA BAY RESTORATION SANTA MONICA BAYKEEPER                CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTALPROJECT

320 WEST 4TM STREET STE 200 ~ P O BOX 10096 ASSOCIATES
LOS ANGELES CA 90013-1105 MARINA DEL REY CA 90295-6096 423 WASHINGTON ST 3RD FL

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111-2339

MS STEPHANIE LOVE P:\...\ADMIN\CLERICAL\LABELS\INTPART SUSIE STOKES
KEITHS COMPANY Y.98 TISHMAN CONSTRUCTION CORP
2955 RED HILLAVENUE 11400 OLYMPIC BLVD STE 1500
COSTA MESA CA 92626-5976 June 8, 1999 LOS ANGELES CA 90064-1579

PAUL CASE
SAM RAMIREZ URBAN BUILDING CONTRACTORS JULIE GRAVEL
TURNER CONSTRUCTION CO & CONSULTANTS VANIER CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMEN
555 W TH ST 37 FLOOR 11835 W OLYMPIC BLVD STE 800 650 S SPRING ST 11FLR
LOS ANGELES CA 90013-1007 LOS ANGELES CA 90064-1145 LOS ANGELES CA 90014-1907

JOHN KUPRENAS KELLY ASPER
VANIER CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT SOONJA VINIEGRA WESTERN COUNCIL OF CONSTRUCTIO
3435 WlLSHIRE BLVD STE 250 VINIGRA & VINIEGRA ARCHITECTURE CONSUMERS
LOS ANGELES CA 90020-2019 1314 WlLSHIRE BLVD 19700 S VERMONT AVE STE 220

LOS ANGELES CA 90502-1705 TORRANCE CA 90502-1125

KELLY NEEDHAM FRED SALDANA
WLC ARCHITECTS OCONNOR CONSTRUCTION ART HARTNELL

PARSONS BRINCKERHOFF
10470 FOOTHILL BLVD MANAGEMENT INC 7070 WlLSHIRE BLVD STE290019600 FAIRCHILD STE 300RANCHO CUCAMONGA CA 91730-3754 LOS ANGELES CA 90017-3501IRVINE CA 92612-2511

ED PEARSON PAUL MURDOCH ROGER SONEJA
/,RSONS BRINCKERHOFF PAUL MURDOCH ARCHITECTS SIMPLEX CONSTRUCTION

444 S FLOWER ST STE 1850 1250 S LUCERNE BLVD MANAGEMENT INC
LOS ANGELES CA 90071-2925 LOS ANGELES CA 90071-6804 970 N TUSTIN AVE STE 208

ANAHEIM CA 92807-1726
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LANI SAKODA STEPHEN WEN DAVE WETZLER
SR CONSULTANTS STEPHEN WEN & ASSOCIATES STERLING CONSTRUCTION INC
2698 MATARO STREET 77 N MENTOR AVE 8291 UTICA AVE STE 100
~SADENA CA 91107-3416 PASADENA CA 91106-1767 RANCHO CUCAMONGA CA 91730-3847

LYNELL WASHINGTON NELSON TONG JOHN BEGINTEC MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS INC INTEL CONSTRUCTION JB DEVELOPMENT735 S FIGUEROA ST STE 566 P O BOX 71067 559 W COVlNA BLVDLOS ANGELES CA 90017-2571 LOS ANGELES CA 90071-0041 SAN DIMAS CA 91733-2911

JEFF DUN MICHAEL L MAXWELL DOUG SERENO
KOLL CONSTRUCTION MAXWELL CONSULTING GROUP MONTGOMERY WATSON
4343 VON KARMEN 5855 NAPLES PLAZA STE 216 301 N LAKE AVE STE 600
NEWPORT BEACH CA 92660-2083 LONG BEACH CA 90803-5080 PASADENA CA 91101-4126

GERT KOERNER WILLIAM COOK
MORSE DIESEL INTERNATIONAL OBREIN KREITZBERG INC FERNANDO CALDERON
450 SANSOME ST STE 900 911 WlLSHIRE BLVD STE 1800 GATEWAY SCIENCE & ENGINEERING
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111-3317 LOS ANGELES CA 90017-3447 300 N LAKE AVE SUITE 520

PASADENA CA 91101-4119

MARTIN R GRAVES                         JAMES THURBERROBERT DENHAM DEGENKOLB ENGINEERS GEOTECHNICAL CONSULTANT INCDCl CONSTRUCTION 12100 WlLSHIRE BLVD SUITE 480 1533 E FOURTH STREET2698 DAWSON AVE LOS ANGELES CA 90025-7119
LONG BEACH CA 90806 SANTA ANA CA 92701-

HENRY BROWN TERRI GRANT HANSEL PHELPS CONSTRUCTON CO
HAB CONSTRL~CTION LOS ANGELES COUNTY 2415 CAMPUS DRIVE SUITE 10117732 DARLINTON AV E SUIT E 9 DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS IRVINE CA 92715-1596
LOS ANGELES CA 90049-5227 P.O. BOX 1460

ALHAMBRA, CA 91802-1460

LIAN BARNETT                              BARTON ANDERSONHDR ENGINEERING INC HIGHLAND CONSTRUCTION HMC GROUP ARCHITECTS1 W. CITY BOULEVARD ECONOMICS 3280 EAST FOOTHILL BLVDSUITE 900 72114 FOLLENSBEE LANE PASADENA CA 91107-3147ORANGE CA 92868-3610 RANCHO MIRAGE CA 92270-

RICHARD WHITTINGTON GEORGE A ROMERO ENRIQUE RIUTORT
ABACUS PROJECT MANAGEMENT ACG ENVIRONMENT AGRA EARTH & ENVIRONMENTAL INC
20201 SW BIRCH STREET SUITE 240 1750 14TH STREET SUITE C 4201 SANTA ANA STREET SUITE F
NEWPORT BEACH CA 92660-1773 SANTA MONICA CA 90404 ONTARIO CA 91761

LYDIA VIAN ALLEN DAVIDSON CHRIS COOPER
AGRA EARTH & ENVIRONMENTAL INC ALCON CONSTRUCTION ANALYTICAL PLANNING SERVICES INC
1290 NORTH HANCOCK ST 9581 BUSINESS CENTER DRIVE SUITE F 15707 ROCKFIELD SUITE 225
ANAHEIM CA 92817- RANCHO CUCAMONGA CA 91730 IRVINE CA 92618

FF FROMHERTZ RALPH EBERTS
BLACK & VEATCH TERRY LYSEK

,3L CONSULTING ENGINEERING 800 WlLSHIRE BLV D SUITE 600 BOVIS CONSTRUCTION INC
3280 E FOOTHILL BLVD SUITE 350 LOS ANGELES CA 90017-2611 11755 WlLSHIRE BLVD SUITE 2450
PASADENA CA 91107 LOS ANGELES CA 90025-1543
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DAVID GROVESDAVVN FRANCIS CAMP DRESSER MCKEE CBM CONSULTING INCBURGESS CONSULTANTAS INC 18881 VON KARMAN AVE SUITE 1200 17601 S DENVER AVE900 E MAIN ST SUITE 104 IRVINE CA 92714-4918
~-ANTA MARIA CA 93454 GARDENA CA 90248

BLAIR SEIBERT
STEPHEN BARNES CHELSEA DESIGN GROUP LINDY BEARD
CH2M/HILL 3415 S SEPULVEDA CMM CNSTRUCTORS
3 HU’I-TON CIRCLE DR SUITE 200 LOS ANGELES CA 90034-6060 2431 CHICO AVE
SANTA ANA CA 92707 EL MONTE CA 91733

CLIFF MULLER RICHARD ZlEBELL SY EXTER
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT & CONTINENTAL CONSTRUCTION CRSS CONSTRUCTION INC
SUPERVISION MANAGEMENT INC 2500 MICHELSON DR SUITE 100
14200 VENTURA BLVD UNIT 206 21730 DEVONSHIRE ST IRVINE CA 92715-1545
SHERMAN OAKS CA 91423 CHATSWORTH CA 91311

ED CUNNINGHAM                           JEFF DIERCK
BRUCE KUCH CUNNINGHAM CONSTRUCTION SAFEWAY VONSN COMPANY INCCRSS CONSTRUCTORS CONSULTING INC P O BOX 33385015 EAGLE ROCK BLVD SUITE 100 P O BOX 8323 LOS ANGELES CA 90051-1338LOS ANGELES CA 90041-1900 LA CRESENTA CA 91224-

NORMAN B HOUSTONMARGRET LEONG FERDINAND DAVIS STOVALL DEVELOPMENT CORPSHAPELL HOUSING INC SHARPER DESIGN GROUP 4000 E FAIRMONT ST8383 WlLSHIRE BLVD 700 5471 VALLEY RIDGE LOS ANGELES CA 90063-3349BEVERLY HILLS CA 90211 LOS ANGELES CA 90043-2257

CECILIA JACKSON MR. JIMMY BLACKMAN CMGT CONSTRUCTION CO
SUNFLOWER FAMILY DEVELOPMENTS OFFICE OF ASSEMBLYMAN ANTONIO TAN CHOR
P O BOX 50667 _ VILLARAIGOSA 535 W COLORADO BLVD 3RD FLR
PASADENA CA 91105 300 S. SPRING ST., STE. 16505 GLENDALE CA 91204-

LOS ANGELES, CA 90013

EDMOND DRINKARD DIR SHELBY L JORDAN MR. TED MORTON
TERRE DEVELOPMENT INC THE JORDAN DEVELOPMENTGROUP AMERICAN OCEANS CAMPAIGN
1539 MANOR GATE RD 29108 POSEY WAY 725 ARIZONA AVENUE #102
HACIENDA HIEGHTS CA 91745 RANCHO PALOS VERDES CA 90274 SANTA MONICA, CA 90401

WINSTON W ROBERTS                      RON PRECHTLHOWARD RUBY R & R ARCHITECTS R PRECHTL REAL ESTATE DEVLPMTR & B DEVELOPMENT CO 1137 HUNTINGTON DR P O BOX 337552222 CORINTH AVE SOUTH PASADENA CA 91030
LOS ANGELES CA 90064-1600 GRANADA HILLS CA 91344

STEVE HOLGATE MYRON LIEBERMAN
REALTECH DEVELOPMENT & CONST RlVCO COMMUNITIES INC. RIVERSIDE DRIVE DEVELOPMENT CO
JEFF BU3-FIKOFFER P O BOX 3292 6043 TAMPA AVE
2080 CENTURY PARK E PENTHOUSE PALM DESERT CA 92261 TARZANA CA 91356
LOS ANGELES CA 90067-2001

~FERY S LEVINE TERRENCE REDD WALTER MILLER
ONALD LEVlNE CONST & INVEST S & L CONSTRUCTUION WALTER I MILLER DEVL INC

9350 WILSHIRE BLVD 250 P O BOX 83635 414 13TH ST 4TH FLR
BEVERLY HILLS CA 90210 LOS ANGELES CA 90045 OAKLAND CA 94612
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TOM STOLL NICHOLAS M BROWN
DEE ZINK WEINSTEIN DEVELOPMENT CO WEST AMERICA CONSTRUCTION CORP
B I A OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 13462 VALLEY VISTA BLVD 8929 WlLSHIRE BLVD 400
~005 VENTURA BOULEVARD SHERMAN OAKS CA 91423 BEVERLY HILLS CA 90211

~LABASAS, CA 91302

VIRGINIA PARKER ABRAHAM ASSIL
VVESTLAND DEVELOPMENT GROUPVVESTERN FAMILY HOMES INC 11816 GORHAM AVE8530 WlLSHIRE BLVD 404 LOS ANGELES CA 90049-5483BEVERLY HILLS CA 90211

EDWIN WOLL ANN TRELEASE RONNIE JONESTOMKO WOLL GROUP ARCHITECTS INC TRELEASE ARCHITECT TUMOHR CONSTRUCTION CO8563 VENICE BLVD 1060 20TH ST 18 1122 N LA BREA AVELOS ANGELES CA 90034-2548 SANTA MONICA CA 90403 INGLEWOOD CA 90302-1213

BILL KAUFMAN                             GERALD TRIMBLESTEVEN MA’I-I’HEWS U S A PROPERTIESU S BUILDERS INC 3179 TEMPLE AVE 170 USC REAL ESTATE DEVL CORP
11333 MOOREPARK ST 507 POMONA CA 91768 801 S HOOVER ST
TOUCA LAKE CA 91602 LOS ANGELES CA 90007-2445

MARVA SMIHT BATTLE BEY ROBERT REISINGERJOHN STUCKI VERMONT SLAUSON ECO DEVL CORP NELLE REISINGER DEVELOPMENTSTUCKI AUTOMOTIVE 5918 S VERMONT P O BOX 118 31842 S ROBERTSON BLVD LOS ANGELES CA 90044-3791 DEL MA R CA 92014-1183LOS ANGELES CA 90035-4317

GREGORY NORMAN GARY STEFFENS
NORMAN DEVELOPMENT CO CHARLIES AUTO MAINTENANCE PACIFIC WEST REDEVELOPMENT

P O BOX 6008 " 1058 N AVOLON BLVD GRUOP
BEVERLY HILLS CA 90212 WILMINGTON CA 90744-4506 2072 OAKWOOD ST

PASADENA CA 91109-

MARK GOLD JEFFREY MONICAL
MARK DUPEE ~ HEAL THE BAY NOVA DEVELOPMENT

3641 LAVELL DRPANEGEA DEVELOPMENT CO 2701 OCEAN PARK BOULEVARD1127 10TH ST 102 LOS ANGELES CA 90065-3442
SANTA MONICA CA 90403 SUITE 150

SANTA MONICA, CA 90405

PATRICK OBI MICHAEL TANSEY
PATCO BUILDERS PETERSON & TANSEY DEVELOPMENT PHILLIP KOZELY DESIGNS
14623 HAV~FHORNE BLVD 206 688 S SANTA FE STE 100 8524 ALCOTT ST
LAWNDALE CA 90260 LOS ANGELES CA 90021- LOS ANGELES CA 90035

MARVIN SACHSE AFFILIATED DEVELOPMENT GROUP INC GENE MEWBORN
BRASH INDUSTRIES MEDAK GEORGE MEWBORN DEVELOPMENT
13442 BALI WAY 201 S LAKE AVE STE 708 3010 LAMPLIGHTER ST
MARINA DEL REY CA 90292-6913 PASADENA CA 91101 SlMI VALLEY CA 93065

CAHEL FRAZIO JEFF NADEL MARK CLAYTON
_OVERNMENT AFFAIRS DEPUTY NADEL FAMILY PROPERTIES NATIONAL CONSTRUCTION & DEVL

980 NINTH STREET STE 1480 11111 JEFFERSON BLVD 5191 CORP
SACRAMENTO CA 95814-2720 CULVER CITY CA 90231-5191 4523 VAN NUYS BLVD 202

SHERMAN OAKS CA 91403
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NORMAN ROBICHAU JIM OGBURN .~ JACQUELINE LAMBRICHTS
ROBICHAU AUTOMOTIVE 9607 S SAN PEDRO STREET FRIENDS OF LOS ANGELES RIVER
7822 ALHAMBRA AVE LOS ANGELES CA 90003~,324 P.O. BOX 292134

~NOGA PARK CA 91304-6605 LOS ANGELES, CA 90029

JACQUELINE LAMBRICHTS
FRIENDS OF LOS ANGELES RIVER
115 W. CALIFORNIA BLVD., #183
PASADENA, CA 91105
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES

M.E ’I~E~’ M~RTINEZ ".

Hm’ry W. SIone, Director

~t of Public Works
County of Los Angeles
P. O. Box 1460
Alhambra, CA 91g02-1460

Attn.: Trrri M. Gram
Suffusing Civil Engineer iT[
Environmental Programs Division

Dear Mr. Stone:

COMMENTS ON DRAFT STANDARD URBAN STORMWATER MITIGATION PLANS

The City appr~iat~ the opportunity to mvi~v ~ �omm~ on the proposed draft Model Standant
Urban Stormwat~ Mitigation P[aos (SUSMPs).

The City is concerned that the draR Model SUSMPs appear to be inc~rtsiste~ with the requiremez~
of the Developmem Planmng Model Program (Model) and the Municipal Sterne, rater Permit This
immnsis~en~7 will create implementation difficulties for all Petmittees and needs to be corrected.

The draft Model SUSMPs do not delineate the anticipated pollutants of eozmem associated with each
development category. Evaluation of potential signifirant impacts associated with each land-use
type would better asset Permittees in understanding the pollutants of most �onctrn associated with
each land-us~ ca~gory and in selecting the most aFlmx)Friam Best Managtment Practir,s (BMPs).
"l’lx~forr. the City r~tt~ts that fl~ dr~ Model SUSMPs i~ modified to incluck: infommion
rggarding the specific pollutants of conc~’n ~asociated with each ofth~ s~v~n identified land-u,w
categories.

The brnefi~ of pollution prevention and minimization activities and policies ate not addressed in
the drgt Model SUSMPs or provid~i as an incentive or option to sn’uctuml considerations. In
s~eml cases pollution pr,~vemion and minimization activities could have a much morn signgic~mt
b~n~fit to stormwatm" quality, and overall environmgnml quali~, than any structural BMPs. The
City r~commends that the Model SUSMPs includ~ appropriate source-control BMPs.

The City. understands the time con.swaints facing ~II Permittees as well as the County’s d~lline for
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completing the Model SUSMPs by J~ly 30, 1999. However, we feel the Model SUSMPs is an
essent~a/elemeat of achieving stormwater pollution prevention. We request an opporRmity to
revicw and provide comments on the revised Model SUSMPs l~ior to finalization and subzmtxal to
the Executive Officer of Los Angeles Regional Water Quafity Control Board_ We are available to
meet with you at your convemence.

Al~ached~ please find the detailed comments on six-�~� BMPs and SUSMPs for your cons~de~aon.
If you have any questions, please call me or Wing Tam a~ (213) 847-8346 or (213) 847-5225,
respectively.

Gary Lee Moore, P.E.
Pro~ Manager
Stormwater Management

GLM/MS/WKT:I~

Barb GarretL CLA.
Maribel Matin. BPW
Judith Wilson. BOS
Frank Eberhard. CP
Liltian KawasakL EAD
Chris W~’thoff. City Attorney
Jim Langley. BOS
Morad Sedrak. BOS
Wing Tam.
Shob~ Ikbai.
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A’T’I’ACHMENT

CITY OF LOS ANGELES COMMENTS
ON LOS ANGELES COUNTY MODEL STANDARD URBAN STORMWATER

MITIGATION PLANS

SUSMPs Reqnircmm1~ for aH "Priority Projects"

The dmR Model SUSMPs and the transmitting cover letter imply that all.projects which fall into the
seven development categori~ l~sted in Permit Section IR.A. I .� are Priority Projects and th~re
mqui~ SUSMPs. "Fne Permit defines Priority Projects as lml,’jec~ tha~ have i~m ~ ro have
a potential significant impact on water quafity by the Building Official. The City anticipates
revicwing all discrmionary wojems, not just ,.hose listed in Pezmit Section III.A.I.c. for potentially
signLficam wa~ quality impacts, consistent with the California Environmcnlal Quality Act. We am
uaawa~ at this point of any ~ quality inlbrmation ~aat indicates that all seven developmem
categories included in Permit Section III.A. 1.c. regardless of size, previous land use, ecological
sensitivity of adjacent or downs=tam az~as, or elemems indad~ in lxoposed l~ect plato, would
result in a potently significant impacts on ,,water quality. Futlim’mom, depending upon those and
other factors, impacts that may be identified ar~ anticipated to vary from project to project even if
they aze within the same dev~lolancat category. Therefore,. it is im~rtam that each Permiuee have
the ability to review discretionary projects and to mitigate significam irapacts via SUSMPs.

The draR Model SUSMPs "~und" section nc~Ls to be modified to include clarifying language
that preserves and reflects ti~ discretion provided to each Permittcc in ~ if SUSMPs are
reqmred for Priority Projects that do not identify significant water quality impacts. The language
which indicates that the SUSMPs "must be incorporated into design plans" for all development
projects iden~ed in Permit Section III.A. 1.c is inconsist~ s~dth the rt’quirements of the Permit and
ne~ts to be deleted,

Definition of New Improvement and Redevelopment

While the City agx¢~ h is al~:q~iate to consider m:iev¢lopment projects in the application of
SUSMPs, we suggest that only those discr~ioaaxy mdeveiopm~-nt projects with significam
s~ormv~ater quality impacts be subject to stormwater con~xol measures.

Absence ofSourct,-eontroi BMPs

The benefits of pollution prevention and minimization activities and policies are not ~ in
the draft SUSMPs or provided as an incentive or option to structural considerations. In several
cases, pollution l:aX, vention and minimization activities could have a much more significant benefit
to stormwater quality "and ova’all cuvLrormacntal quality, than any stmmuml BMP. The City
recommends that the Model SUSMPs include appropnatc sourcc-control BMPs.
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Propo~d Run-Off Reduction Requirement

The 0.6-h,~h rainfall reducuon mquirem©nt does not demonstrate a �lear nexus as to its
appmpn=eness for all land-use types from a szormw=er pollution standpoint. The City reque~s
~ 0.6.-inches of rainfall be deleted and replaced with the requiremem ofzhe Permit: "minimi~, to
the maximum ~xt~nd pr~,’ticabie, the amount of stormwatrr directed w impermeable

From an equitable standpoint, them is a need to regulate like sourr~ ~lually. R~quiring restaurants
to mducc run-off by 0.6-inches of rainlhli, while not requiring dry-cl~n~s, indtmtrial thcili6es,
public facilities, hotels, et~. to do the same appears to be arbitrary and ¢atmcious. In addition, some
existing developmenm may have a high percentag© of permeable sm’fm~, and raflmz lhan being
mwardcd for this progressive developmem planning, upon m~! redev~lopment flmy will be penalized
by being further requis~ to reduce run-off, despi~e their previous efforts. "I’hc run-off reduction
reqmrement would hav~ significant impacts for those individuals proposing to develop open |ots,
and could ultimamly impect redevelopment efforts. Thc City requcsts flm~ the County respond to
legal "mldng" issues msociamd with the proposed run,off-reduction mq~ and investigate the
potential impacts of thc requirement on redevelopment pmgranm. In addition, an environmcn~
evolution sddressing potential pollution Izans-fer from one media to ~or, ber asso~a~d with such
a rrq~ shonld be undcmk~.

Comments on Slmriflc SUSM’P/BMP

In addition, frum an equitable standpoint. BMP requirements should be tailor~[ to the degree of
pollunon potential within same category of projects based on their siz~ or level of a~iviti~s. For
example, an Auto Shop tha~ has facilities to repair 5 cars a day �learly do not conlribulr as much
pollutant as the one that rrpa~ 20 cars a day. For luther information, pI~ sec Appendix D of
the Model.

Protect Slopes artd Channels: Flexibility in application of different slope stabilization and erosion
control me-~sur,zs should be ax the discretion of the Permittees. because majority of the Permittecs
have such requirements adov, ed in their building codes. Allowing Permittees to tailor their SUSMP
requirements so that the BMPs do not conflict with building codes will fa~ilimm implementation of
the program.

R0070736



Singl~ Faro@ Hillside Rexidence: The gtvcn d~mition of’hillside" significantly alt~,~ th~ m~ning
as intended in the Developmcm Planning Model Pmgrmn. This definition should be revised m
conform to the Developmenx Planning Model Program.

Properly Design Equipment/Accessory Wash Arew. The second bullet doesn’~ state how the wash
wa~ and storm runoffis to be conveyed from the wash ~ Requirements for proper connection
to sammry sewer with rain water diversion system should be added.

Properly Design Common Trash S~orage Areas: (]) This requir~mem should only be applicable to
outdoor storage of materials that have a potential to pollute ~ormw~_.er. Outdoor stm’age of inert
material would not have a significant impact on stormwater quafit7. (ii) The definition given for the
"common area" is mo broad. It should be narrowed down to include only mauioor material s~orage

Property Design Repair/Maintenance Bays: (l) First bullet should be revised as follows:
"Repair/maintenance bays must be indoon or designed in such a way that cks~n’t allow comac~ with
stormwater and s~rmwau~ run-on. (ii) The last ~ of the ~.�ond bullet should be revised to
include the ~t ~hat "Industrial Waste Discharge Permit will be requit~ ff di.w, harge to

Properly Design Vehicle./Equipmen~ I~ash Areas: Includ~ th~ r~qu~xaem r, ba~ wash a~ must
Isevern susmwa~er run-on f~m da¢ surmuadiag area with berms or gmd¢ ~ or mu~ have a rain
wa~er diversion symem.
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

900 SOI.T]’H FREMON’I" AVE~I~JE
ALHAMBRA, CALITOPJqlA 9|803-1331

T~hG~e: (626) 458-5100
liAIL~Y W, ST(3~g, Dit,.,eC~Or ADDRESS ALL CORRP..SPONDENCE TO

P,O. BOX 1460

August 12, 1999                                                     ~u~. c~u,o~ 91~-~460

tN PJ~t.lf ]~E,~
m~o,~= EP-3

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

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

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

STANDARD URBAN STORMWATER MITIGATION PLANS

I am writing to clarify the intended meaning of some wording in the Standard Urban
Stormwater Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs) submitted to you on July 21, 1999.

At the workshop held on August 10, 1999, regarding SUSMPs, you indicated that the
following statement in the SUSMPs would be interpreted to mean that all runoff would
need to be mitigated:

"The development must be designed so as to mitigate (infiltrate and/or treat)
the site runoff generated from impervious directly connected areas that may
contribute pollutants of concern to the stom’P, vater conveyance system".

The actual intent of that statement was to omit a numerical standard from the SUSMPs.
Enclosed is a revised version of the SUSMPs to clarify the intended meaning.

If you have any questions, please call me at (626) 458-5948, Monday through Thursday,
7:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m.

Very truly yours,

HARRY W. STONE
Director of Public Works

TSRRI M. GRANT
Supervising Civil Engineer III
Environmental Programs Division

TG:sv Pint-it" Fax Note    7671 mm~-L| Z J01q [l~ =sI~

cc; All Permittees

R0070738



I00+ HOME SUBDIVISION

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

A I00+ home subdivision is defined as any subdivision lot being developed for more than 100
single-family or multi-family homes.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quafity Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean WiRer Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwiRer discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban StormwiRer Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. The Permittees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own city, de SUSMP. Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop, Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will need to implement the appropriate
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for 100+ Home
Subdivision projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any pre-
existing regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a predetermined
threshold, the new an~d the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of new improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the new improvements
need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-determined threshold shall be consistent with the
local jurisdiction’s policy for application of other building codes to new improvements.

Al,l~t~t 11, 1999
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100+ HOME SUBDIVISION
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Pa~e 2

Peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed pro-development levels for
developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate may result in an increased
potential for downst~mn ~rosion.

If applicable, the following items arc required and must be implemented in the site layout during
the subdivision design and approval process, consistent with applicable General Plan and Local
Area Plan policies:

¯ Every effort shall be made to concen~-ate or cluster development on portions of a site while
leaving the remaining land in a natural undisturbcxi condition.

¯ Limit clearing and grading of native vegetation at a site to the minimum amount needed to
build lots, allow access, and provide fire protection.

¯ Maximize trees and other vegetation at each site by planting additional vegetation, clustering
tree areas, and promoting the use of native and/or drought tolerant plants. Wherever
practical, promote natural vegetation by using parking lot islands and other landscaped areas.

¯ Preserve riparian areas and wetlands.

Storrnwater runoff from a site has the potential to con~ibute oil and grease, suspended solids,
metals, gasoline, pe~icides, and palisagens to the stormwater conveyance system. The
drvelopment must be d~signed so as to minimize, to the maximum extent practicable (MEP), the
introduction of po~Jutants of concern that may result in significant impacts, genera~e~t from site
runoff of directly connemed impervio~ areas (DCIA), to the stormwater conveyance system as
approved by the building official. Pollutants of concern, as defined by the Permit, consist of any
pollutants that exhibit one or more of the following characteristics: current loadings or historic
deposits of the pollutant are impacting the beneficial uses of a receiving water, elevated levels of
the pollutant are found in sediments of a receiving water and/or have the potential to
bioaccumulate in organisms therein, or the detectable inputs of the pollutant are at a level high
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leO+ HOME SUBDMSION
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
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enough to be considered potentially toxic to humans and/or flora and fauna. DCIA is defined as
the area covered by pavement, building and other impervious surfaces which drain directly into
the storm drain without first flowing across pervious areas (e.g. lawns).

In meeting this specific requirement, "minimization of the pollutants of concern" will require the
incorporation of a BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of
pollutant loadings in that runoff to the MEP. Those BMPs best suited for that purpose are, at a
minimum, those Hated in th~ California Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbooks as
"likely to have significant hnpact" beneficial to water quality for targeted pollutants that are of
concern m the site in question. However, it is possible that a combination of BMPs not so
designated may, in a particular circumstance, be best suited to maximize the reduction of the
pollutants.

Example Best Management Practices (BMPs)

The following are examples of BMPs that can be used for minimizing the introduction of
pollutants of concern that may result in significant impacts, generated from site runoff of DCIA,
to the stormwater conveyance system. (See Table 1: Suggested Resources for additional sources
of information):

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewalks
and streets. However, sidewalk widths must still comply with regulations for the Americans
with Disabilities Act and other life safety requirements.

¯ Design residential streets for the minimum required pavement widths needed to comply with
all zoning and applicable ordinances to support travel lanes; on-street parking; emergency,
maimenauce, and service vehicle access; sidewalks; and vegetated open channels.

* Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to minimize the number of residential
street cul-de-sacs and incorporate landscaped areas to reduce their impervious cover. The
radius of cul-de-sacs should be the minimum reqaired to accommodate emergency and
maintenance vehicles. Alternative tumarounds should be considered.

¯ Use permeable materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or interior roadway
surfaces (examples: hybrid lots, parking groves, permeable overflow parking, etc.).

¯ Use open space development that incorporates smaller lot sizes.

Reduce building density.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce overall lot imperviousness by
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100+ HOME SUBDIVISION
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 4

promoting alternative driveway sm’faces and shared driveways that connect two or more
homes together.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce the overall imperviousness
associated with parking lots by providing compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions,
incorporating efficient parking lanes, and using pervious materials in spillover parking areas.

¯ Direct rooftop runoff to pe~ous areas such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas, and
avoid muting rooftop nmoffto the ~oadway or the stormwater conveyance system.

¯ Vegetated swales and strips (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Extended/dry detention basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Infiltration basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Infiltration trenches (Applicability and design criteria to be det~’mined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Wet ponds (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Constructed wetlands (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Oil/Water separators (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Catch basin inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Continuous deflective separation units (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by
the local jurisdiction)

¯ Storm drain inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Media filtration (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

Augt,,st 11,1999
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¯ Biore~tion facili~ (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Dry-wells (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Cisterns (Applicabi/ity and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Foundation planting (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

If applicable, 1he projcc~ plans must include BMPs consistent with local code and ordinance to
decrease the potential of slopes and/or channels from eroding and impacting storrnwater runoff:

¯ Convey runoff safely from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.

¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.

¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.

Instal] energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of new storm drains, culverts,
conduits, or channels that emer unlined channels in accordance with applicable specifications
to minimize erosion.

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplemenLs to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illqal
dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
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STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 6

posted along channels and creeks.

Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

Common outdoor material storage areas refer to storage areas or storage facilities solely for the
storage of materials used in the routine maintenance of common areas or common facilities such
as swimming pools, tennis courts, green belt areas, etc.

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stonnwater conveyance system. Where proposed
proj~t plans include common outdoor areas for storage of materials that may contribute
pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the following structural BMPs are required:

¯ Areas where materials are to be stored must be: (1) placed in an enclosure such as, but not
limited to, a cabine~, shed, or similar su’ucture that prevents contact with runoff or spillage to
the storm water conveyance system; or (2) prom:ted by secondary containment structures
such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
stormwater within the secondary containment ar~a.

A common trash storage area refers to an area where a trash receptacle or receptacles are located
for use by more than one household or dwelling unit as a repository for household wastes.

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All common trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas mus~ be screened or walled to prevem off-site transport of trash.
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Improper maintenance is one of the most common masons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and wha~ equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structm’al BMPs in project plans, Permittee staff will require thai the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred. This
transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility. For residential properties where the structural
BMPs are located within a common area which will be maintained by a homeowner’s
association, language regarding the responsibility for maintenance must be included in the
projects conditions, covenants and restrictions (CC&R’s). Printed educational materials will be
required to accompany the first deed trar~sfer to highlight the existence of the requirement and to
provide information on what stormwater management facilities are present, signs that
maintenance is needed, how the necessary maintenance can be performed, and assistance that the
Permittee can provide. It will also encourage the u~ansfer of this information with subsequent
sale of the property.

If structural BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior approval
from the County or other appropriate public agency and will be considered on a case by case
basis.
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TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (i 997) by Bay Area StormwaterBay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Managem~m Agencies As,~ociati~ Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of pexmeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

i~n of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomat R. Schuler 839! Main Sweet

Eliicot~ City, MD 21043
Presents detailed ensineering guidance on ten different4 i 0-461-8323
stormwater f’dtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Strevt

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Pre~nts guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual [or Use o! ]~ore~entlon in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Water~hed Protection Branch

9400 Pepperco~ Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for d~signing bioretention facilities~Landover, MD 20785

Oparstiou, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwuter Maugeme~t (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-53 l0
including, planning and design considerations,
progranunatic and wgulatory aspects, maintenance
considenttions, and co~tso

California Storm Water l~! Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for COnSl~uc~on A~ivity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Industrial/Comm~cial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 9]803
Pre~ents a description of a large variety of sut~turai and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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10 - 99 HOME SUBDIVISION

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

Any subdivision lot being developed for I 0 to 99 single-family or multi-family homes.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Conlrol Board (Regional Board) on July 15, ! 996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are 1o:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. The Permittees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories 00-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop, Retail Oasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will need to implement the appropriate
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for 10-99 Home
Subdivision projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any pre-
existing regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pre-determined
threshold, the new an~d the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of new improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the new improvements
need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-determined threshold shall be consistent with the
local jurisdiction’s policy for application of other building codes to new improvements.

Au~u~ 1 I, 1999
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Peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed we-development levels for
developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate may result in an increased
potential for downstremn erosion.

If applicable, the following items are required and must be implemented in the site layout during
the subdivision design and approval process, consistent with applicable General Plan and Local
Area Plan policies:

¯ Every effort shall be made to concentrate or cluster development on portions of a site while
leaving the remaining land in a natt~ undisturbed condition.

¯ Limit clearing and grading of native vegetation at a site to the minimum amount needed to
build lots, allow access, and provide fire protection.

¯ Maximize frees and other vegetation at each site by planting additional vegetation, clustering
tree areas, and promoting the use of native and/or drought tolerant plants. Wherever
practical, promote natural vegetation by using parking lot islands and other landscaped areas.

¯ Preserve riparian are.as and wetlands.

If applicable, the project plans mus~ include BMPs consistent with local code and ordinance to
decrease ~he potential of slopes and/or channels from eroding and impacting stormwater runoff:

¯ Convey runoffsafe]y from the tops of slopes and stabglize disturbed slopes.

¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.

¯ Vege~e slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.

R0070748
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¯ Install energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of new storm drains, culverts,
conduits, or channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable specifications
to minimize erosion.

Stormwater runoff fi’om a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids,
metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the stormwater conveyance system. The
development must be designed so as to minimize, to the maximum extent practicable (MEP), the
introduction of pollutants of concern that may result in significant impacts, generated f~om site
runoff of directly connects1 impervious areas (DCIA), to the stormwater conveyance system as
approved by the building official. Pollutants of concern, as defined by the Permit, consist of any
pollutants that exhibit one or more of the following characteristics: current ]oadings or historic
deposits of the pollutant are impacting the beneficial uses of a receiving water, elevated levels of
the pollutant are found in sediments of a receiving water and/or have the potential to
bioaceumulate in organisms therein, or the detectable inputs of the pollutant are at a level high
enough to be considered potentially toxic to humans and/or flora and fauna. DCIA is defined as
the area covered by pavement, building and other impervious surfaces which drain directly into
the storm drain without fu~t flowing across pervious areas (e.g. lawns).

In meeting this specific req~ent, "minimization of the pollutants of concern" will require the
incorporation of a BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of
pollutant loadings in that runoff to the MEP. Those BMPs best suited for that purpose are, at a
~ainimum, those listed in the California Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbooks as
"likely to have significant impact" beneficial to water quality for targeted pollutants that are of
concern at the site in question. However, it is possible that a combination of BMPs not so
designated may, in a particular circumstance, be best suited to maximize the reduction of the
pollutants.

Example Best Management Practices (BMPs)

The following are examples of BMPs that can be used for minimizing the introduction of
pollutants of concern that may result in significant impacts, generated from site runoff of DCIA,
to the stormwater conveyance system. (See Table 1: Suggested Resources for additional sources
of information):

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewMks
and ~. However, sidewalk widths must still comply with regulations for the Americans
with Disabilities Act and other life safety requirements.
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¯ Constructed wetlands (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Oil/Water separators (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Catch basin inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be deterrained by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Continuous deflective separation units (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by
the local jurisdiction)

¯ Storm drain inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Media filtration (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Bioretention facility (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Dry-wells (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Cisterns (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Foundation planting (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
’toqO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

Ju~ 19, 1099
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¯ Signs and protu’bitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted ~don8 charm, s and cr~ks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and sig~s must be malta:mad.

Common outdoor material storage areas refer to storage areas or storage facilities solely for the
storage of mate~als used in the muline maintenance of cormnon areas or common facilities such
as swimming pools, t~nnis courts, ~ be|t

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed
project plans include common outdoor areas for storage of materials that may contribute
polluUmts to the stormwater conveyance system, the following smmtural BMPs are required:

¯ Areas where materials are to be stored must be: (1) placed in an enclosure such as, but not
limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar structure that prevents conta~ with runoff or spillage to
the storm water conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary containment structures
such as benns, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently imI~’vious to conlain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area shou/d have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
stormwater within the secondary containment area.

A common lxash storage area refers to art area where a trash receptacle or receptacles are located
for use by more than one household or dwellin8 unit as a repository for household wastes.

Loose trash and debris can be easily U’m~ported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All common trash container areas must meet the following

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavemem diverted around
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of Wash.

R0070752
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Improper maintenance is one of the mos~ common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, aad what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) struclural BMPs in project plans, Permittee staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
responsibility for all s~uctural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred. This
transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sal~s or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility. For residential properties where the structural
BMPs are located within a common area which will be maintained by a homeowner’s
association, language regarding the responsibility for maintenance must be included in the
projects conditions, covenants and restrictions (CC&R’s). Printed educational materials will be
required to accompany the first deed transfer to highlight the existence of the requirement and to
provide information on what stormwater management facilities are present, signs that
maintenance is needed, how the necessary maintenance can be performed, and assistance that the
Permittee can provide. It will also encourage the transfer of this information with subsequent
sale of the property.

If structural BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the dcvetoper until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior approval
from the County or other appropriate public agency and will be considered on a case by case
basis.

July 19, 1999
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TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area Stormwater Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discus.cion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Fatering Systems ( ! 996) byCenter for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas g. Schuler 8391 Main SU’eet

Eilicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different410-461-8323
stormwater filtm’ing systems.

lktter Site Design: A Handbook for Changiag Center fo~ Watershed Protection
Development Rulm in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for ditIerent model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bloretentioa in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 6O0
l~-sent~ guidance for designing bioretention facilities. Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Malatenauce aud Management of Wate~’~hed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at sto~nwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

Coliforaia Storm Water Best Managemeat PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 9]803
presents a descriptiun of a large variety of structural and 626458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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100,000 SQUARE FOOT COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

Categorization as a commercial development of t00,000 or more square feet will be based on
total impermeable area, including parking are~, as opposed to lot size or building footprint.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Conlxol Board (Kegional Board) on July ]5, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwat~ discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primaw objectives are to:

Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban StormwaR~r Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
Im)grarn addressing Development Planning for the private sector. The Permittees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop, Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will need to implement the appropriate
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for 100,000 Square
Foot Commercial Development projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new
guidelines and any pre-existing regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pre-determined
threshold, the new and the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of new improvements is less than the pre-deterrnined threshold, only the new improvements
need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre<letermined threshold shall be consistent with the
local jurisdiction’s policy for application of other building codes to new improvements.

R0070755
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REQUIREMENTS

Peak storm waler nmoff discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development levels for
developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate may result .in an increased
potential for downstream erosion.

If app|icable, the project plans must include BMPs consistent with local code and ordinance to
decrease the potential of slopes and/or channels from eroding and impacting stormwater runoff:

¯ Convey runoff safely f~m the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.

* Stabilize pen’nanrnl channel crossings.

. Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.

Install energy dissipaters, such as tiptop, at the outlets of new storm drains, culverts, conduits, or
channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable specifications to minimize
erosion.

Stormwater runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids,
metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the stormwater conveyance system. The
development must be designed so as to minimize, to the maximum extent practicable (MEP), the
inlroduction of pollutants of concern that may result in significant impacts, generated from site
runoff of directly connected impervious areas (DCIA), to the stormwater conveyance system as
approved by the building official. Pollutants of concern, as defined by the Permit, consist of any
pollutants that exhibit one or more of the following characteristics: current loadings or historic
deposits oft he pollutant arc impacting the beneficial uses of a receiving water, elevated levels of
the pollutant are found in sediments of a receiving water and/or have the potential to
bioa~urnulate in organisms therein, or the detectable inputs of the pollutant are at a level high
enough to be considered potentially toxic to humans and/or flora and fauna. DCIA is defined as
the area covered by pavement, building and other impervious surfaces which drain directly into
the storm drain without first flowing across pervious areas (e.g. lawns).

\’~1~ 1 ~OWf~.PPUB~WATERVJ NIT 1 ~a~emtltee~8-11-99~orllme~ doc
1999
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In meeting this specific requirement, "minimization of the pollutants of conoern" will require the
incorporation of a BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of
pollutant ioadings in that runoff to the MEP. Those BMPs best suited for that purpose are, at a
minimum, those listed in the California Storm Water Best Management Pragtices Handbooks as
"likely to have significant impact" beneficial to water quality for targeted pollutants that are of
conoern at the site in question. However, it is possible that a combination of BMPs not so
designmed may, in a particular ci~xtstaoce, be best suited to maximize the reduction of the
pollutants.

Example Best Man~ement Pr~tices (BMPs)

The following are examples of BMPs that can be used for minimizing the introduction of
pollutants of conc, ern that may resth~ in significant impacts, generated fi’om site runoff of DCIA,
to the stormwater conveyance system. (See Table 1: Suggested Resources for additional sources
of information):

Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewalks
and streets. Howewr, sidewalk widths must ,still comply with regulations for the Americans
with Disabilities A~ and ol~er life safety n~luirements.

Use p~nneable materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or interior roadway
sttrfac~ (examples: hybrid lots, parking groves, l~rmeable overflow parking, etc.).

Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce the overall imperviousness
associated with l~rking lots by providing compact oar spa~es, minimizing stall dimensions,
incorporating efficient parking lanes, and using pervious materials in spillover parking areas.

¯ EYa~t rooftop runoff to psa’vious areas such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas, and
avoid muting rooftop runoffto the roadway or the stormwater conveyance system.

¯ Vegetated swales and strips (Applicability and design criteria to be detrrmined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Extended/dry detention basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Infiltration basins (Applicability and design cfileria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Infiltration trenches (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local

R0070757
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jurisdiction)

¯ Wet ponds (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Constructed wetlands (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Oil/Water separators (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Catch basin inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Continuous deflective separation units (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by
the local jurisdiction)

¯ Storm drain inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Media filtration (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Bior~ention facility (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Dry-wells (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Cisterns (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Foundation planting (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

R0070758
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Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to s~orm drain inlets. The stencil conlains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphic, a! icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspera~ solids to enter the stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed
project plans or activities may result in outdoor areas for storage or use of materials that may
contribute pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the following structural BMPs are

¯ Areas where materials are to be stored must be: (l) placed in an enclosure such as, but not
limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar structure that prevents contact with runoff or spillage to
the storm water conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary containment structures
such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
storm water within the secondary containment area.

R0070759
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Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All trash container areas must meet the following

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be .screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

Loading/unloading dock areas have the potential for material spills to be quickly transported to
the storrnwater conveyance system. To minimize this potential, the following design criteria are
required:

s Cover loading dock areas or design drainage to minimize rim-on and runoff of stormwater.

¯ Dir~ cormections to storm ~ from depressed l~ding d~ks (trek wells) are prohibited.

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and gasoline from the repair/maintenance bays
can negatively impact stormwater if allowed to come into contact with stormwater runoff.
Therefore, design plans for repair bays must include the following:

¯ Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow
stormwater rtmon or contact with stormwater runoff.

¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all washwater, leaks and spills.
Connect drains to a sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the
repair/maintenance bays to the storm drain system is prohibited. If required by local
jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit.

\~e~) T~PPL~WATE ~LINrI’I~° " " - 11-99~�orrm~x:e.doc
19, 1999
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Vehicle/equipment washing/s~m~ cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease,
so|,cent% phosphates, and suspended solids to the stormwater conveyance system. To alleviate
this problem, consider including in the project plans an area for washing/steam cleaning of
vehicles and equipment. If such an area is included in the site design, it must meet the following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, covere~ eqt~pped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment
facility, and property oonue~ed to a sanitary sewer.

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
fimction as designed or to fail entirely. It is hnportant to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of/n-ojec~ review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, PermilIee scarf will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
responsibility fo~" all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred. This
transfvr of property must have condilfions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s r~sponsibility.

If ~ BMPs are located within a public area .proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. The structm~ BMP proposed for transfer will n©~d prior approval
from the County or other appropriate public agency and will be considered on a case by case
basis.

R0070761
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TABLE 1: SUGGESTED ~URCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area StormwaterBay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2]01 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavemen~ and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Desip of Stormwater Fii~riag Systems (! 996) by Center for Watershed Protec~on
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas IL S6huler 8391 Main S~eet

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Desip: A Handbook for Chaaging Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules ia Year Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Elli¢ott City, MD 21043
pre~ents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

De~gu Manual for U~e of Biereta~llea in Priace George’s County
Stormwaler Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.Landover, MD 20785

Califoraia Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles Comity Department of Public Works
Handbooks (I 993) for Construction ActJv~y, Cashiers Of~ce
Municipal, end lndustriaFCommercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra. CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety ofst~ctural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.

\~eO I~¢ePobI~PPU~WATER~I" I~:~a,,~SUSUI~-,~rmiI~ 11-99~x~neme.doc
July 19, 19~9
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100,000 SQUARE FOOT COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT

STANDARD URBAN STORM WA’~’ER MITIGATION l’IdkN

DEFINITION

Categorization as a commercial development of 100,009 or more square feet will be based on
total impermeable area, including parking area, as opposed to lot size or building footprint.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National PolI~ Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (’Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Bo~d (Regional Board) on Iuly 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning for
private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives ofthe 1987 amendments to the C]e.~n Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharge.~, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from storrnwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. The Permittees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision,
Singlg,.Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop, Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) wii~ be need to implement the appropriate
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSI~tP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for 100,000 Square
Foot Commercial Development projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new
guidelines and any pre-existing regulation, the pre..existi~g regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements ~.~xeeeds 50% of the market value
of the existing improvements, existing a~nd new improvements shrdl comply with this SUSMP.
When the cost of new improvements are less th~x~ 50% of the market value of the existing
improvements, only the new improvements need to comply with this SUSMP.

}ev¢lopments that ore upgrading or expanding their facility would face Stoanificant costs ove~ and above the cost related to the
tesired upgrade or expon$ion_ In ~m¢ c~ts, facing the cost to upgmde the entire facili& mqv stop the pmject. In ~ations
~here facil~ties am being ~nted or l~axed, tenant ~mprovements to one c~rczt of the" building m~v triter additional ~rk to other

~]~ons of the building, which may be ~cupied bv another tenant We c~ ~e obt
. ,    ~ e~ ortse ~ch as who would be r¢~nsible"~he addittonM cost. the budding o~er, the tenant requesting the imFrovements or the oth¢~ tenant. ~e brier p~blem that

see is that situations li~ this could cause vac~cies. Busme~ may mm’e to m~other facili~ that can providt what the, need
nd the initial building is left with a vacancy.                                            "

R0070764
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_ avolo routing rooftop mnott to the roadway and the ~tormwater conveyance system.---~

~ti.~ating Stormwater R~noff

The following are examples of Treatment Control BMP~� that can be used for mitigating the site
runoff gen~ated ~om each ~d ev~ ~o~ event of u~ to ~d including 0.6-inches of r~l
~om impe~ous di~tly ~e~d ~eas that may contribute polluters of con~ to the
sto~watw convince system (S~e T~le I: Su~ested Ra~ur~s for addition~ sources of

* Vegetated swales and strips (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Extended!dry detention basins (Applicability anti de:;ign crit~.da to be added)

* Infiltration basins (Applicability and design crit.eria to be added)

* Infiltration trenches (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Wet ponds (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Constructed wetlands (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Oil/Water separators (Applicability and design criteria ~:o be added)

* Catch basin inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be ad~Jed)

* Storm drain inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

* Media filtration (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Bioretention facility (Applicability and design criteria, to be added)

,, Dry-wells (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

, Cisterns (Applicability and design criteria to be added)
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Foundmion planting (Applicability and design criteria ’so be ~lded)

Sto~ d~n ~t,ncils ar~ MgMy ~sibl, ~ourc, controls ~at ~re ~ic~iy ~laced direly ~jaccnt to
,to~ dr~ iW,ts. ~e ~ten~l ¢on~n~ a bfi~ ~tement that proMbits th~ d~ping of ~pro~
m~tefi~t imo the ~to~ter ~nv~ ~,m. ~OM~ icon~ ,ith~ illust~g ~ti-
dumpMg s~bois or ~g~ of r,c,i~g ~t~ faun~ ~e ~eetive suppl~ts to
dumpM8 m~ge

~1 ~o~ dmn inltt~ ~d ~teh b~s must b~ a~¢O,d ~th proMbitiv, l~ge
~0 D~G - D~S TO OCE~’) an~or ~c~ icons to discourage
dumping.

Sign, ~d proMb~ve i~lge an~or ~pM~ icons discoura~ng ilbg~ dumping mu~
~o~ed Mong ¢h~el~ ~d treks.

L,~bi~ty of st~nfils and ,i~ mu,t be m~nt~n~.

Improo~ storage of matefiils omdoom can allow toxic compound,, oil ~d ~ h~
nutrients. ~d su~p~d~d solids to enter the sto~water ~onvey~ce ~stcm. ~,re
project Olins or ~i~ti~s may re,ult in outdoor ~. for storage or use of materials
st~cturW B~s are required:

~eM wh~e ~atcfial$ sit to be used or stored ~nust b~. prote~,d by seconda~ ~tR~ent
statures s~ch ~ b~s, dikes, or c~rbs.

The storage ar~ must be oared ~d s~{iently i~,r~o~s to ~orlt~io l~k5 znd

~ere [~ibie, the stooge ~e~ should h~ve a roo~ or aw~n~ to ~m~ze colle~ion of sto~
water ~thin the ~onda~ continent area.

These requirementx will be problems for industrial bus~nexs,s. It will be on          ]]
enforcement nighm~a~e.                                          ~

N:~ Mas~XJN 7~- come,0zl - Ci~ * CNC Comm~ts.~ R0070766
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Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, chmmels, and/or creeks_ All trash con~.ainer areas must me6,t the following
requirements:

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent oft-site transport of trash.

’:~" ’t t ¯ ’’~., ~"~ ~ ....... ~, ’" ,/~" ~ ......

Loadin#u~oading dock ~ have th~ potential for material spills to b, quieMy t~po~ m
th, sto~wat~ conveyane, ,yst~m To mime, tM~ p~tentiM, the fo~o~ng de~i~ cfit~a ~e
r~quired:

¯ Cover loading dock areas and design drainage to minimize mt~-on and runoff of s~ormwlter.

¯ Direct conn~ztions to storm drains from depresaeA loading docks (truck wells) are prohibitt~l.

We would recommend that the above be revised as follows:
¯ Cover loading dock areas, and/or;
¯ collect, contain and treat materials from these ar~as prior to di$ch~,rg¢’, and or,
* collect and contain materials from these areas and dischat~ge to the sanita~, sewer system subject to

the approval of Coun.ty Sanitation Districts of Los Anget¢s County (Industrial Waste approval).
¯ Design drainage to minimize run-on andrun-offofsrorm water.

E Y.L - We have several concerns with a requirement of covering "’loading dock areas "" especially since
the "loading dock area" is considered to extend out from the building watt or edge of a loading platform, a
sufficient distance to cover the entire ietlgth of the rraih’.: Ot.,r cot~¢emts are as follows:

In situations where there are several dock door:: in sec, uence, tt wil! be necessarv to construct
intermediate support columns or walls which become subject to damage as tractor trader rigs back
into position.

* Substantial additional cost, especially if Something ts built that is aes¢hetical~v pleasing.
¯ .Most developers will strive to con.rtruct aflat roof cover which is not aestheticatl~ pleasing.
¯ The requimment ofcoveMng the entlre length of the trai&r seems exce.csive.
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Vehicle/equipment washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease,
solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the stormwater conveyance system. To atteviate
this problem, consider including in the project plan,~ an u’ea for washing/steam cleaning of
vehicles and equipment. If’this area is included in the site design, it must me~ the following:

¯ This area must be serf-contained, covered, equipped with a clarifier, or ofl~er pretreatment
facility, and properly connected to a sanitacy sewer.
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--~ For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds 50% of the market value
of the e~sting hnprovements, existing ~ new improvements sha]l comply with this SUSM~P.
When the cost of new improvements are less than 50% of the market value of the existing
improvements, only the n~w improvements need to con’tply with this SUSMP.

Developments that ar~ upgrading or expanding their facility would f~c¢ .~tgnificont cost~ over and above t~ c~l minted to the
desi~d upside or ¢xpa~ion. In some �~, facing the co~t to up~ the ent~m facili~ m~ stop the p~ject.
~he~ fo¢iliti~ a~ being ~nted or l¢~e~ tenant imp~ments to o~t¢ a~a of the building m~ t~er additional ~ to other
po~go~ of the buildin£ ~hieh m~ be occupied by a~t~r te~nt. We can see p~blems a~se such ~ who ~uld be ~spo~gble
for the ~ditional c~t, the building o~ner, the tenant ~questin$, t~ imp~¢ment~ or the other tenant. The bi~er p~b[em that
we see is t~t situatio~ li~ this �ouM cause ~aneies. Bu~i~sn mc~ move to another facili& that can p~ide what they need
and the initial building i~ left with a

. IIIl~lll ..... U--.

~Q~ME~S

Sto~water runoff ~om a site h~ the potenti~ to ~atdbute oil md ~ suzpend~ ~ds,
metals, g~oline, pesticides, and pathogens to the sto~water convince sy~em. ~e
development must be desired so a~ to ~tigate (~ltrute ~gz treat) the site ~noff
from ~aeh and eve~ sto~ event of up to and includinf. 0 6-inches of r~I ~om im~ous
directly connoted ar~s that may ~ntfibute pollu~mts of ~nce~ to the sto~wat~ conv~
system. Pollutants of conce~, as defined by the Pe~t, consist of any polluters that e~bit one
or more of the follo~ng ch~actedsties: cu~ent loadin~ or ~todc d~osits of the po~ut~t
impaling the beneficial uses of a ~ceiving wat~-, eleva~ I~els of the pollut~t ~e found in
sediments ofa reeei~ng ~ter an~or have the potenti~ to bio~umulate in o~sms therei~ or
the d~e~le inputs of the pollutant are at a ievd ~ enough to be consider~ pot~ti~ly to~c
to humans and/or flo~ md f~um. In desi~ng your proje~ to me~ t~s requirement, you ~e not
li~ted to the B~s below.

In meeting this specific require~nent, "treatment" of runoff will require the incorporation of that
BMP or combirmtion of BMgs best suited to maximize the reduction of pollutant toadings in that
runoff_ Those BMPs best suited to that purpose are, al. a minimum, those li~ed in the California
Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbooks as "lik¢:ly to have sigrtificant knpact"
beneficial to water quality for targeted pollutanL,, that are of concern at the site in question.
However, it is possible that a combination of B/v~.~ not so rated may, in a particular
circumstance, be best suited to maximize the reduction of ~he pollut~nts.
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Sto~ dr~ s~encils ~ ~y ~sible souse ~ontv~ls th~
s~o~ dr~n inl~. The stencil ~ont~ns a b~ef s~em~t t~t pro~bits the d~mpi~g of improper
mater,s into the sm~water ~onv~ sy~em.
dump~g s~bols or images of recei~ng ~ fa~n~
d~mping

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/~r ~aphical icons to discourage ilbgal
dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

- ¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently imper~Aous to) contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to miaimize collection of storm
~ water within the secondary containment area.

indusrnal bu,¢ine,~se~. /! will be anThese recluWemcn~s will be p~blems for                ~~~

enfo~ement nightma~.
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This area must be self-contained, covered, equipp¢O, with a clad_tier, or other pretreatment
facility, and properly co,coted to a sanitary ~wer,

Improper maintenance is one of the most ¢orrtrrton r~sorts for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is importam to consider who will be responsible for
maintenmace of a permanent BMP, and what ~quipment is required to perform the maint~nmace
properly. As part of projec~ review, it" a project ~plieant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Permittee staff will requtre that the applicant provide
verification of m~2ntenance provisions.

We ha~e +/. 1500 businesses in the Cir. This wilt
be a large t~L to perform and monitor

~e
or all properties, this verification will consist of having :.he developer sign a statement declnring

e,y are responsible for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is ~ransferred.
s transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for

of any structural_ B, MPs to be
,d will be the owner s responsibility. ~ strut, rural BMPs ~e located within a public-’~
ed for transfer, they will be the respon ,ibility of the ~r until they are accepted

(i ~: for transfer by the County or other appropriate public agency The.stru~tu..r~. BM~P proposed for
.... f- transfer will need prior approval from the County or other ffppropfiate public agency and will be

~n~dered °n a case bYease basi’.

~ seems almost impossible to enforce. The City can requ~e this ~:’hen ~ p~pert), transfer i~ 1~rown to the City,
Ibis be sporadic. I

We would suggest that these last two sentence~ be shown �~s a separate pa~g-~aph, and wondered if it
would be possible to give an example of structural BA(Ps that might be located within a public a~a. We
think that this is ~fe~ng to ~t~ctu~s such as debts b~i~ ,gr sedtment b~i~ that would discha~e to
a ~to~ ~ain ~stem..
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For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds 50% of the market value
of the existing improvements, existing and new improvements shall comply with this SUSMP~
When the cost of new improvements am less than 50% of the market value of the existing
improvements, only the new improvements n~d to comply with this SUSMP.

l:)¢velot~mdntz that arc upKrading or expanding their facility ~,uld fitc¢ ~i~ificant c~ts over a~ above the c~t ~lated to the
desi~d upg~de or expa~ion. In some cases, facing the cost to upg~de the enti~ f~ili~ m~ ~lop the p~ject. In
wh¢~ faciliti¢8 a~ being ~ntdd or &~¢~ tenet imps�meres io one a~a of the building m~ tn~r ~itio~l wo~ to other
po~ions of the b~ilding, which m~ ~ ~¢upied by a~ther tenet. We can see p~b&m¢ aas¢ such ~ w~ ~uld
for the a~itional cost, t~ bulling o~�~ the tenant ~que~ting the tmp~m~ttts or the other tenant. The bi~er p~blem that
~ ~�� i8 that s~tuatio~ li~ this could cause vacancies. Business m~ move to anotherfacili~ that can p~ide what they need
and the ~nitial bulling i~ le~ with a ~can~.

~Q~~NTS

Sto~water runoff ~om a site h~ the potem~ to contribute oil and ~, suspend~ mlids,
metgs, g~line, pesticides, ~d pathogens to the s~o~water convince syst~.
d~elopment must be d~ so as to ~tigate (it~ltratc ~or trot) the site runoff ge~
from e~h ~d eve~ sto~ event of up to ~d including 0.6-i~aches of ~1 from impious
directly co~eeted ~ that may ~nthbute pollut~ts of concern to the zto~wat~ conv~
system. Pollutants ofconce~ ~ defined by the Pe~t, consig of any pollutants that ~bit one
or more of the follo~ng ehar~tefistics: ~ent loadings or ~stofc deposits of the poller ~e
impacting the b~efiei~ uses of a reeei~ng water, elevated leeds of the pollut~t ~e found in
~iments of a reeei~ng wat~ an~or have the potcntig tc bioa~cumulate in orga~sms th~
the detectable mpuB of the pollutant are at a I~et ~ enou~ to be considered potenti~ly to~c
to humans ~or flora and fauna. In desig~ng your proj~t to m~t t~s requir~ent, you ~e not
li~ted to the B~s below.

In meeting this specific requirement, "treatmem" of runoff will require the incorporation of that
BMP or combination of’BMPs best suited to maxiraize the reduction of" pollutant loadings in that
runoff. Those BMPs best suited to that purpose are, at a rrtinimura~ those listed m the California
Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbooks as "likely to have sigrtificaat impact"
beneficial to water quality for targeted pollutants that are of concern at the site in question.
However, it is possible that a combination of B!vtP~ not so rated may, in a particular
circumstance, be best suited to maximize the reduction of the pollutants
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dumping symbols or images of receiving water faun~, ~,~e effective supplements to the ~nti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm draJn inlets and ~tch basins must be ste.ci!ed with prohibitive language (such ~s:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN~’) ~ndJor graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping,

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

Improper storage of mater,s outdoors ~n ~ow to~c ~mpound~ oil ~d ~e, h~w m~
nutrients, and susp~ded solids to ent~ the ~o~ter convey~ce w~em. ~e~ pro~
proje~ plans or a~ivities may result in outdoor are~ foc storage or u~ ofmatedal~the foilo~ng
structural B~s ~e required:

We ~u/d ~commend i~eming the following: ~a~                     " "

~t.he sto~water co~nce ~ I
~s where matedfls ~e to b~ used or stored mu~;t be protected by second~ continent
stmctu~ such ~ b~s, dike~ or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and impervious to contain leaks ~d spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of storm
~ water within the secondary containment area.

These requirements will b~ problems for mdusrrt~l businesses_ [t wil! be an
enforcement nightmare.

.... ~"’ "-- IIII    ~l~-~f     - - ........

.:.:.~-.~.::..: .L:,.+~: i..: :.i~:; : ~:~i~::.,;::~::=:~!:~;.~{.~ : ~::;’,’.333.~ ~ :~ :~..;?..: !~i~.:::.:~ .;;:.: .....: ::: ~ ~,: ...................̄ ,: ~ ....... , ,.: ......~ .........~ :: ............., ~..~,.,.,.~., ....

Loose trash ~d debts can be easily tr~spo~ed by the i’o~ces of water er wind into n~ ~to~
drain iNets,-ch~nels, ~r creeks. NI trash ~ontainer are~ mu~t meet the fo~ng
requirements:
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¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to pro’vent off-site transport of trash.

3;~,,~ _~1.~1.~,~~.~.,.~.~.,,~~~,__.-.~,,~:~:~,:,.. ¯’ ¯ .............. ~’ ;~" "’~"~’." ’ " -" ..........!’~!*:’ "Y"--- :;, -,~ ::~-":-, ," ’.,’4.1 ~ ~i,g~,,,~,.g~;:’~’-o.;~-;--.:,~-

Oil and ~ solvers, ~ bsttt~ acid, cooi~t and g~ol~e ~om the rep~/mmnten~
can negatively imp~ sto~wat~ if allowed to come into contact ~th sto~water ~no~
~erefore, defi~ pl~s for repair bays mug include the ~o~ng:

s Rep~r/m~t~c~ bays mug be indoors or d~i~ in such a way
st~water ~non ~r cont~t ~t~ ~to~water

¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all washwater, leaks and spills.
Cormeet drains to a sump for collection and disposal If’ required by local jurisdiction, obtain
an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit.

Loadin~u~oading dock areas have the potenti~ fi:~r material spills to be quicHy tr~spo~ to
the sto~water ~nveyanee system_ To ~e tiffs pot~tial, the follo~ng desi~ cdt~ ~e
required:

¯ Cover loading dock areas and design drainage t(~ minimize run-on and runoff of stormwat~.

* Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks (truck wells) are prohibited.

lWe at-~ not sure how loading doclo relate to automotive t-ep~ir Jhop~, Is this in the pt’~per place? In k
any co.re, Our comment~ li~ted far loading docks for I00.00 S.F comme~ial developments would alsoIapply h~re.

I1                     II          "    . .---~ ~     -~-~--.      ~ ........

VeMcl~uipmem wasMn~st~ clewing h~ the potentiad to cont~bute metMs, oil and ~e,
solvents, phosphates, ~d suspended solids to the sto~water conv~ance system. To all~at~
t~s problem, confider including in the project plans an area for wasMn#ste~ clewing of
ve~cles and ~uipment. If this area is included in the site design, it mu~t meet the follo~ng:
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Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what ¢quipmem is required to perform the maintenance
properly. /ks part of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Pemtittee ~ will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

We have +A 1500 buzinesse~ in the City. This will
be a large tasl~ to perform and rnonitor

~----!or all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a ~tatement declaringhey are responsible for all structural BMP mahatenance until the time the property is transferred.
his transfer of property must have conditions requirm£ the recipient to assume responsibility for

maintenance of ar~ struetu_ral _,BMgs_.to he in~-!;,a_~~ ur’ie~,s~ agreement

[~ and will be the owners responsibility If ,~wacrural BMPs are located with]~ a pu’l~ii’~
area proposed-for tr~sfer, they will be the responsibility of the developer until they are acce red
for tran~fer by the Coun orother~ rori "ty    . _ pp p ate pubhc~ agency. The structural BMP proposed for
transfer will need prior approval from the Count-~" or ot~aer appropriate public agency and

~ red on a case by case basis.
__---.--------

impo~.~ibl¢ t<~ enforce. The ~it~ can require this whe. a pr~perry trart~j~¢r i.~ known to tt~e ClOy, ham, ever, this
will be ve~. sporadic,

We would suggest that these last two sentences b¢ shown os a ~epavote paragraph, and wondered if it L

would be po~ible to give an example of st~ctural BMPs th~:t might be located within a public ama. W~
think that this i~ mfe~ng to st~¢tures such as deb~i.~ ba.~ln.r or sediment b~i~ lhat would diseha~� to
a sto~ d~in system..
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DEFINITION

A restaurant is a facility that seUs prepared foods and drinks for consumptiort, including stationary
lunch counters and refreshment stands selling prepared foods and drinks for immediate
consumption. (SIC code 5812)

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water NationaJ Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(’Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the deveIopment and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning for
private proj~ts.

The re~luirement to implement a program addressing development pin,ruing is based on the
primal, objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water A¢~ that established a framework
for regulating stormwater all,barges from municipal, industrial, and construction activitie~ under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
program addressing Development Planning for the: private sector. The Permit-tees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSN[P. Dis~n’etionary projects (~ defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Ferrdly I-~llside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Comraer¢ial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop, Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will be need to implement the appropriate
SUSlvfP requirements into their project plans. This SUSM~ outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (B1VfPs) which must be incorporated into design pla~s for Restaurant
projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any pre-existing
regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds 50% of the market value
--~ of the existing improvements, existing and new irnprovem~nts shaJl comply with this SUSMP.

When the cost of new improvements are less than 50% of the market value of the existing
improvements, ordy the new improvements need to comply with this SUSMP.

)eveiopments that are upgrazling or expanding their facility would face ~igmf!cam cost~ over and above the co~t related to the
’esired upgrade or expansion. In ~ome ca~�~, facing the co~t to upgra~!e the enttrtr facilit~ may atop the project, In situations
~here facilities are being rented or leased, tenant iraprovemema to one area ~f the building may trigger additional work to other

( iliotu of the building, which may be occupied by another tenant, tVe can see probtern~ arise such as who would be reapon~ibl¢
"~r the additional co~t. the building owner, the tenant requesltng the imt~ro,, eme,~t~¢ or the other tenant. The bigger pr~blem that
’e see is that ~ituation~ tik~ thia could cause vacancies. Business may mo~e to at:other facility that can provide what they
nd the initial building ia left with a vacancy.
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~,~.:~. ~ /

Equipment/accessory washing/steam cleaning ha~ lhe potenti~l to contribute metels, oi[ and
grease, solvents, phosphates, and ~uspended solids to the stormwater conveyance system. To
allevi~te this problem, include in the project pl~.ns ir~ l~.real t’or the washing/steam cleaaing of
equipment ~nd accessories. This ~ must meet the t’ollowing~

This area must be selF-comeined, equipped w~h a gre~s~ tr~p, and properly connected to a
~itary sewer_

¯ If this w~h ~ea is to be located outdoors, iI mu~t be covered, paved and have secondary
contairtrnent.

Sto~ d~in stencgs are ~g~y visible source controls that are ~c~ly plac~ direcdy adjust to
sto~ d~in i~ets. The stencil ~mains a brief sta~emenl chat prohibits the dumping of impro~
materials into lhe sto~water conv~an~ ~stern, Grapnel icons, either il[u~rat~g m~*
dump~g s~bols or images of r~i~ng ~ter f~un~ =re �~e~ive supplements to the ami-
dumping message_

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled w~th prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN-") and/or graphic’,d icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of’stencils and signs must be maintained.

~:i:~:;:~::~.~.::i::i:,.~:.:::.:,,"--:~:,::, :.‘~:..~.‘:.~:°:‘~:~::!5:‘&~:~:!‘%L~:~i~..i~::‘:~:~’~;~:;~‘t : :’T..,’.:.i:.;~..: ~:::. :~;:~-,~,,, ...............~ :;" :i..~:.~;;’:~::~:i:.:~:::.~.~:;.::i ~.~.~..:o: ......,:., :.~.~;;.~:~,:,-~.�~.

Improper storage of matedNs outdoors can Nlow to~c compounds, oil ~d ~c, h~ m~s,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the sto~water convey~ce system. ~ere proposed
project plans or acti~ties may result in outdoor ~eas for szorage or use of mat~s the follo~ng
structural B~s are rNuired:

~ would recommend i~erting the following.- ~ that m~ contribute pollutan~
convince ~stem,
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Areas where materials ~e to be used or stored mu:;t be protracted by secondary containment
structures such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved ~d su~ciently iml~’.~’ious to contain i~aks and spilb.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should imve a roof or awning to minimize collection of storm
water within the secondary containment area.

t be problem~for industrial b~smea~e~. It will be anThese requimmen~ will
enforcement nightmare.

_

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the b~’c~s o~" wz~ter or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All trash ~,n~ ~z~’~s must meet the following
requirements:

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage fi’om adjoining coo!?s :rod pavemem dive~..d around
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walh~ to p~’~vent ¢,ff~site tcansport of trash.

Improper maintenance is one of the most coffin,on ~e.a~ons ~br water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is impo~tar~t ~.o co~sid~r who wii! be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipme~at i.~ ~q,.~r¢~ to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project appii~;.m h~; included (or will b~ required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Permit~ee sgaff will require that the applicant provide
verification of’ maintenance provisions.

[ Wehave÷/-IJOObusi.,s~;,intl~eC,ty_ Thiswilf ~

7446 ¯ r~lauranl- City & CNC ~’nmen~.doc
R0070778
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RESTAURANT
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLA.N
l~ag,,e 6                 .

)~

pr~FOr all properties, this verification will ¢~nsist of ,h, aving th~ developer s~gn a statement d~claring
they are responsible for all structural BM~ maint~.nan~ until the time the property is tran.sferred

This tra.n~er of property must have conditions requiring the recipi~t to assume responsibility for
m~intenance of ~ny structural BMPs to be includ~ L~ ~he sal_~s or I~e.

b,; ~ ~,-,.m’~ ~sponsi0ii~-7."lT~tr~ctuml BM~s are located within a

transfer will need p6or approval from the Countb or other ~ppropfiate public ag~cy ~z~d will b~.~
considered on a case by case basis.

Since the change of ownership of property does not neces,mrily require City approval or involvement, th~$
seems almost impossible to enforce. The City can reqmre thta whet? o ~7~operry transfer is lmown to the C~ty.
however, this will be very sporadic.

We would suggest that theae last ~wo sentences be show~ as a ~eparate paragraph, and wondered if it
would be possible to give an example of structura/ BMPs that miF, ht be located within a public area. We
think that this is referring to ~tru~tures such as drbris basins or s~dimeat basins that would dizcharge to
a storm drain ~ystem..

R0070779
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f r : ~, P : \ ¯ ¯ - \ADM~N\CLERICAL\ FORMS \ FAXSHT
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RESTAURANT
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Equipment/accessory washing/steam cleaning has the potentiaJ to contribute metals, oil and
grease, solvents, phosphates, and suspended s~iids to the stormwater convey~mce system. To
alleviate this problem, include in the project plans an a.res for the washing!steam cleaning of
equipment and accessories. T~s area must meet the following:

, This area must be self-contained, equipped with a grebe trap, and properly connected to a
sanitary sewer.

If" this wash area is to be located outdoors,, it must be covered, paved and have secondary
contamment.

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source cm~trols t~tat ar~ typically placed directly adjacent to
storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief ~atem~nt that prohibits the dumping of improper
materia]s into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illush"ating anti-
dumping symbols or images of receiving water faur~ a~e effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

.~Jl storm drain inlets and catch basins mus.t be-stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DLrb~ING - DKAINS TO OCEAN") an~Vor graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping

. Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be main~aine.5.

Improper go~g¢ of~tefi~s outdoors can ~low to~c compounds, oi] ~d ~se, hea~ m~s,
nutrients, ~d suspend~ solids to enter the sto~w~t~ convey~c¢ system. ~ere proposed
project plans or activities may result in outdoor are~ f’gr storage or use ofmatedals the follo~ng
st~c~ral B~s ~e required:

,�~ would.commend inserting

R0070781
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RESTAURANT
STAI~DARD URBAN STORM WATER MH~IGAT~(ON
pa..ge s

Areas where materials are to be used or stored must be protected by secondary containment
structures such as berrns, dikes, or curbs.

_ , The storage area must be paved and sufficiently im~ous to contain le,3ks and spills.

Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or ~wrfing to minimize collection of storm
water within the secondary containment area

[ The~e requiremen~ w~li be problem~for industrial busme.~es. It wil! be an
enJorceme~: mgh~mare.

Loose trash and debris ca~ be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All tr~h c~ntain~r ~eas must me~t the following
requirements:

Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining ~oofs and pavement diverted
the area(s),

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or w~led to pr~v~:nt off-site transport of trash.

:i:~i~’~!’~!".-::~," "~:~"": .......... i:; ...... :" ,~ " ’!. ¯ " . .. ¯ : ":’. , ~

Imprope~ maintenance is one of the most corydon ~on~ for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is irnpoaant to c.~nsider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipmem is r~uired to perform ~he maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project al~pticant haz included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Permittee ~a,ff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

[ v,,+ h~,~ +/. : ~oo ~,,~,,~+~ i, m+ city.

Ibe a large Iozk to pe~orm and monitor
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~p
FOr all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement ¢leclaring

they are responsible for all structural BMP maintenance: until the time the property Js transferred,
This transfer at-property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be hacluded in the sale                  for-that

osed for transfer, they will be the rcspen~loper until they are ac~ed
for by the County or other appropriate publi~’~e stru~ur~ BM:P proposed for

transfer will need prior approval from the Coun~’c agency
considered on a ease by case basis.

Since lh¢ chanse af ewncr~hil~ of property does not

, I ~¢ems almost impassible ~o ~nfor~¢. The City can rcquir~ thi~ when a .oroperty trar~fer i~ k~own to the City,
however, thi~ will be very sporadic.

~"e would ~uggcst that th~s¢ last two :t¢ntences t,~. sheath a~ a t,¢Farate paragraph, and wondered if it

would be po~nibte to 8iv¢ an e~ample of structur!! ~,~;’s t.qat migt~t be located within a public ar~a. 7/�
think that this i~ referring to stroctur~s such a~ d~brfs basin4 or sediment basin4 thai ~x~uld discharge to
a storm drain

R0070783
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STANDARD I.IRBAN STORM WATER MIT!GATION PLAN

DEFINITION

A restaurant is a facility that sells prepared foods and drirtks for consumption, including stationary
lunch counters and refreshment stands selling prepared foods and drinks for immediate
consumption. (SIC ~de 5812)

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water Nationtd Pollutant Di.,;charge Elimination System CNPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angele~ County and 85 cities (Permittces) by the Los Angeles Rz~gional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the developm~t and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater polhition issues in development plarming for
private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objee’tives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, indu,,:trial, .a~d construction ~-’tivities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from storrrtwat~,.r conveyance systems to the Maximum
E~ent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation PlaTt (SUSMP) was developed as parr of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. The Permittees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. I)iscn’.tionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (10.99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop, Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will 0e need to implement the appropriate
SUSMP requirem,nts into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be inc, orpor~ted into design plans for Restaurant
projects. Should any conflict be discovered wkh the new guidelines and any pre-existing
regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improv,.,ments exceeds 50% of the market value
-~ of the existing improvements, existing and new improvements shall comply with this SUSMP.

When the cost of new improvements are less th,n 50% of the market value of the existing
improvements, only the new improvements need to comply with t~s SUSMP.

~evelopments that are upgrading or expanding their facility would face aignif!~a~t costa over and above the cost related to the
~sired upgrade or expansion. In ~ome case~. ]’acing the ¢o~t to upgrade the entire facili~.’ may ~top the project, [n ~ituation~

.~:~ facilities am being mnted or leased, tenant improvement, to one are� of tile building may trigger additional work to other
~]onz of the budding, which m~. be occupied by another tenant We can see pn~htems a+6se such as who would be e~sponsible

the additional cost, the building owner, the tenant mquesting the impro’+’ementz or the other tenant. The bigger peoblem that
~ee i~ Zhal situatiom like this could cause vacancies. Businea~ .,nay mov~ to ano~hcr facil~+, that can provide what they need

nd the initial building is left with o vacancy.

R0070784



Loading/unloading dock areas have the potential for ~na~efial spills to be quickly transported to
the stormwater conveyance ~yst~m. To minimize this p¢~tential, the following design criteria are
required:

¯ Cover loading dock ar~s and design drainage to mininfize v~n-on and runoff of stormwater.

¯ Direct connections to storm drains from depn:ssed loading dot:ks (truck wells) are prohibited.
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AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR SHOP
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MI’I’IGAT.~ON

7

This area must be saM’-contained, covered, equipped with e. clarifier, or other pretreatment
facility, and properly connected to a sanitary sewer.

:.:.~.~.~.~.~,..~.~,:,~ ......:~=,.~.!"~.,.o:...,~:~:~[~,:o.[~:~’~,mz,,,s:z..~’~.~.. .. .~.. . ....., .. ....̄  ............................

Improper maintenance is one of the most common rc’~ason,~, for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is importan.: to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipmeat is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a proj~.t applicant has included (or wiJ[ be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Permittee staff will require that the applicant p~ovide
verification of maintenance provisions.

~ We lucre +/. 1500 busznesxes in the Cir. This will .ibe a large task. to perform and monitor

~oor
all properties, this verification will consist o[" having the developer sign a statement declaring

ey are responsible for all structural BMP mabtenanccountil the time the property is transferred.
s transfer of property must hav~ conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for

aintenance of any structural BMPs to b~
iii be tlae owner’s responsibility. If ~tracturrJ BM~s we located within a public
r transfer, they will be the responsibility of the developer until they are accepted

for transfer by the County or other appropriate public agency. The structural BMP prop,oM, for
transfer will need prior approval from the County or other appropriate public agency and wilt be ~

,~.__~considered on a case by case basis.

L

~ Since the change of ownemhip of propert), d~cs not nece~rsa,’ily re<?~,irz City approval or i~’ot~ment, this 1
seem~ almost impossible to enfo~e. The C~ can ~3’u~ thi~ when a prope~ z~fer i~ ~ to theI~we~r. th~s will be ~ ~pom&c.

I~~~ ...........................

We would =ugge:~t that these last two sentences b; shov,n as a separate paragraph, and wondered if it
would be possible to give an example of ~t~ctural ~MP~ tibet might b~ located within a public a~a. We
th~ that this i~ ~femng to xt~ctu~s =uch ~ debris b~ui:u o~ sedtment b~i~ that would discha~� to
a sto~ dr~n ~$tem..

R0070786
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

900 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE
~LHAMBR_~.. CALIFOR.NIA 91803-133 I

Telephone (626) 458-5100
H~,RRY \\ ~TONE, Director ADDRESS ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO:

PO BOX 1460
ALHA MBR.-k. CALIFORNIA 01802-1460

July 21, 1999
~FE. To F,LE    EP-3

Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality

Control Board - Los Angeles Region
320 West 4’~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013-1105

Attention Technical Support Unit

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

COMPLIANCE FILE NO. 6948
MUNICIPAL STORMWATER PERMIT NO. CAS614001 - ORDER NO. 96-054
STANDARD URBAN STORMWATER MITIGATION PLANS (SUSMPs)

Enclosed are the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs) for your review
and approval. As described in the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit,
Part 2.111.A.1 .c, the Principal Permittee, in consultation with the Permittees shall develop
SUSMPs for use during planning and permitting of Priority Projects within the following
development categories.

¯ a 100+ home subdivision
¯ a 10-99 home subdivision
¯ a 100,000+ square-foot commercial development
¯ an automotive repair shop
¯ a retail gasoline outlet
¯ a restaurant
¯ a hillside-located single-family dwelling

tn add~hon to ~ncluding input from the Permittees in the development of these SUSMPs,
we twice distributed them to environmental groups, contractors, developers, consultants
and apphcable trade industries for their review and considered their comments in the
development of the SUSMPs.

Also enclosed is a copy of the comments submitted by the City of Los Angeles. They are
being sent with the SUSMPs at the City’s request.

R0070787



Mr. Dickerson
July 21, 1999
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact Tim Piasky at (626) 458-5969, Monday through
Thursday, 7:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m.

Very truly yours,

HARRY W. STONE
Director of Public Works

TERRI M. GRANT
Supervising Civil Engineer III
Environmental Programs Division

TP:ma
i=, .ADM~N,,LETTE R S ~SUSM~2 WI~D

Enc.

cc: All Permittees

R0070788



10 - 99 HOME SUBDIVISION

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

Any subdivision lot being developed for 10 to 99 single-family or multi-family homes.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. The Permittees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop, Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will need to implement the appropriate
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for 10-99 Home
Subdivision projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any pre-
existing regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pre-determined
threshold, the new and the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of new improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the new improvements
need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-determined threshold shall be consistent with the
local jurisdiction’s policy for application of other building codes to new improvements.

P:~PPUB\WATER\UNITl\Pereira\SUSUMPS~Permittees\7-19-99~10to99.doc
July 19, 1999 R0070789



10 - 99 HOME SUBDIVISION
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 2

REQUIREMENTS

I. PEAK STORM WATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

Peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development levels for
developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate may result in an increased
potential for downstream erosion.

2. CONSERVE NATURAL AREAS

If applicable, the following items are required and must be implemented in the site layout during
the subdivision design and approval process, consistent with applicable General Plan and Local
Area Plan policies:

¯ Every effort shall be made to concentrate or cluster development on portions of a site while
leaving the remaining land in a natural undisturbed condition.

¯ Limit clearing and grading of native vegetation at a site to the minimum amount needed to
build lots, allow access, and provide fire protection.

¯ Maximize trees and other vegetation at each site by planting additional vegetation, clustering
tree areas, and promoting the use of native and/or drought tolerant plants. Wherever
practical, promote natural vegetation by using parking lot islands and other landscaped areas.

¯ Preserve riparian areas and wetlands.

3. PROTECT SLOPES AND CHANNELS

If applicable, the project plans must include BMPs consistent with local code and ordinance to
decrease the potential of slopes and/or channels from eroding and impacting stormwater runoff:

¯ Convey runoff safely from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.

¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.

¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.

P:\EPPUB\WATER\UNITI~Pereira\SUSUMPS~Permittees\7-19-99\10to99.doc R0070790
July 19, 1999
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STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
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¯ Install energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of new storm drains, culverts,
conduits, or channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable specifications
to minimize erosion.

4. MITIGATE STORMWATER RUNOFF

Stormwater runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids,
metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the stormwater conveyance system. The
development must be designed so as to mitigate (infiltrate and/or treat) the site runoff generated
from impervious directly connected areas that may contribute pollutants of concern to the
stormwater conveyance system. Pollutants of concern, as defined by the Permit, consist of any
pollutants that exhibit one or more of the following characteristics: current loadings or historic
deposits of the pollutant are impacting the beneficial uses of a receiving water, elevated levels of
the pollutant are found in sediments of a receiving water and/or have the potential to
bioaccumulate in organisms therein, or the detectable inputs of the pollutant are at a level high
enough to be considered potentially toxic to humans and/or flora and fauna. In designing your
project to meet this requirement, you are not limited to the BMPs below.

In meeting this specific requirement, "treatment" of runoff will require the incorporation of a
BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of pollutant loadings in that
runoff. Those BMPs best suited for that purpose are, at a minimum, those listed in the California
Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbooks as "likely to have significant impact"
beneficial to water quality for targeted pollutants that are of concern at the site in question.
However, it is possible that a combination of BMPs not so designated may, in a particular
circumstance, be best suited to maximize the reduction of the pollutants.

Reducing Post-Development Runoff

Limiting impervious areas will help reduce the amount of site runoff generated. The following
are examples which can be used for this purpose (See Table 1: Suggested Resources for
additional sources of information):

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewalks
and streets. However, sidewalk widths must still comply with regulations for the Americans
with Disabilities Act and other life safety requirements.

¯ Design residential streets for the minimum required pavement widths needed to comply with
all zoning and applicable ordinances to support travel lanes; on-street parking; emergency,
maintenance, and service vehicle access; sidewalks; and vegetated open channels.

P:\EPPUB\WATER\UNIT1 ~ereira\SUSUMPS~ermittees\7-19-99\10to99.doc R0070791
July 19. 1999
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¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to minimize the number of residential
street cul-de-sacs and incorporate landscaped areas to reduce their impervious cover. The
radius of cul-de-sacs should be the minimum required to accommodate emergency and
maintenance vehicles. Alternative turnarounds should be considered.

¯ Use permeable materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or interior roadway
surfaces (examples: hybrid lots, parking groves, permeable overflow parking, etc.).

¯ Use open space development that incorporates smaller lot sizes.

¯ Reduce building density.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce overall lot imperviousness by
promoting alternative driveway surfaces and shared driveways that connect two or more
homes together.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce the overall imperviousness
associated with parking lots by providing compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions,
incorporating efficient parking lanes, and using pervious materials in spillover parking areas.

¯ Direct rooftop runoff to pervious areas such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas, and
avoid routing rooftop runoff to the roadway or the stormwater conveyance system.

Mitigating Stormwater Runoff

The following are examples of Treatment Control BMPs that can be used for mitigating the site
runoff generated from impervious directly connected areas that may contribute pollutants of
concern to the stormwater conveyance system (See Table 1: Suggested Resources for additional
sources of information):

¯ Vegetated swales and strips (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Extended/dry detention basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Infiltration basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Infiltration trenches (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

P:~EPPUB\WATER\UNIT1~ereira\SUSUMPS’Pen~ittees\7.19.99\10to99.doc
~ 19,19~ R0070792
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¯ Wet ponds (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Constructed wetlands (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Oil/Water separators (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Catch basin inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Continuous deflective separation units (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by
the local jurisdiction)

¯ Storm drain inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Media filtration (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Bioretention facility (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Dry-wells (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Cisterns (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Foundation planting (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

5. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

P AEPPU B\WATE R\U N IT l’~ereira\SU SU MPS~emlittee~\7-19-99\10to99.doc
R0070793July 19,1999
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¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

6. PROPERLY DESIGN COMMON OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

Common outdoor material storage areas refer to storage areas or storage facilities solely for the
storage of materials used in the routine maintenance of common areas or common facilities such
as swimming pools, tennis courts, green belt areas, etc.

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed
project plans include common outdoor areas for storage of materials that may contribute
pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the following structural BMPs are required:

¯ Areas where materials are to be stored must be: (1) placed in an enclosure such as, but not
limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar structure that prevents contact with runoffor spillage to
the storm water conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary containment structures
such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
stormwater within the secondary containment area.

7. PROPERLY DESIGN COMMON TRASH STORAGE AREAS

A common trash storage area refers to an area where a trash receptacle or receptacles are located
tbr use bv more than one household or dwelling unit as a repository for household wastes.

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All common trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:

R0070794
P:~PPU B\WATER\UNIT1~Pereira\SUSUMPS~ermittees\7-19-99\10to99.doc
July 19, 1999
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¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

8. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Permittee staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred. This
transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility. For residential properties where the structural
BMPs are located within a common area which will be maintained by a homeowner’s
association, language regarding the responsibility for maintenance must be included in the
projects conditions, covenants and restrictions (CC&R’s). Printed educational materials will be
required to accompany the first deed transfer to highlight the existence of the requirement and to
provide information on what stormwater management facilities are present, signs that
maintenance is needed, how the necessary maintenance can be performed, and assistance that the
Permittee can provide. It will also encourage the transfer of this information with subsequent
sale of the property.

If structural BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior approval
from the County or other appropriate public agency and will be considered on a case by case
basis.

R0070795
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TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area StormwaterBay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different    410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.    Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management Practices Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal. and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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10 - 99 HOME SUBDIVISION

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

Any subdivision lot being developed for 10 to 99 single-family or multi-family homes.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from mtmicipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

~ ¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. The Permittees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop, Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will need to implement the appropriate
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for 10-99 Home
Subdivision projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any pre-
existing regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pre-determined
threshold, the new an~d the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of new improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the new improvements
need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-determined threshold shall be consistent with the
local jurisdiction’s policy for application of other building codes to new improvements.
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REQUIREMENTS

1. PEAK STORM WATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

Peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development levels for
developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate. may result in an increased
potential for downstream erosion.

2. CONSERVE NATURAL AREAS

If applicable, the following items are required and must be implemented in the site layout during
the subdivision design and approval process, consistent with applicable General Plan and Local
Area Plan policies:

Every effort shall be made to concentrate or cluster development on portions of a site while
leaving the remaining land in a natural undisturbed condition.

Limit clearing and grading of native vegetation at a site to the minimum amount needed to
build lots, allow access, and provide fire protection.

¯ Maximize trees and other vegetation at each site by planting additional vegetation, clustering
tree areas, and promoting the use of native and/or drought tolerant plants. Wherever
practical, promote natural vegetation by using parking lot islands and other landscaped areas.

¯ Preserve riparian areas and wetlands.

3. PROTECT SLOPES AND CHANNELS

If applicable, the project plans must include BMPs consistent with local code and ordinance to
decrease the potential of slopes and/or channels from eroding and impacting stormwater runoff:

¯ Convey runoff safely from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.

¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.

¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.

P:~EPPUB~WATER~UNIT1~Oereira~SUSUMPS~Permittees\7.19_99~10to99.doc
Ju~y 19, 1999

R0070798



10 - 99 HOME SUBDIVISION
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 3

¯ Install energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of new storm drains, culverts,
conduits, or channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable specifications
to minimize erosion.

4. MITIGATE STORMWATER RUNOFF

Stormwater runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids,
metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the stormwater conveyance system. The
development must be designed so as to mitigate (infiltrate and/or treat) the site runoff generated
from impervious directly connected areas that may contribute pollutants of concern to the
stormwater conveyance system. Pollutants of concern, as defined by the Permit, consist of any
pollutants that exhibit one or more of the following characteristics: current loadings or historic
deposits of the pollutant are impacting the beneficial uses of a receiving water, elevated levels of
the pollutant are found in sediments of a receiving water and/or have the potential to
bioaccumulate in organisms therein, or the detectable inputs of the pollutant are at a level high
enough to be considered potentially toxic to humans and/or flora and fauna. In designing your
project to meet this requirement, you are not limited to the BMPs below.

In meeting this specific requirement, "treatment" of runoff will require the incorporation of a
BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of pollutant loadings in that
runoff. Those BMPs best suited for that purpose are, at a minimum, those listed in the California
Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbooks as "likely to have significant impact"
beneficial to water quality for targeted pollutants that are of concern at the site in question.
However, it is possible that a combination of BMPs not so designated may, in a particular
circumstance, be best suited to maximize the reduction of the pollutants.

Reducing Post-Development Runoff

Limiting impervious areas will help reduce the amount of site runoff generated. The following
are examples which can be used for this purpose (See Table l: Suggested Resources for
additional sources of information):

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewalks
and streets. However, sidewalk widths must still comply with regulations for the Americans
with Disabilities Act and other life safety requirements.

¯ Design residential streets for the minimum required pavement widths needed to comply with
all zoning and applicable ordinances to support travel lanes; on-street parking; emergency,
maintenance, and service vehicle access; sidewalks; and vegetated open channels.
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¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to minimize the number of residential
street cul-de-sacs and incorporate landscaped areas to reduce their impervious cover. The
radius of cul-de-sacs should be the minimum required to accommodate emergency and
maintenance vehicles. Alternative turnarounds should be considered.

Use permeable materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or interior roadway
surfaces (examples: hybrid lots, parking groves, permeable overflow parking, etc.).

¯ Use open space development that incorporates smaller lot sizes.

¯ Reduce building density.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce overall lot imperviousness by
promoting alternative driveway surfaces and shared driveways that connect two or more
homes together.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce the overall imperviousness
associated with parking lots by providing compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions,
incorporating efficient parking lanes, and using pervious materials in spillover parking areas.

¯ Direct rooftop runoff to pervious areas such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas, and
avoid routing rooftop runoffto the roadway or the stormwater conveyance system.

Mitigating Stormwater Rtmoff

The following are examples of Treatment Control BMPs that can be used for mitigating the site
runoff generated from impervious directly connected areas that may contribute pollutants of
concern to the stormwater conveyance system (See Table l: Suggested Resources for additional
sources of information):

¯ Vegetated swales and strips (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Extended/dry detention basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Infiltration basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Infiltration trenches (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

P:~ PPU ~WATER\UNIT1~OereiratSUSUMPS~Permiltee~7.19.9~.10to99.~c
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¯ Wet ponds (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Constructed wetlands (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Oil/Water separators (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Catch basin inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Continuous deflective separation units (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by
the local jurisdiction)

¯ Storm drain inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Media filtration (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Bioretention facility (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Dry-wells (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Cisterns (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Foundation planting (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

5. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.
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¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

6. PROPERLY DESIGN COMMON OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

Common outdoor material storage areas refer to storage areas or storage facilities solely for the
storage of materials used in the routine maintenance of common areas or common facilities such
as swimming pools, tennis courts, green belt areas, etc.

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed
project plans include common outdoor areas for storage of materials that may contribute
pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the following structural BMPs are required:

¯ Areas where materials are to be stored must be: (1) placed in an enclosure such as, but not
limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar structure that prevents contact with runoff or spillage to
the storm water conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary containment structures
Such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
stormwater within the secondary containment area.

7. PROPERLY DESIGN COMMON TRASH STORAGE AREAS

A common trash storage area refers to an area where a trash receptacle or receptacles are located
lbr use by more than one household or dwelling unit as a repository for household wastes.

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All common trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:
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¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

8. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Permittee staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
responsibility for all structta-al BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred. This
transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility. For residential properties where the structural
BMPs are located within a common area which will be maintained by a homeowner’s
association, language regarding the responsibility for maintenance must be included in the
projects conditions, covenants and restrictions (CC&R’s). Printed educational materials will be
required to accompany the first deed transfer to highlight the existence of the requirement and to
provide information on what stormwater management facilities are present, signs that
maintenance is needed, how the necessary maintenance can be performed, and assistance that the
Permittee can provide. It will also encourage the transfer of this information with subsequent
sale of the property.

If structural BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior approval
from the County or other appropriate public agency and will be considered on a case by case
basis.

R0070803
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TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area StormwaterBay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (I 996) byCenter for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Eilicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (I 993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.    Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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100+ HOME SUBDIVISION

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

A 100+ home subdivision is defined as any subdivision lot being developed for more than 100
single-family or multi-family homes.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permit-tees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. The Permittees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop, Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will need to implement the appropriate
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for 100+ Home
Subdivision projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any pre-
existing regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pre-determined
threshold, the new and the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of new improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the new improvements
need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-determined threshold shall be consistent with the
local j urisdiction’s policy for application of other building codes to new improvements.

R0070805
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REQUIREMENTS

1. PEAK STORM WATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

P.eak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development levels for
developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate may result in an increased
potential for downstream erosion.

2. CONSERVE NATURAL AREAS

If applicable, the following items are required and must be implemented in the site layout during
the subdivision design and approval process, consistent with applicable General Plan and Local
Area Plan policies:

¯ Every effort shall be made to concentrate or cluster development on portions of a site while
leaving the remaining land in a natural undisturbed condition.

¯ Limit clearing and grading of native vegetation at a site to the minimum amount needed to
build lots, allow access, and provide fire protection.

¯ Maximize trees and other vegetation at each site by planting additional vegetation, clustering
tree areas, and promoting the use of native and/or drought tolerant plants. Wherever
practical, promote natural vegetation by using parking lot islands and other landscaped areas.

¯ Preserve riparian areas and wetlands.

3. MITIGATE STORMWATER RUNOFF

Stormwater runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids,
metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the stormwater conveyance system. The
development must be designed so as to mitigate (infiltrate and/or treat) the site runoff generated
from impervious directly connected areas that may contribute pollutants of concern to the
stormv, ater conveyance system. Pollutants of concern, as defined by the Permit, consist of any
pollutants that exhibit one or more of the following characteristics: current loadings or historic
deposits of the pollutant are impacting the beneficial uses of a receiving water, elevated levels of
the pollutant are found in sediments of a receiving water and/or have the potential to
bioaccumulate in organisms therein, or the detectable inputs of the pollutant are at a level high
enough to be considered potentially toxic to humans and/or flora and fauna. In designing your

R0070806
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project to meet this requirement, you are not limited to the BMPs below.

In meeting this specific requirement, "treatment" of runoff will require the incorporation of a
BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of pollutant loadings in that
runoff. Those BMPs best suited for that purpose are, at a minimum, those listed in the California
Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbooks as "likely to have significant impact"
beneficial to water quality for targeted pollutants that are of concern at the site in question.
However. it is possible that a combination of BMPs not so designated may. in a particular
circumstance, be best suited to maximize the reduction of the pollutants.

Reducing Post-Development Runoff

Limiting impervious areas will help reduce the amount of site runoff generated. The following
are examples which can be used for this purpose (See Table 1: Suggested Resources for
additional sources of information):

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewalks
and streets. However, sidewalk widths must still comply with regulations for the Americans
with Disabilities Act and other life safety requirements.

¯ Design residential streets for the minimum required pavement widths needed to comply with
all zoning and applicable ordinances to support travel lanes; on-street parking; emergency,
maintenance, and service vehicle access; sidewalks; and vegetated open channels.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to minimize the number of residential
street cul-de-sacs and incorporate landscaped areas to reduce their impervious cover. The
radius of cul-de-sacs should be the minimum required to accommodate emergency and
maintenance vehicles. Alternative tumarounds should be considered.

¯ Use permeable materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or interior roadway
surfaces (examples: hybrid lots, parking groves, permeable overflow parking, etc.).

¯ Use open space development that incorporates smaller lot sizes.

¯ Reduce building density.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordin.ances to reduce overall lot imperviousness by
promoting alternative driveway surfaces and shared driveways that connect two or more
homes together.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce the overall imperviousness
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associated with parking lots by providing compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions,
incorporating efficient parking lanes, and using pervious materials in spillover parking areas.

¯ Direct rooftop runoff to pervious areas such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas, and
avoid routing rooftop runoff to the roadway or the stormwater conveyance system.

Mitigating Stormwater Runoff

The following are examples of Treatment Control BMPs that can be used for mitigating the site
runoff generated impervious directly connected areas that may contribute pollutants of concern to
the stormwater conveyance system (See Table 1: Suggested Resources for additional sources of
information):

¯ Vegetated swales and strips (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Extended/dry detention basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Infiltration basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Infiltration trenches (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Wet ponds (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Constructed wetlands (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Oil/Water separators (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Catch basin inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Continuous deflective separation units (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by
the local jurisdiction)

¯ Storm drain inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)
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¯ Media filtration (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Bioretention facility (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ D~’-wells (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Cisterns (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Foundation planting (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

4. PROTECT SLOPES AND CHANNELS

If applicable, the project plans must include BMPs consistent with local code and ordinance to
decrease the potential of slopes and/or channels from eroding and impacting stormwater runoff:

¯ Convey runoff safely from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.

¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.

¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.

¯ Install energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of new storm drains, culverts,
conduits, or channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable specifications
to minimize erosion.

5. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly vis!ble source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"’NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.
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¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

6. PROPERLY DESIGN COMMON OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

Common outdoor material storage areas refer to storage areas or storage facilities solely for the
storage of materials used in the routine maintenance of common areas or common facilities such
as swimming pools, tennis courts, green belt areas, etc.

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed
project plans include common outdoor areas for storage of materials that may contribute
pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the following structural BMPs are required:

¯ Areas where materials are to be stored must be: (1) placed in an enclosure such as. but not
limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar structure that prevents contact with runoff or spillage to
the storm water conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary containment structures
such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
stormwater within the secondary containment area.

7. PROPERLY DESIGN COMMON TRASH STORAGE AREAS

A common trash storage area refers to an area where a trash receptacle or receptacles are located
tbr use by more than one household or dwelling unit as a repository for household wastes.

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All common trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

P:\E PPU B\WATER\U NIT 1\Pereira\SUSUMPS~ermitlees\7.19.99\100home.doc                                    R0070810
July 19, 1999



100+ HOME SUBDIVISION
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page y

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

8. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Permittee staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred. This
transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility. For residential properties where the structural
BMPs are located within a common area which will be maintained by a homeowner’s
association, language regarding the responsibility for maintenance must be included in the
projects conditions, covenants and restrictions (CC&R’s). Printed educational materials will be
required to accompany the first deed transfer to highlight the existence of the requirement and to
provide information on what stormwater management facilities are present, signs that
maintenance is needed, how the necessary maintenance can be performed, and assistance that the
Permittee can provide. It will also encourage the transfer of this information with subsequent
sale of the property.

If structural BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior approval
from the County or other appropriate public agency and will be considered on a case by case
basis.
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TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area StormwaterBay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 2 I043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities. Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-53 l0
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management Practices Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal. and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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100,000 SQUARE FOOT COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

Categorization as a commercial development of 100,000 or more square feet will be based on
total impermeable area, including parking area, as opposed to lot size or building footprint.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. The Permittees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop, Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will need to implement the appropriate
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for 100,000 Square
Foot Commercial Development projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new
guidelines and any pre-existing regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail..

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pre-determined
threshold, the new and the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of new improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the new improvements
need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-determined threshold shall be consistent with the
local jurisdiction’s policy for application of other building codes to new improvements.
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REQUIREMENTS

1. PEAK STORM WATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

Peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development levels for
developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate may result in an increased
potential for downstream erosion.

2. PROTECT SLOPES AND CHANNELS

If applicable, the project plans must include BMPs consistent with local code and ordinance to
decrease the potential of slopes and/or channels from eroding and impacting stormwater runoff:

¯ Convey runoff safely from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.

¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.

¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.

Install energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of new storm drains, culverts,
conduits, or channels that enter unlined channels in. accordance with applicable specifications
to minimize erosion.

3. MITIGATE STORMWATER RUNOFF

Stormwater runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids,
metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the stormwater conveyance system. The
development must be designed so as to mitigate (infiltrate and/or treat) the site runoff generated
from impervious directly connected areas that may contribute pollutants of concern to the
stormwater conveyance system. Pollutants of concern, as defined by the Permit, consist of any
pollutants that exhibit one or more of the following characteristics: current loadings or historic
deposits of the pollutant are impacting the beneficial uses of a receiving water, elevated levels of
the pollutant are found in sediments of a receiving water and/or have the potential to
bioaccumulate in organisms therein, or the detectable inputs of the pollutant are at a level high
enough to be considered potentially toxic to humans and/or flora and fauna. In designing your
project to meet this requirement, you are not limited to the BMPs below.

In meeting this specific requirement, "treatment" of runoff will require the incorporation of a
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BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of pollutant loadings in that
runoff. Those BMPs best suited for that purpose are, at a minimum, those listed in the California
Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbooks as "likely to have significant impact"
beneficial to water quality for targeted pollutants that are of concern at the site in question.
However, it is possible that a combination of BMPs not so designated may, in a particular
circumstance, be best suited to maximize the reduction of the pollutants.

Reducing Post-Development Runoff

Limiting impervious areas will help reduce the amount of site runoff generated. The following
are examples, which can be used for this purpose (See Table 1 : Suggested Resources for
additional sources of information):

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewalks
and streets. However, sidewalk widths must still comply with regulations for the Americans
with Disabilities Act and other life safety requirements.

¯ Use permeable materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or interior roadway
surfaces (examples: hybrid lots, parking groves, permeable overflow parking, etc.).

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce the overall imperviousness
associated with parking lots by providing compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions,
incorporating efficient parking lanes, and using pervious materials in spillover parking areas.

¯ Direct rooftop runoff to pervious areas such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas, and
avoid routing rooftop runoff to the roadway or the stormwater conveyance system.

Mitigating Stormwater Runoff

The following are examples of Treatment Control BMPs that can be used for mitigating the site
runoff generated from impervious directly connected areas that may contribute pollutants of
concern to the stormwater conveyance system (See Table 1: Suggested Resources for additional
sources of information):

¯ Vegetated swales and strips (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Extended/dry detention basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)
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¯ Infiltration basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Infiltration trenches (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Wet ponds (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Constructed wetlands (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Oil!Water separators (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Catch basin inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

~ ¯ Continuous deflective separation units (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by
the local jurisdiction)

¯ Storm drain inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Media filtration (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Bioretention facility (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Dry-wells (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Cisterns (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Foundation planting (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)
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4. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

5. PROPERLY DESIGN OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed
project plans or activities may result in outdoor areas for storage or use of materials that may
contribute pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the following structural BMPs are
required:

Areas where materials are to be stored must be: (1) placed in an enclosure such as, but not
limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar structure that prevents contact with runoff or spillage to
the storm water conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary containment structures
such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
storm water within the secondary containment area.

R0070817
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6. PROPERLY DESIGN TRASH STORAGE AREAS

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

7. PROPERLY DESIGN LOADING/UNLOADING DOCK AREAS

Loading/unloading dock areas have the potential for material spills to be quickly transported to
the stormwater conveyance system. To minimize this potential, the following design criteria are
requireci:

¯ Cover loading dock areas or design drainage to minimize run-on and runoff of stormwater.

¯ Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks (truck wells) are prohibited.

8. PROPERLY DESIGN REPAIR/MAINTENANCE BAYS

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and gasoline from the repair/maintenance bays
can negatively impact stormwater if allowed to come into contact with stormwater runoff.
Therefore, design plans for repair bays must include the following:

¯ Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow
stormwater runon or contact with stormwater runoff.

¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all washwater, leaks and spills.
Connect drains to a sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the
repair/maintenance bays to the storm drain system is prohibited. If required by local
jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit.
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9. PROPERLY DESIGN VEHICLE/EQUIPMENT WASH AREAS

Vehicle/equipment washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease,
solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the stormwater conveyance system. To alleviate
this problem, consider including in the project plans an area for washing/steam cleaning of
vehicles and equipment. If such an area is included in the site design, it must meet the following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment
facility, and properly connected to a sanitary sewer.

I0. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most .common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Permit-tee staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred. This
transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility.

If structural BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior approval
from the County or other appropriate public agency and will be considered on a case by case
basis.
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TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area StormwaterBay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities. Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Deparvment of Public Works
’ Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office

Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue
Alhambra. CA 91803

Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR SHOP

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

An automotive repair shop is a facility that is categorized in any one of the following Standard
Industrial Classification (SIC) codes: 5013, 5014, 5541, 7532-7534, or 7536-7539. Exceptions
do apply for SIC codes 5013, 5014, and 5541. For SIC code 5013, if the business has no outside
storage of any recycled oil or other hazardous substances, it is not included. For SIC code 5014,
if the business does not engage in any repair work, it is not included. For SIC code 5541, if the
business does not engage in any onsite repair work, it is not included.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. The Permittees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop, Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will need to implement the appropriate
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for Automotive
Repair Shop projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any pre-
existing regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pre-determined
threshold, the new and the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of new improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the new improvements
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need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-determined threshold shall be consistent with the
local jurisdiction’s policy for application of other building codes to new improvements.

REQUIREMENTS

1. PEAK STORM WATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

Peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development levels for
developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate may result in an increased
potential for downstream erosion.

2. PROPERLY DESIGN FUELING AREA

Fueling areas have the potential to contribute oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant
and gasoline to the stormwater conveyance system. Therefore, design plans which include
fueling areas must include the following:

¯ Where feasible, fuel dispensing areas should be covered with an overhanging roof structure
or canopy. The cover’s minimum dimensions must be equal to or greater than the area within
the grade break. The cover must not drain onto the fuel dispensing area and the downspouts
must be routed to prevent drainage across the fueling area.

¯ Fuel dispensing areas must be paved with portland cement concrete (or equivalent smooth
impervious surface), and the use of asphalt concrete shall be prohibited.

¯ The fuel dispensing area must have a 2% to 4% slope to prevent ponding, and must be
separated from the rest of the site by a grade break that prevents run-on of stormwater to the
extent practicable.

¯ At a minimum, the concrete fuel dispensing area must extend 6.5 feet (2.0 meters) from the
comer of each fuel dispenser, or the length at which the hose and nozzle assembly may be
operated plus 1 foot (0.3 meter), whichever is less.

3. PROVIDE STORMDRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
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anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

4. PROPERLY DESIGN OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed
project plans or activities may result in outdoor areas for storage or use of materials that may
contribute pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the following structural BMPs are
required:

¯ Areas where materials are to be stored must be: (1) placed in an enclosure such as, but not
limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar structure that prevents contact with runoff or spillage to
the storm water conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary containment structures
such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and impervious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
storm water within the secondary containment area.

5. PROPERLY DESIGN TRASH STORAGE AREA

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.
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6. PROPERLY DESIGN REPAIR/MAINTENANCE BAYS

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and gasoline from the repair/maintenance bays
can negatively impact stormwater if allowed to come into contact with stormwater runoff.
Therefore, design plans for repair bays must include the following:

Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow
stormwater runon or contact with stormwater runoff.

¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all washwater, leaks and spills.
Connect drains to a sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the
repair/maintenance bays to the storm drain system is prohibited. If required by local
jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit.

7. PROPERLY DESIGN LOADING/UNLOADING DOCK AREAS

Loading/unloading dock areas have the potential for material spills to be quickly transported to
the stormwater conveyance system. To minimize this potential, the following design criteria are
required:

¯ Cover loading dock areas or design drainage to minimize run-on and runoff of stormwater.

¯ Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks (truck wells) are prohibited.

8. PROPERLY DESIGN VEHICLE/EQUIPMENT WASH AREAS

Vehicle!equipment washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease,
solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the stormwater conveyance system. To alleviate
this problem, consider including in the project plans an area for washing/steam cleaning of
vehicles and equipment. If such an area is included in the site design, it must meet the following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment
facility, and properly connected to a sanitary sewer.
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9. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Permittee staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred. This
transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility.

If structural BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or .other
appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior approval
from the County or other appropriate public agency and will be considered on a case by case
basis.
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TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area Stormwater Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) byCenter for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different    410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (! 993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities. Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordviile, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal. and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.

Best Management Practice Guide Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Retail Gasoline Outlets (1997) Cashiers Office

900 S. Fremont Avenue
Discusses appropriate BMPs for fueling and other Alhambra, CA 91803
closely related activities likely to be found at retail 626-458-6959
fueling operations.
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SINGLE FAMILY HILLSIDE RESIDENCE

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

"Hillside" is as defined by the local jurisdiction. For example, one jurisdiction defines "hillside"
as a property located in an area with known erosive soil conditions, where the development
contemplates grading on any natural slope that is 25% or greater, and where grading
contemplates cut or fill slopes 30 feet high or greater.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. The Permittees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop, Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will need to implement the appropriate
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for Single-Family
Hillside Residence projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any
pre-existing regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pre-determined
threshold, the new and the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of new improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the new improvements
need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-determined threshold shall be consistent with the
local j urisdiction’s policy for application of other building codes to new improvements.
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SINGLE FAMILY HILLSIDE RESIDENCE
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
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REQUIREMENTS

1. PEAK STORM WATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

Peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development levels for
developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate may result in an increased
potential for downstream erosion.

2. CONSERVE NATURAL AREAS

If applicable, the following items are required and must be implemented in the site layout during
the subdivision design and approval process, consistent with applicable General Plan and Local
Area Plan policies:

¯ Every effort shall be made to concentrate or cluster development on portions of a site while
leaving the remaining land in a natural undisturbed condition.

¯ Limit clearing and grading of native vegetation at a site to the minimum amount needed to
build lots, allow access, and provide fire protection.

¯ Maximize trees and other vegetation at each site by planting additional vegetation, clustering
tree areas, and promoting the use of native and/or drought tolerant plants. Wherever practical,
promote natural vegetation by using parking lot islands and other landscaped areas.

¯ Preserve riparian areas and wetlands.

3. PROTECT SLOPES AND CHANNELS

If applicable, the project plans must include BMPs consistent with local code and ordinance to
decrease the potential of slopes and/or channels from eroding and impacting stormwater runoff:

¯ Convey runoff safely from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.

¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.

¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.

P:~PPU B\WATER\UNIT1 ~ereira\SU SUMPS~ermittees\7-19-99~illside.doc
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¯ Install energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of new storm drains, culverts,
conduits, or channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable specifications
to minimize erosion.

4. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

5. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Permittee staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred. This
transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility. For residential properties where the structural
BMPs are located within a common area which will be maintained by a homeowner’s
association, language regarding the responsibility for maintenance must be included in the
projects conditions, covenants and restrictions (CC&R’s). Printed educational materials will be
required to accompany the first deed transfer to highlight the existence of the requirement and to
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provide information on what stormwater management facilities are present, signs that
maintenance is needed, how the necessary maintenance can be performed, and assistance that the
Permirtee can provide. It will also encourage the transfer of this information with subsequent
sale of the property.

If structural BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior approval
from the County or other appropriate public agency and will be considered on a case by case
basis.
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TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area Stormwater Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different 410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.    Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management Practices Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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RESTAURANT

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

A restaurant is a facility that sells prepared foods and drinks for consumption, including
stationary lunch counters and refreshment stands selling prepared foods and drinks for immediate
consumption. (SIC code 5812)

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. The Permit-tees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop, Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will need to implement the appropriate
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for Restaurant
projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any pre-existing
regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pre-determined
threshold, the new and the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of new improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the new improvements
need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-determined threshold shall be consistent with the
local j urisdiction’s policy for application of other building codes to new improvements.
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REQUIREMENTS

1. PEAK STORM WATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

Peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development levels for
developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate may result in an increased
potential for downstream erosion.

2. PROTECT SLOPES AND CHANNELS

If applicable, the project plans must include BMPs consistent with local code and ordinance to
decrease the potential of slopes and/or channels from eroding and impacting stormwater runoff:

¯ Convey runoff safely from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.

¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.

¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.

Install energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of new storm drains, culverts,
conduits, or channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable specifications
to minimize erosion.

3. PROPERLY DESIGN EQUIPMENT/ACCESSORY WASH AREAS

Equipment/accessory washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and
grease, solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the stormwater conveyance system. To
alleviate this problem, include in the project plans an area for the washing/steam cleaning of
equipment and accessories. This area must meet the following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, equipped with a grease trap, and properly connected to a
sanitary, sewer.

¯ If this wash area is to be located outdoors, it must be covered, paved, have secondary
containment, and be connected to the sanitary sewer.
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4. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

5. PROPERLY DESIGN OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed
project plans or activities may result in outdoor areas for storage or use of materials that may
contribute pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the following structural BMPs are
required:

¯ Areas where materials are to be stored must be: (1) placed in an enclosure such as, but not
limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar structure that prevents contact with runoff or spillage to
the storm water conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary containment structures
such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
storm water within the secondary containment area.
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6. PROPERLY DESIGN TRASH STORAGE AREAS

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

7. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fall entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Permittee staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred. This
transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility.

If structural BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior approval
from the County or other appropriate public agency and will be considered on a case by case
basis.
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TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area Stormwater Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (I 996) byCenter for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different 410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Elli¢ott City, MD 21043
presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.    Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management Practices Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal. and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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RETAIL GASOLINE OUTLET

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

A retail gasoline outlet is primarily engaged in selling gasoline and lubricating oils. These
establishments frequently sell other merchandise, such as tires, batteries, and automobile parts.
Frequently, these establishments also perform minor automotive repair work. Gasoline stations
combined with other activities, such as grocery stores, convenience stores, or car wash facilities,
are classified according to the primary activity.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. The Permittees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop, Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will need to implement the appropriate
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for Retail Gasoline
Outlet projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any pre-existing
regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of nbw improvements exceeds a pre-determined
threshold, the new and the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of new improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the new improvements
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need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-determined threshold shall be consistent with the
local jurisdiction’s policy for application of other building codes to new improvements.

REQUIREMENTS

1. PEAK STORM WATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

Peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development levels for
developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate may result in an increased
potential for downstream erosion.

2. PROPERLY DESIGN FUELING AREA

Fueling areas have the potential to contribute oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant
and gasoline to the stormwater conveyance system. The project plans must include the following
BMPs:

Where feasible, fuel dispensing areas should be covered with an overhanging roof structure
or canopy. The canopy’s minimum dimensions must be equal to or greater than the area
within the grade break. The canopy must not drain onto the fuel dispensing area, and the
canopy downspouts must be routed to prevent drainage across the fueling area.

¯ Fuel dispensing areas must be paved with portland cement concrete (or equivalent smooth
impervious surface), and the use of asphalt concrete shall be prohibited.

¯ The fuel dispensing area must have a 2% to 4% slope to prevent ponding, and must be
separated from the rest of the site by a grade break that prevents run-on of stormwater to the
extent practicable.

¯ At a minimum, the concrete fuel dispensing area must extend 6.5 feet (2.0 meters) from the
comer of each fuel dispenser, or the length at which the hose and nozzle assembly may be
operated plus 1 foot (0.3 meter), whichever is less.
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3. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

4. PROPERLY DESIGN OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed
project plans or activities may result in outdoor areas for storage or use of materials that may
contribute pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the following structural BMPs are
required:

¯ Areas where materials are to be stored must be: (1) placed in an enclosure such as, but not
limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar structure that prevents contact with runoff or spillage to
the storm water conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary containment structures
such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
storm water within the secondary containment area.
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5. PROPERLY DESIGN TRASH STORAGE AREA

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

6. PROPERLY DESIGN REPAIR/MAINTENANCE BAYS

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and gasoline from the repair/maintenance bays
can negatively impact stormwater if allowed to come into contact with stormwater runoff.
Therefore, design plans for repair bays must include the following:

¯ Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow
stormwater run-on or contact with stormwater runoff.

¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all washwater, leaks and spills.
Connect drains to a sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the
repair/maintenance bays to the storm drain system is prohibited. If required by local
jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit.

7. PROPERLY DESIGN VEHICLE/EQUIPMENT WASH AREAS

Vehicle/equipment washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease,
solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the stormwater conveyance system. To alleviate
this problem, consider including in the project plans an area for washing/steam cleaning of
vehicles and equipment. If such an area is included in the site design, it must meet the following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment
facility, and properly connected to a sanitary sewer.
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8. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As pan of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Permittee staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred. This
transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility.

If structural BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior approval
from the County or other appropriate public agency and will be considered on a case by case
basis.
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TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area StormwaterBay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) byCenter for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different 410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626.458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLICWORI~

900 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE
ALHAMBRA. CAL]FORN’IA 91803-1331

Telephone: (626) 458-5100
HARRY W. STONE, Dtr~tor

ADDRESS ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO:
P.O. BOX 1460

July 12, 1999 IIII 1999L~ o~u~..~ ~,~o~,,~: EP-3

BY: ....................

Mr. Alex Helperin
Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc.
6310 San Vicente Boulevard, Suite 250
Los Angeles, CA 90048-5426

Dear Mr. Helperin:

PROPOSED STANDARD URBAN 8TORMWATER MITIGATION PLANS

This is in response to your June 10, 1999, letter about the Standard Urban Stormwater
Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs) proposed by the Permittees. Your letter expressed concern
that the Permittees are not proposing to adopt the County’s Urban StonTrwater Mitigation
Plans (USMPs).

The SUSMPs that you recently reviewed were developed through a consensus process
that included input from all the Permittees. The County’s USMPs differ from the current
Permittees’ version of the SUSMPs because the County has chosen to meet a higher
standard with respect to this part of our stormwater program, just as we have in other
aspects of the program. However, it is not our role as Principal Permittee of the N~ti~ .rm..!
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit to independently determine for
the other Permittees, the Executive Advisory Committee, or the Regional Water Quality
Control Board what the Countywide SUSMPs should be.

We would like to clarify your understanding of some specific aspects of the SUSMPs. First,
your understanding of =impervious directly connected area" is correct. The SUSMPs do
not propose to mitigate runoff from pervious areas or impervious areas that are not directly
connected. Also, your letter included the phrase =capturing 80% of the stormwater
runoff..." The program was actually meant to mitigate all of the stormwater runoff (infiltrate
and/or treat) from 80 percent of the storm events rather than mitigating 80 percent of all
stormwater runoff.
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Mr. Alex Helperin
July 12, 1999
Page 2

The SUSMPs propose that BMPs would mitigate runoff from 0.6 inch of rainfall as 80
percent of all storm events have historically produced 0.6 inch or less of rainfall.

Though the County’s and the Permittees’ SUSMPs differ, we believe that the SUSMPs
represent a reasonable and =practicable" program for all the Permittees. These SUSMPs
aiso provide the flexibility to implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) that are
prudent to each cities’ individual characteristics.

If you need any clarification, please call me at (626) 458-5948, Monday through Thursday,
7:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m.

Very truly yours,

HARRY W. STONE
Director of Public Works

TERRi M. GRANT
Supervising Civil Engineer
Environmental Programs Division

JP:ma

cc: Executive Advisory Committee
Development Planning/Construction Subcommittee
Regional Water Quality Control Board (Oennis Dickerson)f
URS Greiner Woodward-Clyde (Bob Collacott, Barb Klos)
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100+ HOME SUBDIVISION

URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

A 100+ home subdivision is defined as any subdivision lot being developed for more than 100
single-family or multi-family homes.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (USMP) was developed as part of the program
addressing Development Planning for the private sector. This USMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for 100+ Home
Subdivision projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any pre-
existing regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds 50% of the market value
of the existing improvements, existing and new improvements shall comply with this USMP.
When the cost of new improvements are less than 50% of the market value of the existing
improvements, only the new improvements need to comply with this USMP.
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100+ HOME SUBDIVISION
URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 2

REQUIREMENTS

1. CONSERVE NATURAL AREAS

If applicable, the following items are required and must be implemented in the site layout during
the subdivision design and approval process, consistent with applicable General Plan and Local
Area Plan policies:

Concentrate or cluster development on portions of a site while leaving the remaining land in
a natural undisturbed condition.

¯ Limit cleating and grading of native vegetation at a site to the minimum amount needed to
build lots, allow access, and provide fire protection.

¯ Maximize trees and other vegetation at each site by planting additional vegetation, clustering
tree areas, and promoting the use of native and/or drought tolerant plants. Wherever
practical, promote natural vegetation by using parking lot islands and other landscaped areas.

¯ Preserve riparian areas and wetlands.

2. MITIGATE STORMWATER RUNOFF

Stormwater runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids,
metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the stormwater conveyance system. The
development must be designed so as to mitigate (infiltrate and/or treat) the site runoff generated
from each and every storm event of up to and including 0.75-inches of rainfall, prior to it
discharging into the stormwater conveyance system. In designing your project to meet this
requirement, you are not limited to the BMPs below.

In meeting this specific requirement, "treatment" of runoff will require the incorporation of that
BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of pollutant loadings in that
runoff. Those BMPs best suited to that purpose are, at a minimum, those listed in the California
Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbooks as "likely to have significant impact"
beneficial to water quality for targeted pollutants that are of concern at the site in question.
However, it is possible that a combination of BMPs not so rated may, in a particular
circumstance, be best suited to maximize the reduction of the pollutants.

Reducing Post-Development Runoff

R007084.7
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100+ HOME SUBDIVISION
URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
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Limiting impervious areas will help reduce the amount of site runoff generated. The following
are examples which can be used for this purpose (See Table 1: Suggested Resources for
additional sources of information):

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewalks
and streets. However, sidewalk widths must still comply with regulations for the Americans
with Disabilities Act and other life safety requirements.

¯ Design residential streets for the minimum required pavement widths needed to comply with
all zoning and applicable ordinances to support travel lanes; on-street parking; emergency,
maintenance, and service vehicle access; sidewalks; and vegetated open channels.

¯ Complying with all zoning and applicable ordinances, minimize the number of residential
street cul-de-sacs and incorporate landscaped areas to reduce their impervious cover. The
radius of cul-de-sacs should be the minimum required to accommodate emergency and
maintenance vehicles. Alternative turnarounds should be considered.

¯ Use permeable materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or interior roadway
surfaces (examples: hybrid lots, parking groves, permeable overflow parking, etc.).

¯ Use open space development that incorporates smaller lot sizes.

¯ Reduce building density.

¯ Complying with all zoning and applicable ordinances, reduce overall lot imperviousness by
promoting alternative driveway surfaces and shared driveways that connect two or more
homes together.

¯ Complying with all zoning and applicable ordinances, reduce the overall imperviousness
associated with parking lots by providing compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions,
incorporating efficient parking lanes, and using pervious materials in spillover parking areas.

¯ Direct rooftop runoff to pervious areas such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas and
avoid routing rooftop runoff to the roadway and the stormwater conveyance system.

Mitigating Stormwater Runoff

The following are examples of Treatment Control BMPs that can be used for mitigating the site
runoff, generated from each and every storm event of up to and including 0.75-inches of rainfall,
prior to it discharging into the stormwater conveyance system (See Table 1 : Suggested Resources
for additional sources of information):

P:~EPPUB\WATER\UNIT I~°ereira\SUSUMPS~NRDC version\ 100-plus-v3.doc R0070848
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100+ HOME SUBDIVISION
URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
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¯ Vegetated swales and strips (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Extended/dry detention basins (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Infiltration basins (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Infiltration trenches (Applicability and de.sign criteria to be added)

¯ Wet ponds (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Constructed wetlands (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Oil/Water separators (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Catch basin inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Storm drain inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Media filtration (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Bioretention facility (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Dry-wells (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Cisterns (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Foundation planting (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

3. PROTECT SLOPES AND CHANNELS

If applicable, the project plans must include BMPs to decrease the potential of slopes and/or
channels from eroding and impacting stormwater runoff:

¯ Safely convey runoff from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.

¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.

¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.

R0070849
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100+ HOME SUBDIVISION
URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
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¯ Energy dissipaters, such as riprap, must be installed at the outlets of new storm drains,
culverts, conduits, or channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable
specifications to minimize erosion.

4. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

5. PROPERLY DESIGN COMMONt OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed
project plans or activities may result in outdoor common areas for storage or use of materials the
following structural BMPs are required:

¯ Areas where materials are to be used or stored must be protected by secondary containment
structures such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.

1 Common areas are areas which are designed and intended for active or passive use, or are for the purpose of
providing access or services to the owners (or their designees). Examples of common areas are: parking areas,
driveways, service areas, recreational amenities such as swimming pools, spas, picnic areas and tables, benches, tot
lots, play areas, ball courts, barbecue areas, sitting areas, lawn and grass areas, landscape areas, planter areas, slopes,
trails, walkways, and trash areas.
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URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 6

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
stormwater within the secondary containment area.

6. PROPERLY DESIGN COMMON TRASH STORAGE AREAS

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All common trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

7. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, County staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
they are responsible for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred.
This transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility. For residential properties where the structural
BMPs are located within a common area which will be maintained by a homeowner’s
association, language regarding the responsibility for maintenance must be included in the
projects conditions, covenants and restrictions (CC&R’s). Printed educational materials will be
required to accompany the first deed transfer to highlight the existence of the requirement and to
provide information on what stormwater management facilities are present, signs that
maintenance is needed, how the necessary maintenance can be performed, and assistance that the
County can provide. It will also encourage the transfer of this information with subsequent sale
of the property. If structural BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they
will be the responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or
other appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior
approval from the County and will be considered on a case by case basis.

R0070851
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TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area StormwaterBay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management Practices Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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10 - 99 HOME SUBDIVISION

URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

Any subdivision lot being developed for 10 to 99 single-family or multi-family homes.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (USMP) was developed as part of the program
addressing Development Planning for the private sector. This USMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for 10-99 Home
Subdivision projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any pre-
existing regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds 50% of the market value
of the existing improvements, existing and new improvements shall comply with this USMP.
When the cost of new improvements are less than 50% of the market value of the existing
improvements, only the new improvements need to comply with this USMP.
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I0 - 99 HOME SUBDIVISION
URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 2

REQUIREMENTS

1. MITIGATE STORMWATER RUNOFF

Stormwater runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids,
metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the stormwater conveyance system. The
development must be designed so as to mitigate (infiltrate and/or treat) the site runoff generated
from each and every storm event of up to-and including 0.75-inches of rainfall, prior to it
discharging into the stormwater conveyance system. In designing your project to meet this
requirement, you are not limited to the BMPs below.

In meeting this specific requirement, "treatment" of runoff will require the incorporation of that
BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of pollutant loadings in that
runoff. Those BMPs best suited to that purpose are, at a minimum, those listed in the California
Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbooks as "likely to have significant impact"
beneficial to water quality for targeted pollutants that are of concern at the site in question.
However, it is possible that a combination of BMPs not so rated may, in a particular
circumstance, be best suited to maximize the reduction of the pollutants.

Reducing Post-Development Runoff

Limiting impervious areas will help reduce the amount of site runoff generated. The following
are examples which can be used for this purpose (See Table l: Suggested Resources for
additional sources of information):

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewalks
and streets. However, sidewalk widths must still comply with regulations for the Americans
with Disabilities Act and other life safety requirements.

¯ Design residential streets for the minimum required pavement widths needed to comply with
all zoning and applicable ordinances to support travel lanes; on-street parking; emergency,
maintenance, and service vehicle access; sidewalks; and vegetated open channels.

¯ Complying with all zoning and applicable ordinances, minimize the number of residential
street cul-de-sacs and incorporate landscaped areas to reduce their impervious cover. The
radius of cul-de-sacs should be the minimum required to accommodate emergency and
maintenance vehicles. Alternative turnarounds should be considered.

¯ Use permeable materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or interior roadway
surfaces (examples: hybrid lots, parking groves, permeable overflow parking, etc.).

PAEPPUB\WATER\UNITI~Pereira\SUSUMPS~IRDC vemion\lO-99sub-v3.doc R0070854
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10 - 99 HOME SUBDIVISION
URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
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¯ Use open space development that incorporates smaller lot sizes.

¯ Reduce building density.

¯ Complying with all zoning and applicable ordinances, reduce overall lot imperviousness by
promoting alternative driveway surfaces and shared driveways that connect two or more
homes together.

¯ Complying with all zoning and applicable ordinances, reduce the overall imperviousness
associated with parking lots by providing compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions,
incorporating efficient parking lanes, and using pervious materials in spillover parking areas.

¯ Direct rooftop runoff to pervious areas such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas and
avoid routing rooftop runoff.to the roadway and the stormwater conveyance system.

Mitigating Stormwater Runoff.

The following are examples of Treatment Control BMPs that can be used for mitigating the site
runoff, generated from each and every storm event of up to and including 0.75-inches of rainfall,
prior to it discharging into the stormwater conveyance system (See Table 1: Suggested Resources
for additional sources of information):

¯ Vegetated swales and strips (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Extended/dry detention basins (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Infiltration basins (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Infiltration trenches (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Wet ponds (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Constructed wetlands (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Oil/Water separators (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Catch basin inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Storm drain inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

R0070855
P:\EPPUB\WATER\UNITI~Pereira~SUSUMPS~NRDC version\10-99sub-v3.doc
Final



10 - 99 HOME SUBDIVISION
URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 4

¯ Media filtration (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Bioretention facility (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Dry-wells (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Cisterns (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Foundation planting (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

2. PROTECT SLOPES AND CHANNELS

If applicable, the project plans must include BMPs to decrease the potential of slopes and/or
channels from eroding and impacting stormwater runoff:

¯ Safely convey runoff from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.

¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.

¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.

¯ Energy dissipaters, such as riprap, must be installed at the outlets of new storm drains,
culverts, conduits, or channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable
specifications to minimize erosion.

3. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the storm~vater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

R0070856
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Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

4. PROPERLY DESIGN COMMON’ OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended.solids to enter the stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed
project plans or activities may result in outdoor common areas for storage or use of materials the
following structural BMPs are required:

¯ Areas where materials are to be used or stored must be protected by secondary containment
structures such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
stormwater within the secondary containment area.

5. PROPERLY DESIGN COMMON TRASH STORAGE AREAS

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All common trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

I Common areas are areas which are designed and intended for active or passive use, or are for the purpose of
providing access or services to the owners (or their designees). Examples of common areas are: parking areas,
driveways, service areas, recreational amenities such as swimming pools, spas, picnic areas and tables, benches, tot
lots, play areas, ball courts, barbecue areas, sitting areas, lawn and grass areas, landscape areas, planter areas, slopes,
trails, walkways, and trash areas.
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6. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, County staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
they are responsible for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred.
This transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility. For residential properties where the structural
BMPs are located within a common area which will be maintained by a homeowner’s
association, language regarding the responsibility for maintenance must be included in the
projects conditions, covenants and restrictions (CC&R’s). Printed educational materials will be
required to accompany the first deed transfer to highlight the existence of the requirement and to
provide information on what stormwater management facilities are present, signs that
maintenance is needed, how the necessary maintenance can be performed, and assistance that the
County can provide. It will also encourage the transfer of this information with subsequent sale
of the property. If structural BMPs ~e located within a public area proposed for transfer, they
will be the responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or
other appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior
approval from the County and will be considered on a case by case basis.
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TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area StormwaterBay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different 410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Elli¢ott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.    Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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100,000 SQUARE FOOT COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT

URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

Categorization as a commercial development of 100,000 or more square feet will be based on
total impermeable area, including parking area, as opposed to lot size or building footprint.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (USMP) was developed as part of the program
addressing Development Planning for the private sector. This USMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for 100,000 Square
Foot Commercial Development projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new
guidelines and any pre-existing regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds 50% of the market value
of the existing improvements, existing and new improvements shall comply with this USMP.
When the cost of new improvements are less than 50% of the market value of the existing
improvements, only the new improvements need to comply with this USMP.
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100,000 SQUARE FOOT COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT
URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 2

REQUIREMENTS

1. MITIGATE STORMWATER RUNOFF

Stormwater runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids,
metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the stormwater conveyance system. The
development must be designed so as to mitigate (infiltrate and/or treat) the site runoff generated
from each and every storm event of up to-and including 0.75-inches of rainfall, prior to it
discharging into the stormwater conveyance system. In designing your project to meet this
requirement, you are not limited to the BMPs below.

In meeting this specific requirement, "treatment" of runoff will require the incorporation of that
BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of pollutant loadings in that
runoff. Those BMPs best suited to that purpose are, at a minimum, those listed in the California
Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbooks as "likely to have significant impact"
beneficial to water quality for targeted pollutants that are of concern at the site in question.
However, it is possible that a combination of BMPs not so rated may, in a particular
circumstance, be best suited to maximize the reduction of the pollutants.

Reducing Post-Development Runoff

Limiting impervious areas will help reduce the amount of site runoff generated. The following
are examples which can be used for this purpose (See Table 1: Suggested Resources for
additional sources of information):

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewalks
and streets. However, sidewalk widths must still comply with regulations for the Americans
with Disabilities Act and Other life safety requirements.

¯ Use permeable materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or interior roadway
surfaces (examples: hybrid lots, parking groves, permeable overflow parking, etc.).

¯ Complying with all zoning and applicable ordinances, reduce the overall imperviousness
associated with parking lots by providing compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions,
incorporating efficient parking lanes, and using pervious materials in spillover parking areas.

¯ Direct rooftop runoff to pervious areas such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas and
avoid routing rooftop runoff to the roadway and the stormwater conveyance system.
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100,000 SQUARE FOOT COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT
URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 3

Mitigating Stormwater Runoff

The following are examples of Treatment Control BMPs that can be used for mitigating the site
runoff, generated from each and every storm event of up to and including 0.75-inches of rainfall,
prior to it discharging into the stormwater conveyance system (See Table 1 : Suggested Resources
for additional sources of information):

¯ Vegetated swales and strips (Applicabilit)’ and design criteria to be added)

¯ Extended/dry detention basins (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Infiltration basins (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Infiltration trenches (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Wet ponds (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Constructed wetlands (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Oil/Water separators (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Catch basin inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Storm drain inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Media filtration (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Bioretention facility (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Dry-wells (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Cisterns (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Foundation planting (Applicability and design criteria to be added)
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100,000 SQUARE FOOT COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT
URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 4

2. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

3. PROPERLY DESIGN OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed
project plans or activities may result in outdoor areas for storage or use of materials the following
structural BMPs are required:

¯ Areas where materials are to be used or stored must be protected by secondary containment
structures such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
storm water within the secondary containment area.
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100,000 SQUARE FOOT COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT
URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
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4. PROPERLY DESIGN TRASH STORAGE AREAS

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, an~or creeks. All trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:

Trash container areas must have drainage-from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

5. PROPERLY DESIGN LOADING/UNLOADING DOCK AREAS

Loading/unloading dock areas have the potential for material spills to be quickly transported to
the stormwater conveyance system. To minimize this potential, the following design criteria are
required:

¯ Cover loading dock areas and design drainage to minimize run-on and runoff of stormwater.

¯ Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks are prohibited.

6. PROPERLY DESIGN VEHICLE/EQUIPMENT WASH AREAS

Vehicle/equipment washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease,
solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the stormwater conveyance system. To alleviate
this problem, consider including in the project plans an area for washing/steam cleaning of
vehicles and equipment. If this area is included in the site design, it must meet the following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment
facility, and properly connected to a sanitary sewer.
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100,000 SQUARE FOOT COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT
URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
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7. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, County staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
they are responsible for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred.
This transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility. If structural BMPs are located within a public
area proposed for transfer, they will be the responsibility of the developer until they are accepted
for transfer by the County or other appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for
transfer will need prior approval from the County and will be considered on a case by case basis.
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TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area Stormwater Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Storm water Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR SHOP

URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

An automotive repair shop is a facility that is categorized in any one of the following Standard
Industrial Classification (SIC) codes: 5013, 5014, 5541, 7532-7534, or 7536-7539. Exceptions
do apply for SIC codes 5013, 5014, and 5541. For SIC code 5013, if the business has no outside
storage of any recycled oil or other hazardous substances, it is not included. For SIC code 5014,
if the business does not engage in any repair work, it is not included. For SIC code 5541, if the
business does not engage in any onsite repair work, it is not included.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a ’framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (USMP) was developed as part of the program
addressing Development Planning for the private sector. This USMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for Automotive
Repair Shop projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any pre-
existing regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds 50% of the market value
of the existing improvements, existing and new improvements shall comply with this USMP.
When the cost of new improvements are less than 50% of the market value of the existing
improvements, only the new improvements need to comply with this USMP.
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AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR SHOP
URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 2

REQUIREMENTS

1. MITIGATE STORMWATER RUNOFF

Stormwater runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids,
metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the stormwater conveyance system. The
development must be designed so as to mitigate (infiltrate and/or treat) the site runoff generated
from each and every storm event of up to and including 0.75-inches of rainfall, prior to it
discharging into the stormwater conveyance system. In designing your project to meet this
requirement, you are not limited to the BMPs below.

In meeting this specific requirement, "treatment" of runoff will require the incorporation of that
BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of pollutant loadings in that
runoff. Those BMPs best suited to that purpose are, at a minimum, those listed in the California
Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbooks as "likely to have significant impact"
beneficial to water quality for targeted pollutants that are of concern at the site in question.
However, it is possible that a combination of BMPs not so rated may, in a particular
circumstance, be best suited to maximize the reduction of the pollutants.

Reducing Post-Development Runoff

Limiting impervious areas will help reduce the amount of site runoff generated. The following
are examples which can be used for this purpose (See Table 1 : Suggested Resources for
additional sources of information):

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewalks
and streets. However, sidewalk widths must still comply with regulations for the Americar~s
with Disabilities Act and other life safety requirements.

* Use permeable materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or interior roadway
surfaces (examples: hybrid lots, parking groves, permeable overflow parking, etc.).

¯ Complying with all zoning and applicable ordinances, reduce the overall imperviousness
associated with parking lots by providing compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions,
incorporating efficient parking lanes, and using pervious materials in spillover parking areas.

¯ Direct rooftop runoff to pervious areas such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas and
avoid routing rooftop runoff to the roadway and the stormwater conveyance system.
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AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR SHOP
URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 3

Mitigating Stormwater Runoff

The following are examples of Treatment Control BMPs that can be used for mitigating the site
runoff, generated from each and every storm event of up to and including 0.75-inches of rainfall,
prior to it discharging into the stormwater conveyance system (See Table 1 : Suggested Resources
for additional sources of information):

¯ Vegetated swales and strips (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Extended/dry detention basins (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Infiltration basins (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Infiltration trenches (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Wet ponds (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Constructed wetlands (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Oil/Water separators (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Catch basin inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Storm drain inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Media filtration (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Bioretention facility (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Dry-wells (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Cisterns (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Foundation planting (Applicability and design criteria to be added)
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AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR SHOP
URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 4

2. PROPERLY DESIGN FUELING AREA

Fueling areas have the potential to contribute oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant
and gasoline to the stormwater conveyance system. Therefore, design plans which include
fueling areas must include the following:

Fuel dispensing areas must be covered with an overhanging roof structure or canopy. The
cover’s minimum dimensions must be ~qual to or greater than the area within the grade
break. The cover must not drain onto the fuel dispensing area and the downspouts must be
routed to prevent drainage across the fueling area.

¯ Fuel dispensing areas must be paved with portland cement concrete (or equivalent smooth
impervious surface), and the use of asphalt concrete shall be prohibited.

¯ The fuel dispensing area must have a 2% to 4% slope to prevent ponding, and must be
separated from the rest of the site by a grade break that prevents run-on of stormwater to the
extent practicable.

¯ At a minimum, the concrete fuel dispensing area must extend 6.5 feet (2.0 meters) from the
comer of each fuel dispenser, or the length at which the hose and nozzle assembly may be
operated plus 1 foot (0.3 meter), whichever is less.

3. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.
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4. PROPERLY DESIGN OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREA

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed
project plans or activities may result in outdoor areas for storage or use of materials the following
sti’uctural BMPs are required:

¯ Areas where materials are to be used or stored must be protected by secondary containment
structures such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and impervious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
storm water within the secondary containment area.

5. PROPERLY DESIGN TRASH STORAGE AREA

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

6. PROPERLY DESIGN REPAIR/MAINTENANCE BAYS

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and gasoline from the repair/maintenance bays
can negatively impact stormwater if allowed to come into contact with stormwater runoff.
Therefore, design plans for repair bays must include the following:

¯ Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow
stormwater runon or contact with stormwater runoff.

¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all washwater, leaks and spills.
Connect drains to a sump for collection and disposal. If required by local jurisdiction, obtain
an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit.
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7. PROPERLY DESIGN LOADINGfUNLOADING DOCK AREAS

Loading/unloading dock areas have the potential for material spills to be quickly transported to
the stormwater conveyance system. To minimize this potential, the following design criteria are
required:

¯ Cover loading dock areas and design drainage to minimize run-on and runoff of stormwater.

¯ Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks are prohibited.

8. PROPERLY DESIGN VEHICLE/EQUIPMENT WASH AREAS

Vehicle/equipment washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease,
solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the stormwater conveyance system. To alleviate
this problem, consider including in the project plans an area for washing/steam cleaning of
vehicles and equipment. If this area is included in the site design, it must meet the following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretr~atment
facility, and properly connected to a sanitary sewer.

9. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, County staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
they are responsible for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred.
This transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility. If structural BMPs are located within a public
area proposed for transfer, they will be the responsibility of the developer until they are accepted
for transfer by the County or other appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for
transfer will need prior approval from the County and will be considered on a case by case basis.
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TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area StormwaterBay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.

Best Management Practice Guide Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Retail Gasoline Outlets (1997) Cashiers Office

900 S. Fremont Avenue
Discusses appropriate BMPs for fueling and other Alhambra, CA 91803
closely related activities likely to be found at retail 626-458-6959
fueling operations.
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RESTAURANT

URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

A restaurant is a facility that sells prepared foods and drinks for consumption, including
stationary lunch counters and refreshment stands selling prepared foods and drinks for immediate
consumption. (SIC code 5812)

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollhtant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional.
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning:
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (USMP) was developed as part of the program
addressing Development Planning for the private sector. This USMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for Restaurant
projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any pre-existing
regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds 50% of the market value
of the existing improvements, existing and new improvements shall comply with this USMP.
When the cost of new improvements are less than 50% of the market value of the existing
improvements, only the new improvements need to comply with this USMP.
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RESTAURANT
URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
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REQUIREMENTS

1. MITIGATE STORMWATER RUNOFF

Stormwater runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids,
metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the stormwater conveyance system. The
development must be designed so as to mitigate (infiltrate and/or treat) the site runoff generated
from each and every storm event of up to-and including 0.75-inches of rainfall, prior to it
discharging into the stormwater conveyance system. In designing your project to meet this
requirement, you are not limited to the BMPs below.

In meeting this specific requirement, "treatment" of runoff will require the incorporation of that
BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of pollutant loadings in that
runoff. Those BMPs best suited to that purpose are, at a minimum, those listed in the California
Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbooks as "likely to have significant impact"
beneficial to water quality for targeted pollutants that are of concern at the site in question.
However, it is possible that a combination of BMPs not so rated may, in a particular
circumstance, be best suited to maximize the reduction of the pollutants.

Reducing Post-Development Runoff

Limiting impervious areas will help reduce the amount of site runoff generated. The following
are examples which can be used for this purpose (See Table 1: Suggested Resources for
additional sources of information):

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewalks
and streets. However, sidewalk widths must still comply with regulations for the Americans
with Disabilities Act and other life safety requirements.

¯ Use permeable materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or interior roadway
surfaces (examples: hybrid lots, parking groves, permeable overflow parking, etc.).

¯ Complying with all zoning and applicable ordinances, reduce the overall imperviousness
associated with parking lots by providing compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions,
incorporating efficient parking lanes, and using pervious materials in spillover parking areas.

¯ Direct rooftop runoff to pervious areas such as’ yards, open channels, or vegetated areas and
avoid routing rooftop runoff to the roadway and the stormwater conveyance system.
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Mitigating Stormwater Runoff

The following are examples of Treatment Control BMPs that can be used for mitigating the site
runoff, generated from each and every storm event of up to and including 0.75-inches of rainfall,
prior to it discharging into the stormwater conveyance system (See Table 1 : Suggested Resources
for additional sources of information):

¯ Vegetated swales and strips (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Extended/dry detention basins (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Infiltration basins (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Infiltration trenches (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Wet ponds (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Constructed wetlands (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Oil/Water separators (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Catch basin inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Storm drain inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Media filtration (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Bioretention facility (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Dry-wells (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Cisterns (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Foundation planting (Applicability and design criteria to be added)
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2. PROPERLY DESIGN EQUIPMENT/ACCESSORY WASH AREAS

Equipment!accessory washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and
grease, solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the stormwater conveyance system. To
alleviate this problem, include in the project plans an area for the washing/steam cleaning of
equipment and accessories. This area must meet the following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, equipped with a grease trap, and properly connected to a
sanitary sewer.

If this wash area is to be located outdoors, it must be covered, paved and have secondary
containment.

3. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

4. PROPERLY DESIGN OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed
project plans or activities may result in outdoor areas for storage or use of materials the following
structural BMPs are required:
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¯ Areas where materials are to be used or stored must be protected by secondary containment
structures such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
storm water within the secondary containment area.

5. PROPERLY DESIGN TRASH STORAGE AREAS

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

6. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As pan of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, County staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
they are responsible for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred.
This transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility. If structural BMPs are located within a public
area proposed for transfer, they will be the responsibility of the developer until they are accepted
for transfer by the County or other appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for
transfer will need prior approval from the County and will be considered on a case by case basis.
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TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area Stormwater Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Desig~ Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of. Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 9 ! 803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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RETAIL GASOLINE OUTLET

URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

A retail gasoline outlet is primarily engaged in selling gasoline and lubricating oils. These
establishments frequently sell other merchandise, such as tires, batteries, and automobile parts.
Frequently, these establishments also perform minor automotive repair work. Gasoline stations
combined with other activities, such as grocery stores, convenience stores, or car wash facilities,
are classified according to the primary activity.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (USMP) was developed as part of the program
addressing Development Planning for the private sector. This USMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for Retail Gasoline
Outlet projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any pre-existing
regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds 50% of the market value
of the existing improvements, existing and new improvements shall comply with this USMP.
When the cost of new improvements are less than 50% of the market value of the existing
improvements, only the new improvements need to comply with this USMP.

R0070880
P:\EPPUB\WATER\U NIT!\Pereira\SUSUMPS~NRDC version~go-v3.doc
Final



RETAIL GASOLINE OUTLET
URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 2

REQUIREMENTS

1. MITIGATE STORMWATER RUNOFF

Stormwater runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids,
metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the stormwater conveyance system. The
development must be designed so as to mitigate (infiltrate and/or treat) the site runoff generated
from each and every storm event of up to-and including 0.75-inches of rainfall, prior to it
discharging into the stormwater conveyance system. In designing your project to meet this
requirement, you are not limited to the BMPs below.

In meeting this specific requirement, "treatment" of runoff will require the incorporation of that
BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of pollutant loadings in that
runoff. Those BMPs best suited to that purpose are, at a minimum, those listed in the California
Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbooks as "likely to have significant impact"
beneficial to water quality for targeted pollutants that are of concern at the site in question.
However, it is possible that a combination of BMPs not so rated may, in a particular
circumstance, be best suited to maximize the reduction of the pollutants.

Reducing Post-Development Runoff

Limiting impervious areas will help reduce the amount of site runoff generated. The following
are examples which can be used for this purpose (See Table 1: Suggested Resources for
additional sources of information):

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewalks
and streets. However, sidewalk widths must still comply with regulations for the Americans
with Disabilities Act and other life safety requirements.

¯ Use permeable materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or interior roadway
surfaces (examples: hybrid lots, parking groves, permeable overflow parking, etc.).

¯ Complying with all zoning and applicable ordinances, reduce the overall imperviousness
associated with parking lots by providing compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions,
incorporating efficient parking lanes, and using pervious materials in spillover parking areas.

¯ Direct rooftop runoff to pervious areas such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas and
avoid routing rooftop runoff to the roadway and the stormwater conveyance system.
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Mitigating Stormwater Runoff

The following are examples of Treatment Control BMPs that can be used for mitigating the site
runoff, generated from each and every storm event of up to and including 0.75-inches of rainfall,
prior to it discharging into the stormwater conveyance system (See Table 1: Suggested Resources
for additional sources of information):

¯ Vegetated swales and strips (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Extended/dry detention basins (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Infiltration basins (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Infiltration trenches (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Wet ponds (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Constructed wetlands (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Oil/Water separators (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Catch basin inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Storm drain inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Media filtration (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Bioretention facility (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Dry-wells (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Cisterns (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Foundation planting (Applicability and design criteria to be added)
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2. PROPERLY DESIGN FUELING AREA

Fueling areas have the potential to contribute oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant
and gasoline to the stormwater conveyance system. The project plans must include the following
BMPs:

¯ Fuel dispensing areas must be covered with an overhanging roof structure or canopy. The
canopy’s minimum dimensions must be equal to or greater than the area within the grade
break. The canopy must not drain onto the fuel dispensing area, and the canopy downspouts
must be routed to prevent drainage across the fueling area.

¯ Fuel dispensing areas must be paved with portland cement concrete (or equivalent smooth
impervious surface), and the use of asphalt concrete shall be prohibited.

¯ The fuel dispensing area must have a 2% to 4% slope to prevent ponding, and must be
separated from the rest of the site by a grade break that prevents run-on of stormwater to the
extent practicable.

¯ At a minimum, the concrete fuel dispensing area must extend 6.5 feet (2.0 meters) from the
comer of each fuel dispenser, or the length at which the hose and nozzle assembly may be
operated plus 1 foot (0.3 meter), whichever is less.

3. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.
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4. PROPERLY DESIGN OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREA

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed
project plans or activities may result in outdoor areas for storage or use of materials the following
structural BMPs are required:

¯ Areas where materials are to be used or stored must be protected by secondary containment
structures such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
storm water within the secondary containment area.

5. PROPERLY DESIGN TRASH STORAGE AREA

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

6. PROPERLY DESIGN REPAIR/MAINTENANCE BAYS

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and gasoline from the repair/maintenance bays
can negatively impact stormwater if allowed to come into contact with stormwater runoff.
Therefore, design plans for repair bays must include the following:

¯ Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow
stormwater runon or contact with stormwater runoff.
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¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all washwater, leaks and spills.
Connect drains to a sump for collection and disposal. If required by local jurisdiction, obtain
an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit.

7. PROPERLY DESIGN VEHICLE/EQUIPMENT WASH AREAS

Vehicle/equipment washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease,
solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the stormwater conveyance system. To alleviate
this problem, consider including in the project plans an area for washing/steam cleaning of
vehicles and equipment. If this area is included in the site design, it must meet the following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment
facility, and properly connected to a sanitary sewer.

8. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, County staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
they are responsible for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred.
This transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility. If structural BMPs are located within a public
area proposed for transfer, they will be the responsibility of the developer until they are accepted
for transfer by the County or other appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for
transfer will need prior approval from the County and will be considered on a case by case basis.
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TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area StormwaterBay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

5 I0-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Storm water Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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SINGLE FAMILY HILLSIDE RESIDENCE

URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

"Hillside" is as defined by the local jurisdiction. For example, one jurisdiction defines "hillside"
as a property located in an area with known erosive soil conditions, where the development
contemplates grading on any natural slope that is 25% or greater, and where grading
contemplates cut or fill slopes 30 feet high or greater.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities, under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (USMP) was developed as part of the program
addressing Development Planning for the private sector. This USMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for Single-Family
Hillside Residence projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any
pre-existing regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds 50% of the market value
of the existing improvements, existing and new improvements shall comply with this USMP.
When the cost of new improvements are less than 50% of the market value of the existing
improvements, only the new improvements need to comply with this USMP.
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REQUIREMENTS

I. MITIGATE STORMWATER RUNOFF

Stormwater runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids,
metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the stormwater conveyance system. The
development must be designed so as to mitigate (infiltrate and/or treat) the site runoff generated
from each and every storm event of up to-and including 0.75-inches of rainfall, prior to it
discharging into the stormwater conveyance system. In designing your project to meet this
requirement, you are not limited to the BMPs below.

In meeting this specific requirement, "treatment" of runoff will require the incorporation of that
BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of pollutant loadings in that
runoff. Those BMPs best suited to that purpose are, at a minimum, those listed in the California
Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbooks as "likely to have significant impact"
beneficial to water quality for targeted pollutants that are of concern at the site in question.
However, it is possible that a combination of BMPs not so rated may, in a particular
circumstance, be best suited to maximize the reduction of the pollutants.

Reducing Post-Development Runoff

Limiting impervious areas will help reduce the amount of site runoff generated. The following
are examples which can be used for this purpose (See Table 1: Suggested Resources for
additional sources of information):

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewalks
and streets. However, s~dewalk widths must still comply with regulations for the Americans
with Disabilities Act and other life safety requirements.

¯ Design residential streets for the minimum required pavement widths needed to comply with
all zoning and applicable ordinances to support travel lanes; on-street parking; emergency,
maintenance, and service vehicle access; sidewalks; and vegetated open channels.

¯ Complying with all zoning and applicable ordinances, minimize the number of residential
street cul-de-sacs and incorporate landscaped areas to reduce their impervious cover. The
radius of cul-de-sacs should be the minimum required to accommodate emergency and
maintenance vehicles. Alternative tumarounds should be considered.

¯ Use permeable materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or interior roadway
surfaces (examples: hybrid lots, parking groves, permeable overflow parking, etc.).

P:~EPPU B\WATER\UNITI’Pereira\SU SU MPSWRDC ve~on~hillhome-v3.doc R0070888
Final



SINGLE FAMILY HILLSIDE RESIDENCE
URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 3

¯ Use open space development that incorporates smaller lot sizes.

¯ Reduce building density.

¯ Complying with all zoning and applicable ordinances, reduce overall lot imperviousness by
promoting alternative driveway surfaces and shared driveways that connect two or more
homes together.                    -..

¯ Complying with all zoning and applicable ordinances, reduce the overall imperviousness
associated with parking lots by providing compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions,
incorporating efficient parking lanes, and using pervious materials in spillover parking areas.

¯ Direct rooftop runoff to pervious areas such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas and
avoid routing rooftop runoff to the roadway and the stormwater conveyance system.

Mitigating Stormwater Runoff

The following are examples of Treatment Control BMPs that can be used for mitigating the site
runoff, generated from each and every storm event of up to and including 0.75-inches of rainfall,
prior to it discharging into the stormwater conveyance system (See Table l: Suggested Resources
for additional sources of information):

¯ ¯ Vegetated swales and strips (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Extended/dry detention basins (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Infiltration basins (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Infiltration trenches (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Wet ponds (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Constructed wetlands (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Oil/Water separators (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Catch basin inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Storm drain inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be added)
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¯ Media filtration (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Bioretention facility (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Dry-wells (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Cisterns (Applicability and design criteri.a.to be added)

¯ Foundation planting (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

2. PROTECT SLOPES AND CHANNELS

If applicable, the project plans must include BMPs to decrease the potential of slopes and/or
channels from eroding and impacting stormwater runoff:

¯ Safely convey runoff from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.

¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.

¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.

¯ Energy dissipaters, such as riprap, must be installed at the outlets of new storm drains,
culverts, conduits, or channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable
specifications to minimize erosion.

3. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.
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¯ Signs and prohibitive language and]or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

4. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most dommon reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, County staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
they are responsible for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred.
This transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibiIity for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility. For residential properties where the structural
BMPs are located within a common area which will be maintained by a homeowner’s
association, language regarding the responsibility for maintenance must be included in the
projects conditions, covenants and restrictions (CC&R’s). Printed educational materials will be
required to accompany the first deed transfer to highlight the existence of the requirement and to
provide information on what stormwater management facilities are present, signs that
maintenance is needed, how the necessary maintenance can be performed, and assistance that the
County can provide. It will also encourage the transfer of this information with subsequent sale
of the property. If structural BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they
will be the responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or
other appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior
approval from the County and will be considered on a case by case basis.
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TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area StormwaterBay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. -. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) byCenter for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Eilicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different 410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.    Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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100+ HOME SUBDIVISION

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

A 100+ home subdivision is defined as any subdivision lot being developed for more than 100
single-family or multi-family homes.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. The Permit’tees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop, Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will need to implement the appropriate
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for 100+ Home
Subdivision projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any pre-
existing regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pre-determined
threshold, the new and the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of new improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the new improvements
need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-determined threshold shall be consistent with the
local jurisdiction’s policy for application of other building codes to new improvements.

R0070894
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100+ HOME SUBDIVISION
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
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REQUIREMENTS

1. PEAK STORM WATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

Peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development levels for
developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate may result in an increased
potential for downstream erosion.

2. CONSERVE NATURAL AREAS

If applicable, the following items are required and must be implemented in the site layout during
the subdivision design and approval process, consistent with applicable General Plan and Local
Area Plan policies:

¯ Every effort shall be made to concentrate or cluster development on portions of a site while
leaving the remaining land in a natural undisturbed condition.

¯ Limit clearing and grading of native vegetation at a site to the minimum amount needed to
build lots, allow access, and provide fire protection.

¯ Maximize trees and other vegetation at each site by planting additional vegetation, clustering
tree areas, and promoting the use of native and/or drought tolerant plants. Wherever
practical, promote natural vegetation by using parking lot islands and other landscaped areas.

¯ Preserve riparian areas and wetlands.

3. MITIGATE STORMWATER RUNOFF

Stormwater runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids,
metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the stormwater conveyance system. The
development must be designed so as to mitigate (infiltrate and/or treat) the site runoff generated

,:,f up t~, a,’~ "~nc!ud:’nT:, ’~ ’: :_^t.a. of -^:-�~" from impervious
directly connected areas that may contribute pollutants of concern to the stormwater conveyance
system. Pollutants of concern, as defined by the Permit, consist of any pollutants that exhibit one
or more of the following characteristics: current loadings or historic deposits of the pollutant are
impacting the beneficial uses of a receiving water, elevated levels of the pollutant are found in
sediments of a receiving water and/or have the potential to bioaccumulate in organisms therein,
or the detectable inputs of the pollutant are at a level high enough to be considered potentially
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toxic to humans and/or flora and fauna. In designing your project to meet this requirement, you
are not limited to the BMPs below.

In meeting this specific requirement, "treatment" of runoff will require the incorporation of a
BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of pollutant loadings in that
runoff. Those BMPs best suited for that purpose are, at a minimum, those listed in the California
Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbooks as "likely to have significant impact"
beneficial to water quality for targeted pollutants that are of concern at the site in question.
However, it is possible that a combination of BMPs not so designated may, in a particular
circumstance, be best suited to maximize the reduction of the pollutants.

Reducing Post-Development Runoff

Limiting impervious areas will help reduce the amount of site runoff generated. The following
are examples which can be used for this purpose (See Table 1: Suggested Resources for
additional sources of information):

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewalks
and streets. However, sidewalk widths must still comply with regulations for the Americans
with Disabilities Act and other life safety requirements.

¯ Design residential streets for the minimum required pavement widths needed to comply with
all zoning and applicable ordinances to support travel lanes; on-street parking; emergency,
maintenance, and service vehicle access; sidewalks; and vegetated open channels.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to minimize the number of residential
street cul-de-sacs and incorporate landscaped areas to reduce their impervious cover. "[he
radius of cul-de-sacs should be the minimum required to accommodate emergency and
maintenance vehicles. Alternative tumarounds should be considered.

¯ Use permeable materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or interior roadway
surfaces (examples: hybrid lots, parking groves, permeable overflow parking, etc.).

¯ Use open space development that incorporates smaller lot sizes.

¯ Reduce building density.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce overall lot imperviousness by
promoting alternative driveway surfaces and shared driveways that connect two or more
homes together.

P:\EPPUB\WATER\UNITl~Pereira\SUSUMPS~Petmittees\7-1-99~100hom~.Ooc                               R0070896
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¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce the overall imperviousness
associated with parking lots by providing compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions,
incorporating efficient parking lanes, and using pervious materials in spillover parking areas.

¯ Direct rooftop runoff to pervious areas such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas, and
avoid routing rooftop runoff to the roadway or the stormwater conveyance system.

Mitigating Stormwater Runoff

The following are examples of Treatment Control BMPs that can be used for mitigating the site
runoff generated fra~r_ eat,’, z,,d every store, e~’.eP.t -� ,,,~ m ~.a ;,,,q,,ai.o n ~q.in~h,~ ,~" -~;-�^!l
from impervious directly connected areas that may contribute pollutants of concern to the
stormwater conveyance system (See Table 1: Suggested Resources for additional sources of
information):

¯ Vegetated swales and strips (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Extended/dry detention basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Infiltration basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Infiltration trenches (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Wet ponds (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Constructed wetlands (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Oil/Water separators (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Catch basin inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Continuous deflective separation units (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by
the local jurisdiction)

P:\EPPUB\WATER\UNIT1 ~ereira~SUSUMPS~Pemlittees\7.1.99H00home.doc R0070897
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¯ Storm drain inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Media filtration (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Bioretention facility (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Dry-wells (Applicability and design crite~’ia to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Cisterns (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Foundation planting (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

4. PROTECT SLOPES AND CHANNELS

If applicable, the project plans must include BMPs consistent with local code and ordinance to
decrease the potential of slopes and/or channels from eroding and impacting stormwater runoff:

¯ Convey runoff safely from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.

¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.

¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.

¯ Install energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of new storm drains, culverts,
conduits, or channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable specifications
to minimize erosion.

5. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
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"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and!or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

6. PROPERLY DESIGN COMMON OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

Common outdoor material storage areas refer to storage areas or storage facilities solely for the
storage of materials used in the routine maintenance of common areas or common facilities such
as swimming pools, tennis courts, green belt areas, etc.

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed
project plans include common outdoor areas for storage of materials that may contribute
pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the following structural BMPs are required:

¯ Areas where materials are to be stored must be: (1) placed in an enclosure such as, but not
limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar structure that prevents contact with runoff or spillage to
the storm water conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary containment structures
such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
stormwater within the secondary containment area.

7. PROPERLY DESIGN COMMON TRASH STORAGE AREAS

A common trash storage area refers to an area where a trash receptacle or receptacles are located
for use by more than one household or dwelling unit as a repository for household wastes.

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All common trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
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the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

8. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Permittee staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred. This
transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility. For residential properties where the structural
BMPs are located within a common area which will be maintained by a homeowner’s
association, language regarding the responsibility for maintenance must be included in the
projects conditions, covenants and restrictions (CC&R’s). Printed educational materials will be
required to accompany the first deed transfer to highlight the existence of the requirement and to
provide information on what stormwater management facilities are present, signs that
maintenance is needed, how the necessary maintenance can be performed, and assistance that the
Permittee can provide. It will also encourage the transfer of this information with subsequent
sale of the property.

If structural BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior approval
from the County or other appropriate public agency and will be considered on a case by case
basis.
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TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area Stormwater Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.    Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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I0 - 99 HOME SUBDMSION

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

Any subdivision lot being developed for 10 to 99 single-family or multi-family homes.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. The Permittees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop, Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will need to implement the appropriate
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for 10-99 Home
Subdivision projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any pre-
existing regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pre-determined
threshold, the new and the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of new improvements is less than the pre-determined .threshold, only the new improvements
need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-determined threshold shall be consistent with the
local jurisdiction’s policy for application of other building codes to new improvements.

R0070902
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REQUIREMENTS

1. PEAK STORM WATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

Peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development levels for
developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate may result in an increased
potential for downstream erosion.

2. CONSERVE NATURAL AREAS

If applicable, the following items are required and must be implemented in the site layout during
the subdivision design and approval process, consistent with applicable General Plan and Local
Area Plan policies:

¯ Every effort shall be made to concentrate or cluster development on portions of a site while
leaving the remaining land in a natural undisturbed condition.

¯ Limit clearing and grading of native vegetation at a site to the minimum amount needed to
build lots, allow access, and provide fire protection.

¯ Maximize trees and other vegetation at each site by planting additional vegetation, clustering
tree areas, and promoting the use of native and/or drought tolerant plants. Wherever
practical, promote natural vegetation by using parking lot islands and other landscaped areas.

¯ Preserve riparian areas and wetlands.

3. PROTECT SLOPES AND CHANNELS

If applicable, the project plans must include BMPs consistent with local code and ordinance to
decrease the potential of slopes and/or channels from eroding and impacting stormwater runoff:

¯ Convey runoff safely from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.

¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.

¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.

R0070903
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100,000 SQUARE FOOT COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

Categorization as a commercial development of 100,000 or more square feet will be based on
total impermeable area, including parking area, as opposed to lot size or building footprint.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. The Permittees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop, Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will need to implement the appropriate
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for 100,000 Square
Foot Commercial Development projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new
guidelines and any pre-existing regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pre-determined
threshold, the new and the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of new improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the new improvements
need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-determined threshold shall be consistent with the
local jurisdiction’s policy for application of other building codes to new improvements.
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Install energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of new storm drains, culverts,
conduits, or channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable specifications
to minimize erosion.

4. MITIGATE STORMWATER RUNOFF

Stormwater runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids,
metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the stormwater conveyance system. The
development must be designed so as to mitigate (infiltrate and/or treat) the site runoff generated
from each and every storm event of up to and including 0.6-inches of rainfall from impervious
directly connected areas that may contribute pollutants of concern to the stormwater conveyance
system. Pollutants of concern, as defined by the Permit, consist of any pollutants that exhibit one
or more of the following characteristics: current loadings or historic deposits of the pollutant are
impacting the beneficial uses of a receiving water, elevated levels of the pollutant are found in
sediments of a receiving water and/or have the potential to bioaccumulate in organisms therein,
or the detectable inputs of the pollutant are at a level high enough to be considered potentially
toxic to humans and/or flora and fauna. In designing your project to meet this requirement, you
are not limited to the BMPs below.

In meeting this specific requirement, "treatment" of runoff will require the incorporation of a
BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of pollutant loadings in that
runoff. Those BMPs best suited for that purpose are, at a minimum, those listed in the California
Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbooks as "likely to have significant impact"
beneficial to water quality for targeted pollutants that are of concern at the site in question.
However, it is possible that a combination of BMPs not so designated may, in a particular
circumstance, be best suited to maximize the reduction of the pollutants.

Reducin8 Post-Development Runoff

Limiting impervious areas will help reduce the amount of site runoff generated. The following
are examples which can be used for this purpose (See Table 1: Suggested Resources for
additional sources of information):

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewalks
and streets. However, sidewalk widths must still comply with regulations for the Americans
with Disabilities Act and other life safety requirements.

¯ Design residential streets for the minimum required pavement widths needed to comply with
all zoning and applicable ordinances to support travel lanes; on-street parking; emergency,
maintenance, and service vehicle access; sidewalks; and vegetated open channels.
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¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to minimize the number of residential
street cul-de-sacs and incorporate landscaped areas to reduce their impervious cover. The
radius of cul-de-sacs should be the minimum required to accommodate emergency and
maintenance vehicles. Alternative turnarounds should be considered.

¯ Use permeable materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or interior roadway
surfaces (examples: hybrid lots, parking groves, permeable overflow parking, etc.).

¯ Use open space development that incorpoi’ates smaller lot sizes.

¯ Reduce building density.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce overall lot imperviousness by
promoting altemative driveway surfaces and shared driveways that connect two or more
homes together.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce the overall imperviousness
associated with parking lots by providing compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions,
incorporating efficient parking lanes, and using pervious materials in spillover parking areas.

¯ Direct rooftop runoff to pervious areas such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas, and
avoid routing rooftop runoff to the roadway or the stormwater conveyance system.

Mitigating Stormwater Runoff

The following are examples of Treatment Control BMPs that can be used for mitigating the site
runoff generated from each and every storm event of up to and including 0.6-inches of rainfall
from impervious directly connected areas that may contribute pollutants of concern to the
stormwater conveyance system (See Table 1: Suggested Resources for additional sources of
information):

¯ Vegetated swales and strips (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Extended/dry detention basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Infiltration basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

R0070906
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¯ Infiltration trenches (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Wet ponds (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Constructed wetlands (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Oil/Water separators (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Catch basin inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Continuous deflective separation units (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by
the local jurisdiction)

¯ Storm drain inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the, local
jurisdiction)

¯ Media filtration (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Bioretention facility (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Dry-wells (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Cisterns (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Foundation planting (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

5. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.
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¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

6. PROPERLY DESIGN COMMON OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

Common outdoor material storage areas refer to storage areas or storage facilities solely for the
storage of materials used in the routine maintenance of common areas or common facilities such
as swimming pools, tennis courts, green belt areas, etc.

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed
project plans include common outdoor areas for storage of materials that may contribute
pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the following structural BMPs are required:

¯ Areas where materials are to be stored must be: (1) placed in an enclosure such as, but not
limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar structure that prevents contact with runoff or spillage to
the storm water conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary containment structures
such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and SUfficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
stormwater within the secondary containment area.

7. PROPERLY DESIGN COMMON TRASH STORAGE AREAS

A common trash storage area refers to an area where a trash receptacle or receptacles are located
for use by more than one household or dwelling unit as a repository for household wastes.

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All common trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:
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Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

8. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Permittee staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred. This
transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility. For residential properties where the structural
BMPs are located within a common area which will be maintained by a homeowner’s
association, language regarding the responsibility for maintenance must be included in the
projects conditions, covenants and restrictions (CC&R’s). Printed educational materials will be
required to accompany the first deed transfer to highlight the existence of the requirement and to
provide information on what stormwater management facilities are present, signs that
maintenance is needed, how the necessary maintenance can be performed, and assistance that the
Permit-tee can provide. It will also encourage the transfer of this information with subsequent
sale of the property.

If structural BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior approval
from the County or other appropriate public agency and will be considered on a case by case
basis.
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TABLE I: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area Stormwater Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R.. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite.600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.    Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (! 993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 9.00 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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REQUIREMENTS

1. PEAK STORM WATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

Peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development levels for
developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate may result in an increased
potential for downstream erosion.

2. PROTECT SLOPES AND CHANNELS

If applicable, the project plans must include BMPs consistent with local code and ordinance to
decrease the potential of slopes and/or channels from eroding and impacting stormwater runoff:

¯ Convey runoff safely from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.

¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.

¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.

¯ Install energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of new storm drains, culverts,
conduits, or channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable specifications
to minimize erosion.

3. MITIGATE STORMWATER RUNOFF

Stormwater runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids,
metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the stormwater conveyance system. The
development must be designed so as to mitigate (infiltrate and/or treat) the site runoff generated
from each and every storm event of up to and including 0.6-inches of rainfall from impervious
directly connected areas that may contribute pollutants of concern to the stormwater conveyance
system. Pollutants of concern, as defined by the Permit, consist of any pollutants that exhibit one
or more of the following characteristics: current loadings or historic deposits of the pollutant are
impacting the beneficial uses of a receiving water, elevated levels of the pollutant are found in
sediments of a receiving water and/or have the potential to bioaccumulate in organisms therein,
or the detectable inputs of the pollutant are at a level high enough to be considered potentially
toxic to humans and/or flora and fauna. In designing your project to meet this requirement, you
are not limited to the BMPs below.
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In meeting this specific requirement, "treatment" of runoff will require the incorporation of a
BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of pollutant loadings in that
runoff. Those BMPs best suited for that purpose are, at a minimum, those listed in the California
Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbooks as "likely to have significant impact"
beneficial to water quality for targeted pollutants that are of concern at the site in question.
However, it is possible that a combination of BMPs not so designated may, in a particular
circumstance, be best suited to maximize the reduction of the pollutants.

Reducing Post-Development Runoff

Limiting impervious areas will help reduce the amount of site runoff generated. The following
are examples, which can be used for this purpose (See Table 1 : Suggested Resources for
additional sources of information):

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewalks
and streets. However, sidewalk widths must still comply with regulations for the Americans
with Disabilities Act and other life safety requirements.

¯ Use permeable materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or interior roadway
surfaces (examples: hybrid lots, parking groves, permeable overflow parking, etc.).

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce the overall imperviousness
associated with parking lots by providing compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions,
incorporating efficient parking lanes, and using pervious materials in spillover parking areas.

¯ Direct rooftop runoff to pervious areas such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas, and
avoid routing rooftop runoff to the roadway or the stormwater conveyance system.

Mitigating Stormwater Runoff

The following are examples of Treatment Control BMPs that can be used for mitigating the site
runoff generated from each and every storm event of up to and including 0.6-inches of rainfall
from impervious directly connected areas that may contribute pollutants of concern to the
stormwater conveyance system (See Table l" Suggested Resources for additional sources of
information):

¯ Vegetated swales and strips (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Extended/dry detention basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
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jurisdiction)

¯ Infiltration basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Infiltration trenches (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Wet ponds (Applicability and design critei’ia to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Constructed wetlands (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Oil/Water separators (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Catch basin inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Continuous deflective separation units (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by
the local jurisdiction)

¯ Storm drain inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Media filtration (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Bioretention facility (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Dry-wells (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Cisterns (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Foundation planting (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)
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4. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

5. PROPERLY DESIGN OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed
project plans or activities may result in outdoor areas for storage or use of materials that may
contribute pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the following structural BMPs are
required:

¯ Areas where materials are to be stored must be: (1) placed in an enclosure such as, but not
limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar structure that prevents contact with runoff or spillage to
the storm water conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary containment structures
such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
storm water within the secondary containment area.

F100709’~4
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6. PROPERLY DESIGN TRASH STORAGE AREAS

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:

Trash container areas must have drainage-from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

7. PROPERLY DESIGN LOADING/UNLOADING DOCK AREAS

Loading/unloading dock areas have the potential for material spills to be quickly transported to
the stormwater conveyance system. To minimize this potential, the following design criteria are
required:

¯ Cover loading dock areas or design drainage to minimize run-on and runoff of stormwater.

¯ Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks (truck wells) are prohibited.

8. PROPERLY DESIGN REPAIR/MAINTENANCE BAYS

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and gasoline from the repair/maintenance bays
can negatively impact stormwater if allowed to come into contact with stormwater runoff.
Therefore, design plans for repair bays must include the following:

¯ Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow
stormwater runon or contact with stormwater runoff.

¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all washwater, leaks and spills.
Connect drains to a sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the
repair/maintenance bays to the storm drain system is prohibited. If required by local
jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit.
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9. PROPERLY DESIGN VEHICLE/EQUIPMENT WASH AREAS

Vehicle/equipment washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease,
solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the stormwater conveyance system. To alleviate
this problem, consider including in the project plans an area for washing/steam cleaning of
vehicles and equipment. If such an area is included in the site design, it must meet the following:

This area must be self-contained, covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment
facility, and properly connected to a sanitary sewer.

I0. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Permittee staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred. This
transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility.

If structural BMPs are located within .a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior approval
from the County or other appropriate public agency and will be considered on a case by case
basis.
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TABLE I: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area Storrnwater Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Eilicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different 410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR SHOP

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

An automotive repair shop is a facility that is categorized in any one of the following Standard
Industrial Classification (SIC) codes: 5013, 5014, 5541, 7532-7534, or 7536-7539. Exceptions
do apply for SIC codes 5013, 5014, and 5541. For SIC code 5013, if the business has no outside
storage of any recycled oil or other hazardous substances, it is not included. For SIC code 5014,
if the business does not engage in any repair work, it is not included. For SIC code 5541, if the
business does not engage in any onsite repair work, it is not included.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. The Permittees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop, Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will need to implement the appropriate
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for Automotive
Repair Shop projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any pre-
existing regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pre-determined
threshold, the new and the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of new improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the new improvements
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need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-determined threshold shall be consistent with the
local jurisdiction’s policy for application of other building codes to new improvements.

REQUIREMENTS

1. PEAK STORM WATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

Peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development levels for
developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate may result in an increased
potential for downstream erosion.

2. PROPERLY DESIGN FUELING AREA

Fueling areas have the potential to contribute oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant
and gasoline to the stormwater conveyance system. Therefore, design plans which include
fueling areas must include the following:

¯ Where feasible, fuel dispensing areas should be covered with an overhanging roof structure
or canopy. The cover’s minimum dimensions must be equal to or greater than the area within
the grade break. The cover must not drain onto the fuel dispensing area and the downspouts
must be routed to prevent drainage across the fueling area.

¯ Fuel dispensing areas must be paved with portland cement concrete (or equivalent smooth
impervious surface), and the use of asphalt concrete shall be prohibited.

¯ The fuel dispensing area must have a 2% to 4% slope to prevent ponding, and must be
separated from the rest of the site by a grade break that prevents run-on of stormwater to the
extent practicable.

¯ At a minimum, the concrete fuel dispensing area must extend 6.5 feet (2.0 meters) from the
comer of each fuel dispenser, or the length at which the hose and nozzle assembly may be
operated plus 1 foot (0.3 meter), whichever is less.

3. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
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anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and!or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

4. PROPERLY DESIGN OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed
project plans or activities may result in outdoor areas for storage or use of materials that may
contribute pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the following structural BMPs are
required:

¯ Areas where materials are to be stored must be: (I) placed in an enclosure such as, but not
limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar structure that prevents contact with runoff or spillage to
the storm water conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary contairmlent structures
such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and impervious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
storm water within the secondary containment area.

5. PROPERLY DESIGN TRASH STORAGE AREA

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.
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6. PROPERLY DESIGN REPAIR/MAINTENANCE BAYS

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and gasoline from the repair/maintenance bays
can negatively impact stormwater if allowed to come into contact with stormwater runoff.
Therefore, design plans for repair bays must include the following:

¯ Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow
stormwater runon or contact with stormwater runoff.

¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all washwater, leaks and spills.
Connect drains to a sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the
repair/maintenance bays to the storm drain system is prohibited. If required by local
jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit.

7. PROPERLY DESIGN LOADING/UNLOADING DOCK AREAS

Loading/unloading dock areas have the potential for material spills to be quickly transported to
the stormwater conveyance system. To minimize this potential, the following design criteria are
required:

¯ Cover loading dock areas or design drainage to minimize run-on and runoff of stormwater.

¯ Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks (truck wells) are prohibited.

8. PROPERLY DESIGN VEHICLFJEQUIPMENT WASH AREAS

Vehicle/equipment washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease,
solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the stormwater conveyance system. To alleviate
this problem, consider including in the project plans an area for washing/steam cleaning of
vehicles and equipment. If such an area is included in the site design, it must meet the following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment
facility, and properly connected to a sanitary sewer.

R0070921
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9. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Permittee staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.     "

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred. This
transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility.

If structural BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior approval
from the County or other appropriate public agency and will be considered on a case by case
basis.
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AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR SHOP
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 6

TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area StormwaterBay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

- - 510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) byCenter for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different 410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal. and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.

Best Management Practice Guide Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Retail Gasoline Outlets (1997) Cashiers Office

900 S. Fremont Avenue
Discusses appropriate BMPs for fueling and other Alhambra, CA 91803
closely related activities likely to be found at retail 626-458-6959
fueling operations.
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RESTAURANT

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

A restaurant is a facility that sells prepared foods and drinks for consumption, including
stationary lunch counters and refreshment stands selling prepared foods and drinks for immediate
consumption. (SIC code 5812)

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pbllutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permit’tees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. The Permittees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop, Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will need to implement the appropriate
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for Restaurant
projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any pre-existing
regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pre-determined
threshold, the new and the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of new improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the new improvements
need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-determined threshold shall be consistent with the
local jurisdiction’s policy for application of other building codes to new improvements.
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RESTAURANT
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 2

REQUIREMENTS

1. PEAK STORM WATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

Peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development levels for
developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate may result in an increased
potential for downstream erosion.

2. PROTECT SLOPES AND CHANNELS

If applicable, the project plans must include BMPs consistent with local code and ordinance to
decrease the potential of slopes and/or channels from eroding and impacting stormwater runoff:

¯ Convey runoff safely from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.

¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.

¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.

¯ Install energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of new storm drains, culverts,
conduits, or channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable specifications
to minimize erosion.

3. PROPERLY DESIGN EQUIPMENT/ACCESSORY WASH AREAS

Equipment/accessory washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and
grease, solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the stormwater conveyance system. To
alleviate this problem, include in the project plans an area for the washing/steam cleaning of
equipment and accessories. This area must meet the following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, equipped with a grease trap, and properly connected to a
sanitary sewer.

¯ If this wash area is to be located outdoors, it must be covered, paved, have secondary
containment, and be connected to the sanitary sewer.
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RESTAURANT
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 3

4. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

5. PROPERLY DESIGN OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed
project plans or activities may result in outdoor areas for storage or use of materials that may
contribute pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the following structural BMPs are
required:

¯ Areas where materials are to be stored must be: (1) placed in an enclosure such as, but not
limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similarstructure that prevents contact with runoff or spillage to
the storm water conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary containment structures
such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
storm water within the secondary containment area.
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RESTAURANT
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6. PROPERLY DESIGN TRASH STORAGE AREAS

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

7. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be requited to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Permittee staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred. This
transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility.

If structural BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior approval
from the County or other appropriate public agency and will be considered on a case by case
basis.
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TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area StormwaterBay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in. Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities. Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management Practices Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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RETAIL GASOLINE OUTLET

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

A retail gasoline outlet is primarily engaged in selling gasoline and lubricating oils. These
establishments frequently sell other merchandise, such as tires, batteries, and automobile parts.
Frequently, these establishments also perform minor automotive repair work. Gasoline stations
combined with other activities, such as grocery stores, convenience stores, or car wash facilities,
are classified according to the primary activity.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (-NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities Under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. The Permittees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop, Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will need to implement the appropriate
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for Retail Gasoline
Outlet projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any pre-existing
regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pre-determined
threshold, the new and the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of new improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the new improvements
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RETAIL GASOLINE OUTLET
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
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need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-determined threshold shall be consistent with the
local jurisdiction’s policy for application of other building codes to new improvements.

REQUIREMENTS

1. PEAK STORM WATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

Peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development levels for
developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate may result in an increased
potential for downstream erosion.

2. PROPERLY DESIGN FUELING AREA

Fueling areas have the potential to contribute oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant
and gasoline to the stormwater conveyance system. The project plans must include the following
BMPs:

¯ Where feasible, fuel dispensing areas should be covered with an overhanging roof structure
or canopy. The canopy’s minimum dimensions must be equal to or greater than the area
within the grade break. The canopy must not drain onto the fuel dispensing area, and the
canopy downspouts must be routed to prevent drainage across the fueling area.

¯ Fuel dispensing areas must be paved with portland cement concrete (or equivalent smooth
impervious surface), and the use of asphalt concrete shall be prohibited.

¯ The fuel dispensing area must have a 2% to 4% slope to prevent ponding, and must be
separated from the rest of the site by a grade break that prevents run-on of stormwater to the
extent practicable.

¯ At a minimum, the concrete fuel dispensing area must extend 6.5 feet (2.0 meters) from the
comer of each fuel dispenser, or the length at which the hose and nozzle assembly may be
operated plus 1 foot (0.3 meter), whichever is less.
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3. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

4. PROPERLY DESIGN OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed
project plans or activities may result in outdoor areas for storage or use of materials that may
contribute pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the following structural BMPs are
required:

¯ Areas where materials are to be stored must be: (1) placed in an enclosure such as, but not
limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar structure that prevents contact with runoff or spillage to
the storm water conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary containment structures
such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
storm water within the secondary containment area.
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5. PROPERLY DESIGN TRASH STORAGE AREA

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage-from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or wailed to prevent off-site transport of trash.

6. PROPERLY DESIGN REPAIR/MAINTENANCE BAYS

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and gasoline from the repair/maintenance bays
can negatively impact stormwater if ailowed to come into contact with stormwater runoff.
Therefore, design plans for repair bays must include the following:

¯ Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow
stormwater run-on or contact with stormwater runoff.

¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all washwater, leaks and spills.
Connect drains to a sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the
repair/maintenance bays to the storm drain system is prohibited. If required by local
jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit.

7. PROPERLY DESIGN VEHICLE/EQUIPMENT WASH AREAS

Vehicle/equipment washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease,
solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the stormwater conveyance system. To alleviate
this problem, consider including in the project plans an area for washing/steam cleaning of
vehicles and equipment. If such an area is included in the site design, it must meet the following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment
facility, and properly connected to a sanitary sewer.
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8. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
fonction as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Permittee staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred. This
transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility.

If structural BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or :other
appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior approval
from the County or other appropriate public agency and will be considered on a case by case
basis.
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TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area Stormwater Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different    410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in prince George’s County
Storm water Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Pre~ents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (I 997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 9.00 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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SINGLE FAMILY HILLSIDE RESIDENCE

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

"Hillside" is as defined by the local jurisdiction. For example, one jurisdiction defines "hillside"
as a property located in an area with known erosive soil conditions, where the development
contemplates grading on any natural slope that is 25% or greater, and where grading
contemplates cut or fill slopes 30 feet high or greater.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. The Permittees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop, Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will need to implement the appropriate
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for Single-Family
Hillside Residence projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any
pre-existing regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pre-determined
threshold, the new and the existing improvemen(s shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of new improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the new improvements
need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-determined threshold shall be consistent with the
local jurisdiction’s policy for application of other building codes to new improvements.
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REQUIREMENTS

1. PEAK STORM WATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

Peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development levels for
developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate may result in an increased
potential for downstream erosion.

2. CONSERVE NATURAL AREAS

If applicable, the following items are required and must be implemented in the site layout during
the subdivision design and approval process, consistent with applicable General Plan and Local
Area Plan policies:

¯ Every effort shall be made to concentrate or cluster development on portions of a site while
leaving the remaining land in a natural undisturbed condition.

¯ Limit cleating and grading of native vegetation at a site to the minimum amount needed to
build lots, allow access, and provide fire protection.

¯ Maximize trees and other vegetation at each site by planting additional vegetation, clustering
tree areas, and promoting the use of native and/or drought tolerant plants. Wherever practical,
promote natural vegetation by using parking lot islands and other landscaped areas.

¯ Preserve riparian areas and wetlands.

3. PROTECT SLOPES AND CHANNELS

If applicable, the project plans must include BMPs consistent with local code and ordinance to
decrease the potential of slopes and/or channels from eroding and impacting stormwater runoff:

¯ Convey runoff safely from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.

¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.

¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.

P:~EPPU B\WATE R\U N IT l’Pereira\SUSUMPS~ennittees\7-1-99~hillside.doc R0070936
July 1, 1999



SINGLE FAMILY HILLSIDE RESIDENCE
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 3

¯ Install energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of new storm drains, culverts,
conduits, or channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable specifications
to minimize erosion.

4. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

5. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Permit’tee staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred. This
transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility. For residential properties where the structural
BMPs are located within a common area which will be maintained by a homeowner’s
association, language regarding the responsibility for maintenance must be included in the
projects conditions, covenants and restrictions (CC&R’s). Printed educational materials will be
required to accompany the first deed transfer to highlight the existence of the requirement and to
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provide information on what stormwater management facilities are present, signs that
maintenance is needed, how the necessary maintenance can be performed, and assistance that the
Permittee can provide. It will also encourage the transfer of this information with subsequent
sale of the property.

If structural BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior approval
from the County or other appropriate public agency and will be considered on a case by case
basis.

P:~EPPU B\WATER\U NIT l~°emira~SUSUMPS~Pem~ittees\7-1-99~hillside.doc
~u~ 1, ~gg9 R0070938



SINGLE FAMILY HILLSIDE RESIDENCE
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 5

TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area Stormwater Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management. of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) forConstruction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.

PAEPPUB\WATER\UNITI~Pereira\SUSUMPS~Permittees\7o1-99~hillside.doc R0070939
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Transmitted via Fax - ! Page

October 20, 1999

TO: Nasser Abbaszadel~, City of Azusa -- 626-334-5464
Ed Put2., City of Long Beach-- 562-570-6012
Terri Grant, Los Angeles C~unty Public Works-- 626J,58-3534
Nail Miller, City of Manhattan Beach--310.-546-1752
Tony Nisich, City of Santa Clarita-- 661-254-3538
Gary Lee Moore, City of Los Angeles-- 213-847-,5,~3
Desi Alvaraz, City of Downey-- ~2~04-7296
Ri~ard Bu~t, City of Torran~ 310~18-2822

FROM: E~I Schrocer. City of Siena’, Hill

SUBJECT: Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans

At the last EAC meeting several cities expresse~ an interest in obtaining the ser~ir~s of
a c.,onsultant to prepare an analysis of the Re~aional Board’s proposal to amend the SUSMP
we submitted. It w~S also expresse.d that we should f~r~d someone tO make a professional,
Power Poin[-type presentation at the Boar� meeting when this item is heard.

With the intent of the above in mind, we have scheduled a meeting with Mr. Bob Collacott
of URS Greiner WooOwar~ Clyde The time and location of the meeting is as follows:

Mon0ay. O~ober 25, 1999 - 2:00 p.m,
City of Downey City Hail

besi Alvarez’s office, 2nd floor
~ Brookshire Avenue, Downey

The purpose of the meeting is ~o come to a c~nsensus on the content of an analysis and
presentation as well as the associated cost, If you cannot make it in person, feel free to
send an alternate However, be prepared to commit to a course of action

If you have any Q~iestions, or wish to discuss the matter, please call me at 562-989-7355,
or Desi Alvarez at 562-904-7101

R0070943



DIEC. 3. 1999 2:48Pt’1
NO. ’776    P. 1/4

53~0 San ~qe~nt~ Blvd.. Sui~ 250

323-934-5~00
Fax 323 ~34-12J0

E-mail: AHdperin~nrdc.or~.

TRANSMITTAL

This transmission is 4 pages includin8 this cover sheet,
Iflransmi.ion problems occur, please notify Virginia Calvano or Alex I-Ielperin at (323) 934-6900.

TO: Xavier Swamikaanu

FAX NO.: (213) 576-6660

TEL. NO.:’ (2! 3) 576-6654

DATE: December 3, 1999

PROM: Alex N. Hellxrin

MESSAGE: The attached pages, from Chapter 3 of the Co@tory’s
Develolmteat Planning Volume, explain the scope of
projects to which the .75 inch capture volume standard
applies, Give m~ a call if you have any questions.

R0070944
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3,1     CATI GOi: JZATION OF DEVEI.  PROJECTS

~ ~un~ 1999, t]~ DPW div~sious that hav~ r~x)mu~yitity for ~ of ~~t

r~g ~to~~ ~pt ~j~" ~ r~t ~ ~e po~ for a ~i~fi~
~ ~w~ q~W. p~g S~~ ~o~ ~j~ ~ ~ ~
~me po~-co~on B~s ~ pmj~t pl~ ~or m ~ i~ of~y b~l~ or

~ ~ ~ cam~ a ~j~ ~ a PI~ Sm~ ~o~ ~j~t or a P~

S~w~ ~pt ~j~ pmje~ ~e, ~~cs, ~ ~~ ~
po~ con~bufi~ m ~w~ ~H~on, ~ DPW B~8
D~e~t Di~sion s~ ~t a s~ ~ f~ pmj~ u~ a

ch~ (’~~.~~,~ ~at ~ pmj~t ~e ~d pmj~t �~~m

~e ~o~~ .c~t ~ ~1 be ~ f~ c~ego~ pmj~ ~ a Pl~
S~w~ ~ ~j~ or a P~ Sto~wat~ ~pt Pmj~ is ~o~ ~ ~ 3-1
~ incl~ ~ ~ ~

~ u~ ~ ~~pt ~s~ a co~i~’~ ~~ deve~m~t ’of

1~,~0 or mo~ ~e f~ s~ be b~ on ~ ~~le ~ ~ ~

~ ~e S~ ~~ Cl~fion (SIC) c~ of 5812 md m ~five
is a f~i~W ~t wo~d ~ one of~e foHo~ SIC ~s: 5013, 5014, 5541, 7532-7534, or
7536-7539. ~ ~el~t s~l ~ ~ ~ ~elopm~ ~ ~y of
follo~ng
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A R~SOLUTION OP ’~H~ C~TY OF RANCHO
PALOS V{RO{~ UR’){NG TH{ CALIFORNIA
REGIONAL WATER (}UALITY CONTROL BOARD,
LO~ AN~@L~5 REG ON, NOT TO R~QUIR~
CITIES TO IMPOSE ’IUMERIC LIMIT~ ON THE
TReATmeNT OR RE FENTION OF ~TORM WATER
RUNOr~ ~ROM N{W D~V~LOPM~NT~
PURSUANT TO TH~ LO~ AN~L~S COUNTY
MUNICIPAL NPD~5 P{RMiT

Whereas, the California Re~icna! Water Quality C~ntrol Board, Los
Ange.les Region (hereinafter "regio~;~l ~oard) is considering tho incorporation of
numeric limits into the Standard Urn: an Storm W~t~r
component of the model deve]opm:nt planning program - a r~quirem~nt
associatcd w~th the Lo~ Ange!~ C~,~’ty Municipal NPDES permit (heraina~r,
"municipal NPDES p~rmit");

Whereas, such numeric ’imi:~ ar~ ~nte~ded to retain or treat storm water
runoff volume (either .60 or .75" c~ a~n; from 7 cat~rie$ ~f new devebpment
projects, including gas stat~on~, r~’~r~,n’,s, auto repai~ facihties, 10-~5 home
sub.division~, 100-plus home sub-c v;s;~s, sngte-family h~liside h~mes, and
100,000 square foo~ cOmn~er~ai d~ ,’elopn~o~t~;

Whereas, meeting the propc’.~ed numeric Im~is would necessitate the
imposition of structural controls on ew developments, including but not I~mite~ to
~xten~ed detention basi~$, wet pot 9s, infiltration basins/ponds (which reduce the
amount developable spa~e), storm ~l~a~.-con~cted oil/grit separators, catch
basin ~nse~, grassy swages, and o:3er de,ices, many of which have not bee~
proven to be cost-effective,

Whereas, such structural Co~trol,~ v,.OUld ,e,quire post-construc.tio9operation and maintenance, for whi.:h cities woulc be responsible,

Whereas, such controls, if m t properly designed or maintah~ed, could
become sources of poIiLJion rather :Nan pollutiom mitig~n~s; ,

Whereas, storm water treatn ,~nt an~ retention numeric limits are not
man~ate~ in the municipal N~DES ,;~r,"~t and are not required of other municip~
N~DES permits inthe State ¢f C~I; ~:-= ~, ’~

Whereas, neither the regic. ,,~ ;: ~,~... ,~or a~y other interested pady has
provided ¢o~pelhng justificat~o-, ~,:~ } .........numeric hmit~for treating or
~etaining storm wate~ runo[f f:c.r:q , .=



.Whereas, neither the regi~,~al board nor an), other interested party has
demonstrated that storm water r~.ention.ftreatment numeric limits would re~Jlt.in
the improvement or protection of ;~ beneficial use of a receiving water;    "

Whereas, imposing such u~pro~en and questionable numeric limit, s on
¢ities_cort=tJtutes an unfunded star.= mandate~ one that has not been evaluated in
cost-effective terms, as required ~ / state ti~w"

NOW, IHEREFO~E, the City of F:~nch~ Palos Verde~ does hereby resolve as
follows:

Section I. A~iv;se regicn;.I board members of its oppos;lion to storm
water treatmentJret~tion numeric timi:.~; and

Section 2. Recommenct t’,at the regional board approve the Stancl.ar~
Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plat’. which, does rJot iociude numeric lim!ts,
proposed by the Executive Advisor:, Committee on August 11, 1999~

L



R~. Start at the Source Workshop

Dear Dennis,

I am writing to follow-up on a phone conversation we had several weeks ago about our
facilitating a woman, shop on post-construction stormwater controls in Los I have
taken some time to send you the information I promised because I was waiting to
complete our Final Report on the workshops that we have recently completed in the San
Francisco Bay Area for the Bay Area Stonnwater Agendes Association (BASMAA).

The workshop that we propose to facilitate in Los Angdes would follow a similar format
of interactive exerdes and presenations. These were held at several locations in the San
Frandsco Bay Area to support Start at the Source: ~ GuidarurMaru~for Smmmm~ "
¯ Quality ~ To provide more information about these workshops, I am enclosing a
copy" of the Manual and our ~Final Report- 1999 Outreach Program: This Final Report
details the workshop agenda, the exerdses, and the partidpant response. Though the
Manual was written for the S~F. Bay Area, its prindples and concepts are applicable to
southern California. However, we can tailor the exerdses and presentation to focus on
specific local issues of interest.

Our fee for the workshop is Six thousand dollars ($6,000), plus travd expenses. This fee
includes the following services and materhls:

¯In consultation with you, modify, workshop as necessary to adjust to local issues.
¯Provide a workshop flyer (K requested). One copy camera ready art.
¯Provide materials required for workshop interactive exerdses (excluding AV

equipment).
¯Provide at least one staff member to every twdve participants (1:12 ratio, with 100

participants, maximum).
¯Facilitate workshop.

Urban Design and Landscape Architecture

654 Gilman Street ¯ Palo Alto, CA 94301
Voice 650.462.8880 ¯ Fax 650.325.1018
www.tomfichman.com ~0070~$0



We anticipate truvel expenses would be needed for three of our employees who would
come from northern California. As the workshop starts early in the morning, these
expenses would include airfare and one night’s lodging. Aswe have done in the past, we
would draw additional facilkators from graduate students at local landscape architecture
and planning programs.

The following items are not included in our services and would be provided by you or
some other host organization.

¯Develop attendee or mailing list
¯Duplicate or mail flyers
¯Manage registration and sign-in
¯Provide meeting room
¯Provide morning refreshments and lunch
¯Provide one copy of Start at the Sowaz for each partidpant.

The retail price of Start at the ~ is $43 induding shipping, available from Forbes
Custom Publishing (toll free 877 773.7247). I understand that BASMAA is considering
providing copies of the Manual to other stormwater programs at a significant discount.
Please contact BASMAA’s Executive Director, Geoff Brosseau (510 622.2300) for more
information about obtaining the Manuals at a discount. Geoff can also give you his
impression of the workshop and its effectiveness.

As you will see in the Final Report, the workshops and Manual have been
enthusiastically received, and we are eager to bring them to Southern California. We
already have experience with some of your issues, as we have held sessions in Santa
Monica and participated in a design charette at Los Angeles in 1997 sponsored by
TaR.E.E.S. and various municipal organizations.

Please call me if you have questions about any aspect of the workshop. Thanks again for
your interest. We look forward to bringing the workshop to your region.

¯

Tom Richman, ~SLA, t~Ca’
R~red ~_Aifomia Laudsca~ Arehit~ ~41
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY MUNICIPAL
STORM WATER AND URBAN RUNOFF PERMIT

STATUS AND TRACKING

PERMIT REQUIREMENTS/ PERMIT REQUIRED ACTUAL COMMENTS
MODEL PROGRAMS DUE ACTION ACTION
(PERMIT SECTION) DATE DATE DATE(S)

(Staff/Board)

1. Budget Summary Format 10-30-96 2-27-97 2-10-97 Letter - Format determined not acceptable.
(I.D. 1) (Staff) Revised format submitted 4-28-97.

6-13-97 Letter - Format established.

2. Demonstrate Legal 11-28-96 3-27-97 7-5-98 Letters requesting a revised legal authority certification
Authority (I.E.2) (Staff) were mailed out with response due back from

municipalities by August 31. Sixty-six municipalities
responded with certification by deadline.

3. Illicit Connections/ 3-31- 97 7-30-97 7-30-97 Letter - Disapproval.
Discharges (IC/ID) Model (Staff) Staff met with Storm water subcommittee on 9-9-97.
Program (II.A.1) Letter - Provided staff comments and identified
- Public Reporting of IC/ID Follow-up

12-5-97 deficiencies.
- Hazardous Substance comments-

Reporting 12-5-97 Time schedule to revise submittal in line with staff

(Staff) comments submitted 12-28-97.

1-12-98 Met with sub-committee

Letter sent to better clarify illicit connections survey.
2-26-98

05-04-98 Revised model program submitted.

12-02-98 EPA consultant draft review completed and
recommendations received.

12-17-98 Revised ICID model program sent to LACDPW ~or comment

12-30-98 EPA consultant final review completed and
recommendations forwarded

01-11-99 Met with ICID sub-committee to finalize revisions based on
EPA consultant recommendations

03-23-99 Final ICID approval by EO.

4. Street Wash Study (ll.C) 7-15-97 (Board) 01-20-98 Discussed with Storm Water Work Group.

04-13-98 Board approval.

5..Public Information and
Participation (V) None
a. Outreach Materials -written 3-31-97 Date and action specified in permit.
(V.A. 1 )

None

b. Outreach Materials -distribute 7-30-97 Date and action specified in permit.
(V.A.2) None

7-30-97 Date and action specified in permit
c. Develop database format
(V.B.1)

Consultation
7-01-98 Consultation completed. First quarterly electronic update

d. Compile industrial / of sites visited submitted 10-21-98. Second quarterly

commercial database (V.B. 1)
07-30-98 update submitted 1-14-99. Third update submitted on 4-

15-99. Fourth update submitted on 7-14-96. Next Update
scheduled for 10-15.

e. Industrial/Commercial (Board) Letter - Staff approval with caveats.
BMPs Checklist (V.B.2) 5-30-97 11-14-97 Staff worked with LA County on acceptable submittal.

(Staff) BMPs resubmitted.
1-30-98

None Board approval.
f. Educational Site-Visits (V.B.3) 7-30-01 04-13-98
g. Five -Year Public Education 12-1-97 Action and frequency specified in permit. No separate

7-30-97 (Staff) action needed.Strategy (V.C.1)

12-1-97 Letter - Staff approval.

Page 1 of 3 R0070952 1~o~99



PERMIT REQUIREMENTS/ PERMIT REQUIRED ACTUAL COMMENTS
MODEL PROGRAMS DUE ACTION ACTION
(PERMIT SECTION) DATE DATE DATE(S)

(Staff/Board)

6. Annual Reporting Format 1-31-97    5-31-97          5-30-97     Letter - Disapproval.
(VII.A. 1 )                          (Staff)

8-11-97     Revised format submitted.

8-28-97 Letter - Staff approved.
a. 1998-1999 Outline

None 12-30-98 EPA consultant review draft received.
Prepared

b. 1998- 1999 Revised Form None 00-4-99 EO approved short format.

7. Development Construction 9-30-97 1-28-98 10-18-98 Submittal discussed with Storm Water Work Group 10-18-
Model (Staff) 97. Letter - Staff preliminary comments by 1-28-98.
Program (III.B. 1 ) 1-28-98
- Guidance Materials Met with Principal Permittee to present comments.
- Inspection

Letter - Conditional approval with requirement to resubmit(BMPs-Board) 02-09-98 by 6-15-98.

12-01-98 Final comments provided .

04-10-98 Final draft development construction model sent to
interested parties for comment.

Final Development Construction approved by EO.
02-11-99

04-22-98    Development Construction BMPs approved by Board.
a. Procedure to deny grading
permits if no NOI or SWPPP 1-31-97
(III.B.2)

None
Action and date specified in permit.

8. Public Agency Activities 12-1-97 3-31-98 11-18-97 Draft submittal discussed with the Storm Water Advisory
Model Program (IV.A) (Staff) Group.

Final program submitted.
12-1-97

Letter-Conditional approval with requirement to resubmit
04-10-98 by 6-15-98.

07-07-98. Given final approval with specific changes. Final
document due 10-21-98.

Final Public Agency accepted by EO.
10-21-98

9. Development Planning 1-30-98 5-30-98 11-04-97 Draft submittal discussed with the Storm Water Work
Model Program (III.A. 1 .) (Staff) Group.
- Guidance Materials
- BMPs (BMPs-Board) Letter - Disapproval with comments; requirement to
- CEQA Review Guidelines 04-10-98 provide schedule for resubmittal by 04-25-98.

Developers Information 08-19-98 Revised model submitted.

12-23-98 Final draft development planning model sent to interested
parties for comment.

Final Planning Model approved by EO.
02-11-99

04-22-99    Development Construction BMPs approved by Board.

R0070953
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DUE
PEFIMIT REQUIREMENTS/ DATE REQUIRED ACTUAL COMMENTS

MODEL PROGRAMS ACTION ACTION
(PERMIT SECTIONI DATE DATE(S)

(Staff/Board)

10. Annual Monitoring Report 7-15-97 None 07-15-97 Report for 96/97 submitted.
(annual) required

7-15-98 07-15-98 Report for 97/98 submitted. Also submitted proposed
Requested monitoring changes for 98/99 which need staff
changes need consultation. LA County workshop on 10-7-98. Staff
approval action by 12-15-98

Part changes approved and revisions authorized for
12-15-98 1998/99 monitoring

Met with LACDPW to review and clarify revisions to

1-11-99 monitoring program.

7-15-99 None
10-15-99 Scheduled to review and comment.

required

11. Annual Program Report, 1 O-15-97 None 10-15-97 Report for 96/97 submitted.
1996/97 (VII.A.2) required

04-01-98 Staff reviewed and prepared comments for all permittees.
None

1997/1998
10-15-98 required 10-15-98 Report for 97/98 submitted. Not reviewed.

None1998/1999 10-15-99 required 10-15-99

12. MS4 Permit Fees BCP None 04-O1-99 Completed.
a. Prepare BCP for directing required

MS4 permit fees

13. LBSWMP                                None                        Received LBSWMP.
03-23-99

a. Consider City of Long required

Beach SWMP 05-27-99 LBSWMP approved by EO

14. SUSMPs and Numerical 07-30-99 Staff 08-10-99 Public Workshop to discuss issue.
Mitigation Standard for (Board
Development Planning request to 08-16-99

Public Notice of Board Hearing to Discuss SUSMP approval

consider) Board Hearing to discuss staff recommendation09-16-99

Board Hearing to consider numerical mitigation measure for01-06-00
SUSMPs.

15. City of Long Beach ROWD
03-23-99 03-23-99 Received ROWD.

a. Process ROWD for City

of Long Beach 04-23-99 04-23-99 Communicated status of completeness of application by
phone.

16. City of Long Beach MS4                  None
04-09-99    Prepared Draft No.1 for discussion and comment.permit required

a. Prepare MS4 permit for 04-19-99 Received comments.
City of Long Beach,

05-99 Prepared interim drafts 2-6 for discussion and comment

05-28-99 Mailed tentative permit.

b. Complete Settlement
Agreement 04-28-99 05-28-99 Settlement Agreement signed by the principals and

attorneys for the two parties.

c. Schedule for Board Resolution adopted by Board.
Resolution 06-30-99 06-30-99

d. Schedule for Board Permit adopted by Board. R007095406-30-99 06-30-99Consideration.
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The Regional Water Quality Control Board has invited
Camp Dresser & McKee to present a discussion of the
hydrology of water quality. Camp Dresser & McKee is
widely recognized for its expertise in environmental
engineering, and has extensive experience in California
and the U.S. working with public agencies to develop
implementable storm water quality control programs.

Dr. Brahsear has more than 12 years of experience in
environmental and water resources engineering, including
storm water quantity and quality management, watershed
management, water and wastewater treatment, modeling
of water quantity and quality, and management of wet
weather impacts to collection systems. Dr. Brashear is
experienced with a range of surface water quantity and
quality models, including MIKE BASIN, TAMUWRAP,
SWMM4, WMM, WASP, MOUSE, HYDROWORKS,
and STORM.

Dr. Brashear holds a Bachelor’s Degree in Civil
Engineering, a Master’s Degree in Environmental
Engineering, and a Doctorate in Environmental
Engineering from Texas Tech University. He is currently
CDM’s water resources practice leader in the southwest.

R0070955



Post-it" Fax Note 7671

Los Angeles County NPDES Stormwate xo~ u ; ~; (Z
Executive Advisory Committee

December 8, 1999          ~,o~e

Name City/Aclencv Signature ~--ma,

Alvarez, Desi Downey dalvarez~,downeyca.org

Bammes, Robert* Monrovia ~

Burtt, Richard Torrance rburttC~,torrnet.com

Collins, Rose* Long Beach ro¢olliCb, ci.long-beach.caus

Grant Terri* Los Angeles County - t.qrant(~.dpw.co.laca.us

Hunter, John South Gate nnedy(’d)jlha.net

Kiepke, Elroy* La C~ada Flintridge ekiepkeC~,willdan.com

Merenda, Heather Lea Calabasas hmerenda~t).ci.calabasas.ca.us

Miller, Neil* Manhattan Beach nmiller~,ci.manhattan-beach.ca.us

Moore, Gary Lee Los Angeles gmoore@,san.ci.la.ca.us

Nisich, Tony Santa Clarita ~’.,/~ .~-~"~. anisich~.santa-cladta.com

Putz_, Edward Long Beach edputz(~,ci.lon,q-beach.caus

Rielzel, Amelia* Santa Clarita .~¢’~..~1_0~/~/~ ~.~C~~) arietzel@santa-clanta.com

Rubin, Fred Los Angeles County frubin@d_pwco.la.ca.us



EAC Meeting
December 8, 1999
Page 2

Name City/A.qenc¥ _S i.qn .a~r~e_ E-mail Address

Sedrak, Morad* Los Angeles msedmk~.en.q.ci la ca.us

Shapiro, Neal              Santa Monica
neal-shapiro~ci santa-monica.ca, us

Tahir, Ray* Whittier " tecsenv~,yahoo.com

Taylor, Jim* Westlake Village itaylort~.willdan.com

Dickerson, Dennis Regional Board ddickers~,rb4.swrcb.ca ,qov

Regional Board ~f- xswami~,rb4.swrcb gov

Carmen Rios Los Angeles County . crios(~.dpw.co.la.ca.us

Los Angeles County

’
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100+ HOME SUBDIVISION

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

A 100+ home subdivision is defined as any subdivision lot being developed for more than 100
single-family or multi-family homes.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. Discretionary projects (as
defined by CEQA), that fall into one of the seven categories (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+
Home Subdivision, Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial
Development, Automotive Repair Shop, Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will be need to
implement the appropriate SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines
the necessary Best Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans
for 100+ Home Subdivision projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines
and any pre-existing regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds 50% of the market value
of the existing improvements, existing and new improvements shall comply with this SUSMP.
When the cost of new improvements are less than 50% of the market value of the existing
improvements, only the new improvements need to comply with this SUSMP.

R0070958
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100+ HOME SUBDIVISION
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 2

REQUIREMENTS

1. CONSERVE NATURAL AREAS

If applicable, the following items are required and must be implemented in the site layout during
the subdivision design and approval process, consistent with applicable General Plan and Local
Area Plan policies:

¯ Concentrate or cluster development on portions of a site while leaving the remaining land in
a natural undisturbed condition.

Limit clearing and grading of native vegetation at a site to the minimum amount needed to
build lots, allow access, and provide fire protection.

¯ Maximize trees and other vegetation at each site by planting additional vegetation, clustering
tree areas, and promoting the use of native and/or drought tolerant plants. Wherever
practical, promote natural vegetation by using parking lot islands and other landscaped areas.

¯ Preserve riparian areas and wetlands.

2. MITIGATE STORMWATER RUNOFF

Stormwater runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids,
metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the stormwater conveyance system. The
development must be designed so as to mitigate (infiltrate and/or treat) the site runoff generated
from each and every storm event of up to and including 0.6-inches of rainfall from impervious
directly connected areas that may contribute pollutants of concern to the stormwater conveyance
system. Pollutants of concern, as defined by the Permit, consist of any pollutants that exhibit one
or more of the following characteristics: current loadings or historic deposits of the pollutant are
impacting the beneficial uses of a receiving water, elevated levels of the pollutant are found in
sediments of a receiving water and/or have the potential to bioaccumulate in organisms therein,
or the detectable inputs of the pollutant are at a level high enough to be considered potentially
toxic to humans and/or flora and fauna. In designing your project to meet this requirement, you
are not limited to the BMPs below.

In meeting this specific requirement, "treatment" of runoff will require the incorporation of that
BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of pollutant loadings in that
runoff. Those BMPs best suited to that purpose are, at a minimum, those listed in the California
Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbooks as "likely to have significant impact"
beneficial to water quality for targeted pollutants that are of concern at the site in question.
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However, it is possible that a combination of BMPs not so rated may, in a particular
circumstance, be best suited to maximize the reduction of the pollutants.

Reducing Post-Development Runoff

Limiting impervious areas will help reduce the amount of site runoff generated. The following
are examples which can be used for this purpose (See Table 1: Suggested Resources for
additional sources of information):

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewalks
and streets. However, sidewalk widths must still comply with regulations for the Americans
with Disabilities Act and other life safety requirements.

¯ Design residential streets for the minimum required pavement widths needed to comply with
all zoning and applicable ordinances to support travel lanes; on-street parking; emergency,
maintenance, and service vehicle access; sidewalks; and vegetated open channels.

¯ Complying with all zoning and applicable ordinances, minimize the number of residential
street cul-de-sacs and incorporate landscaped areas to reduce their impervious cover. The
radius of cul-de-sacs should be the minimum required to accommodate emergency and
maintenance vehicles. Alternative tumarounds should be considered.

¯ Use permeable materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or interior roadway
surfaces (examples: hybrid lots, parking groves, permeable overflow parking, etc.).

¯ Use open space development that incorporates smaller lot sizes.

¯ Reduce building density.

¯ Complying with all zoning and applicable ordinances, reduce overall lot imperviousness by
promoting alternative driveway surfaces and shared driveways that connect two or more
homes together.

¯ Complying with all zoning and applicable ordinances, reduce the overall imperviousness
associated with parking lots by providing compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions,
incorporating efficient parking lanes, and using pervious materials in spillover parking areas.

¯ Direct rooftop runoff to pervious areas such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas and
avoid routing rooftop runoff to the roadway and the stormwater conveyance system.
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Mitigating Stormwater Runoff

The following are examples of Treatment Control BMPs that can be used for mitigating the site
runoff generated from each and every storm event of up to and including 0.6-inches of rainfall
from impervious directly connected areas that may contribute pollutants of concern to the
stormwater conveyance system (See Table 1: Suggested Resources for additional sources of
information):

¯ Vegetated swales and strips (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Extende~dry detention basins (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Infiltration basins (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Infiltration trenches (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Wet ponds (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Constructed wetlands (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Oil/Water separators (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Catch basin inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Storm drain inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Media filtration (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Bioretention facility (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Dry-wells (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Cisterns (Applicability and design criteria to be added)

¯ Foundation planting (Applicability and design criteria to be added)
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3. PROTECT SLOPES AND CHANNELS

If applicable, the project plans must include BMPs to decrease the potential of slopes and/or
channels from eroding and impacting stormwater runoff:

¯ Safely convey runoff from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.

¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.

¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.

¯ Energy dissipaters, such as riprap, must be installed at the outlets of new storm drains,
culverts, conduits, or channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable
specifications to minimize erosion.

4. PRO~E STO~D~N SYSTEMSTENCILING~SIGNAGE          ~

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.
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5. PROPERLY DESIGN COMMON~ OUTDOOR ~TE~ STORAGE AREAS

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed
project plans or activities may result in outdoor common areas for storage or use of materials the
following structural BMPs are required:

¯ Areas where materials are to be used or stored must be protected by secondary containment
structures such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
stormwater within the secondary containment area.

6. PROPERLY DESIGN COMMON TRASH STORAGE AREAS               ~

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All common trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

1 Common areas are areas which are designed and intended for active or passive use, or are for the purpose of
providing access or services to the owners (or their designees). Examples of common areas are: parking areas,
driveways, service areas, recreational amenities such as swimming pools, spas, picnic areas and tables, benches, tot
lots, play areas, ball courts, barbecue areas, sitting areas, lawn and grass areas, landscape areas, planter areas, slopes,
trails, walkways, and trash areas.
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7. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Permit-tee staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
they are responsible for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred.
This transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility. For residential properties where the structural
BMPs are located within a common area which will be maintained by a homeowner’s
association, language regarding the responsibility for maintenance must be included in the
projects conditions, covenants and restrictions (CC&R’s). Printed educational materials will be
required to accompany the first deed transfer to highlight the existence of the requirement and to
provide information on what stormwater management facilities are present, signs that
maintenance is needed, how the necessary maintenance can be performed, and assistance that the
Permittee can provide. It will also encourage the transfer of this information with subsequent
sale of the property. If structural BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer,
they will be the responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County
or other appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior
approval from the County or other appropriate public agency and will be considered on a case by
case basis.
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TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area Stormwater Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.    Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX

VOLUME Water Quality References

A. STATEWIDE

1. California Industrial/Commercial Storm Water Inspection Program Handbook,
March 1996, Alameda County

2. Compilation of New Development Stormwater Treatment Controls in the San
Francisco Bay Area Final Report. June 1997. Bay Area Stormwater
Management Agencies Association

3. California’s Rivers and Streams - Working Toward Solutions(1998?), CaI/EPA &
State Water Resources Control Board

4. California Storm Water Best Management Practice Handbooks -
Industrial/Commercial. March 1993, California Storm Water Quality Task Force

5. California Storm Water Best Management Practice Handbook - Construction
Activity. March 1993, California Storm Water Quality Task Force

6. California Storm Water Best Management Practice Handbook - Municipal Camp.
March 1993. California Storm Water Quality Task Force

7. Erosion and Sediment Control Handbook. May 1978, Department of
Conservation Resources Agency

8. Non-point Source Management Program, Urban Runoff Technical Advisory
Committee Report and Recommendations, November 1994, State Water
Resources Control Board

9. Start at the Source: Design Guidance Manual for Stormwater Quality Protection.
1999, Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association

10. Water Quality Assessment - 1996, State Water Resources Control Board

B. FEDERAL

! 1. EPA, Final Report of the Nationwide Urban Runoff Program, December 1993

12. EPA, Guidance Specifying Management Measures for Sources of Non-point
Pollution in Coastal Waters, Document No. EPA-840-B-92-002, 1993

Because of the extensive volume of material that comprises this Administrative Record, the Regional Board
reserves the right to introduce additional documents that may have been inadvertently left out at this time.
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13. EPA, National Water Quality Inventory, 1992 Report to Congress, 1992

14. EPA, Selected Urban Storm Water Runoff Abstracts, July 1968 - June 1970

15. EPA, Seminar Publication, National Conference on Urban Runoff Management:
Enhancing Urban Watershed Management at the Local, County, and State
Levels, March 30 - April 2, 1993

16. Estuaries on the Edge: The Vital Link Between Land and Sea, 1996 American
Oceans Campaign

17. Guidance on Stormwater Drainage Wells Draft for Review, Version 2.07. July
1997. EPA Office of Groundwater and Drinking Water

18. Guidance manual for the Preparation of NPDES Permit Applications for Storm
Water Discharges Associated with Industrial Activity Document No. USEPA
505/8-91-002, April 1991 USEPA Office of Water (EN-336)

19. Handbook on Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention and Control Planning -
Document No. EPA (625/R-93/004), September 1993 USEPA Office of Research
and Development Washington DC 20460

20. Investigation of Inappropriate Pollutant Entries into Storm Drainage Systems - A
User’s Guide Document No. EPN600/R-92-238, January 1993, EPA Office of
Research and Development Washington, DC 20460

21. National Water Quality Inventory - 1994 Report to Congress USEPA 841-R-95-
005, December 1995 EPA Office of Water Washington, D.C.

22. Northern Virginia Soil and Water Conservation District, USEPA Department of
Water. Developing Successful Runoff Control Programs for Urbanized Areas
Final Report. Fairfax, Virginia. July 1, 1994

23. NPDES Storm Water Sampling Guidance, Document No. EPA 833-B-02-001,
July 1992 EPA Office of Water (EN - 336)

24. NRDC, Poison Runoff: A Guide to State and Local Control of Non-point Source
Water Pollution, April 1989

25. Pollution Program Affiliates, Inc. Water: The Challenge of Cleansing Rivers and
Oceans, April 7, 1994

26. The Rensselaerville Institute. The EPA Stormwater Management Program
Report, Vol. 1. October 1992

27. Saving Bays and Estuaries: A Handbook of Tactics, Document No. USEPA
503/8-88-001, June 1988 EPA Office of Marine and Estuaries Protection

28. A State and Local Government Guide to Environmental Program Funding
Alternatives, Document No. EPA 841-K-94-001, January 1994 EPA Office of
Water (4503F)

Because of the extensive volume of matedal that comprises this Administrative Record, the Regional Board 2
reserves the right to introduce additional documents that may have been inadvertently left out at this time.

05/02/00
R0070967



29. Storm Water Discharges Potentially Addressed by Phase II of the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Storm Water Program - Report to
Congress, Document No. EPA 833-K-94-002, March 1995 EPA Office of Water
(4203)

30. Storm Water Management for Construction Activities - Developing Pollution
Prevention Plans and Best Management Practices, Document No. ? USEPA
Office of Water (WH-547)

31. Terrene Institute Washington, D.C., Urbanization and Water Quality: A Guide to
Protecting the Urban Environment, March 1994

32. Treatment and Disposal of Hazardous Waste, Hazardous and Toxic Wastes
Associated with Urban Storm Water Runoff, Document No. EPA 600-9-90-037
Remedial Action, 1990 EPA & Pitt and Field

33. Urban Storm Water Toxic Pollutants: Assessments, Sources, and Treatability,
Stormwater NPDES Related Monitoring Needs Torno, Harry C., Editor, 1995

34. Urban Stormwater Quality Enhancement - Source Control, Retrofitting, and
Combined Sewer Technology, Torno, Harry C., Editor

35. Urban Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Committee, Guidelines for Urban
Erosion and Sediment Control, October 1991

36. U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, Economic Valuation of Natural Resources: A Handbook for
Coastal Resource Policymaker, June 1995

37. US Department of Commerce, Methodology for Analysis of Detention Basins for
Control of Urban Runoff Quality, National Technical Information Service,
September 1986

38. USEPA Office of Water, Coastal Nonpoint Pollution Control Program-
Development and Approval Guidance, January 1993

39. USEPA Office of Water, Guidance Specifying Management Measures for
Sources of Nonpoint Pollution in Coastal Waters Section 6217(g) of the Coastal
Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments of 1990, Washington DC, January 1993

40. USEPA Office of Water. Municipal Wastewater Management Fact Sheets
Stormwater Best Management Practices. Washington D.C. September 1996

41. USEPA Region V. National Conference on Urban Erosion and Sediment
Control: Institutions and Technology. January 1980

42. USEPA, Region 5 (Water Division, Wetlands and Watershed Section, Watershed
Management Unit), USEPA Office of Wastewater Enforcement and Compliance
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Permit Division NPDES Program and Stormwater Section, Urban Runoff
Management Information/Education Products

43. USEPA, Storm Water Management for Industrial Activities - Developing Pollution
Prevention Plans and Best Management Practices, Document No. USEPA 832-
R-92-006, September 1992

44. Water-Supply Paper 2363: Techniques for Estimation of Storm-Runoff Loads,
Volumes, and Selected Constituent Concentrations in Urban Watersheds in the
United States. Washington D.C. 1990. United States Geological Survey Driver,
Nancy E. & Tasker, Gary D

45. Watershed Management Institute and Terrene Institute in Cooperation with
USEPA, Fundamentals of Urban Runoff Management: Technical and Institutional
Issues, August 1994

C. LOS ANGELES REGIONAL

46. An Assessment of Inputs of Fecal Indicator Organisms and Human Enteric
Viruses from Two Santa Monica Storm Drains - Technical Report, Santa Monica
Bay Restoration Project, June 1990

47. An Assessment of Monitoring and Data Management Needs in Santa Monica
Bay - Final Report, Submitted to The Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project,
Southern Cal. Coastal Water Research Project and EcoAnalysis, Inc., May 13,
1991

48. Assessment of Storm Drain Sources of Contaminants to Santa Monica Bay - Vol.
II (Review of Water and Wastewater Sampling Techniques with an Emphasis on
Stormwater Monitoring Requirements), Stenstrom Michael K. Dept. of Civil and
Environmental Engineering (UCLA) & Strecker Eric W. (Woodward-Clyde
Consultants), May 1993

49. Assessment of Storm Drain Sources of Contaminants to Santa Monica Bay o Vol.
III (Surface Drainage Water Quality Monitoring Program Plan), Stenstrom,
Michael K. Dept. of Civil and Environmental Engineering (UCLA) & Strecker Eric
W. (Woodward-Clyde Consultants), May 1993

50. Assessment of Storm Drain Sources of Contaminants to Santa Monica Bay - Vol.
IV (Selection of Best Management Practices for Control of Storm Water Pollution
to Santa Monica Bay), Stenstrom, Michael K. Dept. of Civil and Environmental
Engineering (UCLA) & Strecker Eric W. (Woodward-Clyde Consultants), May
1993

51. Assessment of Storm Drain Sources of Contaminants to Santa Monica Bay - Vol.
I (Annual Pollutant Loadings to Santa Monica Bay from Storm Water Runoff),
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Stenstrom, Michael K. Dept. of Civil and Environmental Engineering (UCLA) &
Strecker Eric W. (Woodward-Clyde Consultants), May 1993

52. Assessment of Storm Drain Sources of Contaminants to Santa Monica Bay - Vol.
V (Toxicity of Dry Weather Urban Runoff), Lau, Simlin and Stenstrom, Michael K.
Dept. of Civil and Environmental Engineering (UCLA) & Steven Bay from
Southern California Coastal Water Research Project, June 14, 1994

53. Basin.Plan for the Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties,
Adopted by CRWQCB, LA Region, June 13, 1994

54. Caltrans District 7 - Stormwater Monitoring Summary Report, Tetra Tech, Inc.

55. Chemical Contaminant Releases into Santa Monica Bay (Executive Summary
Based on a Pilot Study), Environmental Health Sciences UCLA, School of Public
Health, American Oceans Campaign, June 1993

56. Chemical Contaminant Release into The Santa Monica Bay: A Pilot Study,
Environmental Health Sciences UCLA, School of Public Health, Final Report to
American Oceans Campaign, June 12, 1993

57. Electronic Data Print Out, BPTC Sites Region 4 LA Harbor

58. An Epidemiological Study of Possible Adverse Health Effects of Swimming in
Santa Monica By - Final Report, Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project, May 7,
1996

59. Heal the Bay - 1993 State of the Marina Report, Marina Del Rey, Bower Aimee
and Gorke Roger, July 9, 1993

60. Heal the Bay 1993 Third Annual Beach Pollution Report Card, Gorke Roger with
technical review by Gold Mark, 1993

61. The Hydraulic/Water Conservation Division Los Angeles County Department of
Public Works: Hydrologic Report, 1987-1988

62. The Hydraulic/Water Conservation Division, Los Angeles County Department of
Public Works: Hydrologic Report, 1988-1989

63. The Hydraulic/Water Conservation Division, Los Angeles County Department of
Public Works: Hydrologic Report, 1990-1991
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64. The Hydraulic/Water Conservation Division, Los Angeles County Department of
Public Works: Hydrologic Report, 1991-1992

65. The Hydraulic/Water Conservation Division, Los Angeles County Department of
Public Works: Hydrologic Report, 1993-1994

66. Illicit Discharge Investigation Approach, Ventura Countywide Stormwater Quality
Management Program, February 1995

67. Los Angeles Petition of NRDC for Review of StormwatedUrban Runoff Discharge
Permit (Order No. 90-79), Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
Response, October 19, 1990

68. Los Angeles County 1997-98 Stormwater Monitoring Report. Los Angeles
County Department of Public Works, SCCWRP, & Woodward-Clyde
Consultants. July 10, 1998

69. Los Angeles County Drainage Area Review - Draft Feasibility Report, US Army
Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District, September 1991

70. Los Angeles County Department of Public Works: Waste Management Division,
NPDES Permit No. CA0061654 (Phases II and III) - Proposed Stormwater/Urban
Runoff Monitoring Program (Mass Emissions Sites), 1994

71. Marine Studies of San Pedro Bay, California Part 2-H - The Madne Environment
of marina Del Rey, Harbors Environmental Projects University of Southern
California,

72. Marine Studies of San Pedro Bay, California, Part 20F -The Marine Environment
of Marina Del Rey (A Report to the Department of Beaches and Harbors, County
of Los Angeles), Jones Burton H.; Oguri, Mikihiko; and Soule, Dorothy F.,
Harbors Environmental Projects University of Southern California, March 1991

73. The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California - Annual Report, MWD -
Fiscal year July 1, 1988 to June 30, 1989, 1989

74. The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California - Annual Report, MVVD -
Fiscal Year July 1, 1989 to June 30, 1990, 1990

75. National Research Council, Monitoring Southern California’s Coastal Water, 1990
October 1991 - June 1992
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76. Newport Bay Watershed: Construction Activities/Best Management Practices
Plan for Sediment Control, Boyle Engineering Corporation - Water Resources
Division, Technical Memorandum - November 1981

77. NPDES Permit No. CA0061654 - Santa Monica Bay Drainage Basin (Proposed
Stormwater/Urban Runoff monitoring Program), Los Angeles County Dept. of
Public Works: Waste Management Division Water Quality Management Section,
August 17, 1993

78. Pie Grant, Brash Industries, Dec. 30, 1995

79. Port of Long Beach - Nonpoint Source Storm Water Program, Presented to the
LA Regional Water Quality Control Board, July 19, 1994

80. Potential Groundwater Contamination from Intentional and Nonintentional
Stormwater Infiltration: Cooperative Agreement No. CR819573. Clark, Shirley,
Parmer, Keith & Pitt, Robert, Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering.
Cincinnati, Ohio. May 1994

81. Quality and Beneficial Use Investigation of the Los Angeles River: Prospects for
Restored Beneficial Uses, Danza, James M. Water Environmental Studies M.S.,
California State University, Fullerton, June 1994

82. Report of Stormwater Monitoring Winter of 1994-1995, Los Angeles County
Public Works, March 1996

83. Review of Monitoring and Response Protocol for the Malibu Creek Watershed,
Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project - Report, Trim Heather, November 1994

84. Santa Monica Bay Stormwater Pollutant Reduction Study, Engineering-Science
for City of Los Angeles Wastewater Program Management Division, December
1987

85. Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project, Progress Update 1990, 1990

86. The Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project, Ozone Disinfection and Treatment of
Urban Storm Drain Dry-Weather Flows: A Pilot Treatment Plant (Demonstration
on the Kenter Canyon Storm Drain Systems in Santa Monica), Greene, Gerald
E., Associate Civil Engineer, June 1992

87. The Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project, Pathogens and Indicators in Storm
Drains Within the Santa Monica Bay Watershed, June 1992
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88. Santa Monica Bay Characterization Study, MBC Applied Environmental
Sciences, Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project, April 1993

89. Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project, Public Summary of the Santa Monica Bay
Restoration Plan, December 1994

90. Santa Monica Bay Restoration Plan- The Coastal Watersheds, Santa Monica
Bay Restoration Project, September 1994

91. Santa Monica Bay Stormwater Pollutant Reduction Study: Volume I Study
Results and Recommendation, Engineering-Science City of Los Angeles
Wastewater Program Management Division, June 1994

92. Santa Monica Bay Stormwater Pollutant Reduction Study: Volume I Study
Results and Recommendation, Engineering-Science City of Los Angeles
Wastewater Program Management Division, June 1994

93. Santa Monica Bay Area Municipal Storm Water/Urban Runoff Pilot Project-
Evaluation of Potential Catch Basin Retrofits. San Diego, CA, Psomas &
Associates, UCLA, & Woodward-Clyde for Santa Monica Cities Consortium
September 1998

94. State Coastal Conservancy, Los Angeles River - Park and Recreation Area
Study, December 1993

95. Storm Drains as a Source of Surf Zone Indicators and Human Viruses to Santa
Monica Bay. August 1991

96. Storm Runoff in Los Angeles and Ventura Counties, Final Report- Los Angeles
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles, California
Regional Water Quality Control Board, 1988

97. Southern California Coastal Water Research Project - Annual Report, 1987

98. Southern California Coastal Water Research Project - Annual Report, 1987

99. Southern California Coastal Water Research Project (SCCWRP), Annual Report
1990-1991 and 1991-1992, November 1992

100. Ten-Year Data Summary 1977-1987, California State Mussel Watch, May 1988
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101¯ Toxic Substances Monitoring Program, Ten Year Data Summary 1978-1987,
August 1990

102. Toxicity of Stormwater Runoff in Los Angeles County - Annual Report, Southern
California Coastal Water Research Project, 1988-1989

103. UC Davis Final Report Site Specific Study for Effluent Dominated Streams (San
Gabriel River, Santa Clara River, Calleguas Creek), Apdl 18, 1994

104. UCLA Storm Water Pollution Control Transportation Industries Outreach and
Education, June 8, 1995

105. USDA - Natural Resources Conservation Service, Malibu Creek Watershed
Natural Resources Plan (Draft), March 1995

106. Ventura Countywide Stormwater Quality Management Program Annual Report,
Sheydayi, Alex, Chair of Management Committee, September 1995

107. Waterbodies, Wetlands, and their Beneficial Uses in the Los Angeles Region (4) ¯
- A Report Presented to LA Regional Water Quality Control Board - Volume 1,
Hanes, Ted L.; Lloyd, William J.; Saint, Prem K., California State University,
Fullerton, July 1993

108. Waterbodies, Wetlands, and their Beneficial Uses in the Los Angeles Region (4)
- A Report Presented to I_A Regional Water Quality Control Board - Volume 2,
Hanes, Ted L.; Lloyd, William J.; Saint, Prem K., California State University,
Fullerton, July 1993

D. WATER PROGRAM GUIDANCE FROM OTHER AREAS

109. 1994 Puget Sound Water Quality Management Plan, Puget Sound Water Quality
Authority, May 18, 1994

110. 1997 Annual Meeting Proceedings, Washington DC, American Society of
Landscape Architects, 1997

111. 1998 Annual Meeting Proceedings, Washington DC, American Society of
Landscape Architects, Portland, 1998

112. 1999 Annual Meeting Proceedings, Washington DC, Amedcan Society of
Landscape Architects, 1999
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113. Action Plan Demonstration Project: Demonstration of Gasoline Fueling Station
Best Management Practices, Final Report, Submitted to LJ.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Region IX, October 1994

114. Actions Speak Louder than Legislation - Positive Experiences Provide Direction
for Urban Runoff Management, Water Environment and Technology, January
1996

115. Advances in Modeling the Management of Stormwater Impacts, Guelph, Ontario,
1996

116. Analysis of Urban BMP Performance and Longevity - Final Report Dept. of
Environmental Programs, Metropolitan Washington, Council of Govt., August
1992

117. Better Site Design: A handbook for Changing Development Rules in Your
Community for the Site Planning Roundtable, Center for Watershed Protection
Ellicott City, Maryland, August 1998

118. Blueprint for a Clean Bay - Best Management Practices to Prevent Stormwater
Pollution from Construction Related Activities, Bay Area Stormwater
Management Agencies Association, 1995

119. Best Management Practices for Storm Water and Industrial Sanitary Sewer
Pollution Control: Non-Point Source Pollution Control Program, Santa Clara
County

120. Caltrans, Storm Water Runoff Management Literature Review, March 1996

121. Center for Watershed Protection Silver Springs, Maryland. Site Planning for
Urban Stream Protection, Schueler, Tom, December 1995

122. City and County of San Francisco Department of Public Works: Best
Management Practices Study, August 1992

123. The Clock is Ticking to Comply with New Stormwater Regulations, Forrest, Carol
L. and Oakley, Monica M., March 1991

124. A Consortium of Local Agencies Best Management Practices for Industrial Storm
Water Pollution Control, Alameda County Urban Runoff Clean Water Program

Because of the extensive volume of material that comprises this Administrative Record, the Regional Board ! 0
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125. Compost Stormwater Filter Evaluation, Everett, WA., Leif, William T. P.E.
Snohomish County Department of Public Works, January 1999

126. Comprehensive Watersheds Ordinance for City of Austin, TX, 1986

127. Controlling Toxic Pollution in Urban Storm Water Runoff- Options for Local
Government, August 1988

128. A Current Assessment of Urban Best Management Practices - Techniques for
Reducing Nonpoint Source Pollution in the Coastal Zone, Anacostia Restoration
Team Department of Environmental Programs Metropolitan Washington Council
of Governments, March 1992

129. Developing Successful Runoff Control Programs for Urbanized Areas, Fairfax
Virginia, North Virginia Soil District, July 1, 1994

130. Design for Change- Vision, Value, Community, 1996 Annual Meeting
Proceedings, Washington DC, American Society of Landscape Architects, 1996

131. Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems for Chesapeake Research Consortium,
Clayton, Richard A. & Schueler. Thomas R., Center for Watershed Protection
Silver Spring MD, December 1996

132. Design of Urban Runoff Quality Controls, New York, New York, Roesner, Larry
A., Sonnen, Michael B., & Urbonas Ben. 1989

135. The Economics of Stormwater BMP’s in the Mid-Atlantic Region. Brown, Whitney
& Shcueler, Thomas. Center for Watershed Protection Silver Springs, Maryland.
August 1997

136. Good Practices to Protect Our Creeks and Bay - Guidelines for Restaurants,
Grocery Stores, Cafeterias, Bakeries, and Delicatessens, Santa Clara Valley
Nonpoint Source

137. Impervious Surface Reduction Study - Final Report - Water Resources Program,
City of Olympia Dept. of Public Works, May 1995

138. Impervious Surface Reduction Study - Executive Summary- Water Resources
Program, City of Olympia Dept. of Public Works, January 1996

139. The Importance of Imperviousness, Watershed Protection Techniques, Vol. 1,
Number 3, Fall 1994

Because of the extensive volume of material that comprises this Administrative Record, the Regional Board | |
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140. Industrial Stormwater Pollution Control Compliance - A Comprehensive Source
Book for Federal, State, and Regional Regulatory Requirements and Information
Resources, Santa Clara Valley Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program,
December 1992

141. Modern Methods for Modeling the Management of Stormwater Impacts, Guelph,
Ontario, 1995

142. Municipal Storm Water Management, Ann Arbor, Debo, N. Thomas & Reese, Jo
Andrew. 1995

143. National Stormwater Best Management Practices Database Version 1.0,
American Society of Civil Engineering, June 1996

144. The New Federal Stormwater Regulations, Public Works (City, County and
State), February 1991

145. North Natomas Drainage Design and Procedures Manual, City of Sacramento
Department of Utilities, July 1998

146. Opportunities in Sustainable Development: Strategies for the Chesapeake Basin,
Hill, Margaret, American Society of Landscape Architects, March 1997

147. Orange County - NPDES Stormwater Permit Program Proposed Monitoring
Program Orange County Flood Control District, The County of Orange and Its
Twenty - Nine Incorporated Cities, February 20, 1991

148. Orange County NPDES Stormwater Program: Drainage Area Management Plan,
Submitted to the San Diego and Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control
Boards, April 1993

149. Performance Measures for the National CSO Control Program, AMSA:
Association of Metropolitan Sewerage Agencies, January 1996

150. Rapid Watershed Planning Handbook: A Comprehensive Guide for Managing
Urbanizing Watersheds for the USEPA, Office of Wetlands Oceans and
Watersheds & Region V, Center for Watershed Protection Ellicott City, Maryland,
October 1998

R0070977
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151. Results: A Retail Gasoline Outlet and Commercial Parking Lot Storm Water
Runoff Study Project N. $2498, Western States Petroleum Association and
Amedcan Petroleum Institute, September 26, 1994

152. Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation Distdct (NPDES
Municipal Stormwater Application for Permit Renewal) Flood Control District,
Santa Ana Watershed, County and Cities of Riverside County, January 3, 1995

153. Santa Clara Valley Nonpoint Source Study. Vol. 1: Loads Assessment Report
(Final Report), February 22, 1991

154. Santa Clara Valley Non-Point Source Program - Proposed Storm Water
Management Plan, Section 9, December 20, 1994

155. Second Nature: Adapting LA’s Landscape for Sustainable Living, Lipkis, Andy,
Treepeople, 1999

156. Sediment Removal in Catch Basins and Catch Basin Inserts, Everett, WA., Leif,
VVilliam T. P.E. Snohomish County Department of Public Works, March 1998

157. Stormwater Management: Pond Design Example for Extended Detention Wet
Pond, Clayton, Richard A. Jr., P.E., Center for Watershed Protection Ellicott City,
Maryland, December 1995

158. Storm Water Best Management Practices for Retail Gasoline Outlets Western
States Petroleum Association, Project No. $2498, January 12, 1996

159. Stormwater Discharges: Regulatory Compliance and Best Management
Practices, New York, Dennison, Mark S. 1996

160. Stormwater Management Manual for the Puget Sound Basin - The Technical
Manual Washington State Department of Ecology, February 1992

161. Stormwater Strategies: Community Responses to Runoff Pollution. Clarke
Aponte, George P., Cameron, Diane M., Frank, Andrew G., & Lehner, Peter H.
Natural Resources Defense Council, May 1999

162. Summary Report: Vehicle Service Facility Waste Minimization Program, 1993

163. Training Seminar, Storm Water Compliance: Municipal Techniques and
Strategies, American Public Works Association California Chapter, December 10,
1993

Because of the extensive volume of material that comprises this Administrative Record, the Regional Board ! 3
reserves the right to introduce additional documents that may have been inadvertently left out at this time.

05/02/00

R0070978



164. Thermal Impacts Associated with Urbanization and Stormwater Management,
Best management Practices: Appendices, Dubose, Robert & Galli, John,
Department of Environmental Programs, Metropolitan Washington Council of
Governments, December 1990

165. Thermal Impacts Associated with Urbanization and Stormwater Management,
Best management Practices: Final Report, Galli, John Department of
Environmental Programs, Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments,
December 1990

166. Urban Drainage and Flood Control District. Urban Storm Drainage Criteria
Manual Vol. 3: Best Management Practices. Denver, Colorado. September 1,
1999

167. Urban Hydrology: A Multidisciplinary Perspective. Lancaster, Pennsylvania.
Lazaro, Timothy R., 1990

168. Urban Runoff Quality Management: WEF Manual of Practice No. 23 & ASCE
Manual and Report on Engineering Practice No. 87. Alexandria, Virginia,
American Society of Civil Engineers, 1998

169. Urban Storm Drainage - Criteria Manual Vol. 3 (Best Management Practices),
Urban Drainage and Flood Control District, Denver, Colorado, September 1992

170. Urban Stormwater: An Overview for Municipalities, Public Works, December
1990

.171. Water Quality Best Management Practices Manual - For Commercial and
Industrial Businesses, Resource Planning Associates, June 30, 1989

172. Water Quality Protection for Automotive Businesses - 1st Edition Business
Partners for Clean Water, November 1990

173. Western States Petroleum Association, Service Station Storm Water Runoff
Study Contract No. DT 308-02, October 5, 1993

E. APPLICABLE LAWS AND POLICIES

174. Attorney’s General’s Statement for the State National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System Program and State Pretreatment Program, State of California
Office of the Attorney General, May 1987

Because of the extensive volume of material that comprises this Administrative Record, the Regional Board | 4
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175. Code of Federal Regulations Part 122 July 1, 1992

176. Comparison of Los Angeles County Draft Storm Water Permit with Similar
Permits in Orange and Santa Clara Counties, March 25, 1996

177. Comparative Cost of the LA County Storm Water Management Program,
CRWQCB Los Angeles Region, July 9, 1996

178. Draft Interim Permitting Approach For Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations In
Storm Water Permits, June 10, 1996

179. Economic Benefits of Runoff Controls, EPA, September 1995

180. Environmental Impacts of Stormwater Discharges: A National Profile, EPA, June
1992

181. EPA - Interpretative Policy Memorandum on Re-application Requirements for
Municipal Separate Storm Water Sewer Systems, May 17, 1996

182. EPA National Water Quality Inventory, 1994 Report to Congress - Executive
Summary, 1994

183. Federal Register Environmental Protection Agency 40 CFR Parts 122, 123, 124,
and 504 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit Application
Regulations for Storm Water Discharges; Proposed Rule, December 7, 1988

184. Federal Register Environmental Protection Agency, 40 CFR Parts 122, 123, and
124 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit Application
Regulations for Storm Water Discharges Final Rule, November 16, 1990

185. Guidance Manual For The Preparation Of Part 2 Of The NPDES Permit
Applications For Discharges From Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System,
USEPA, November 1992

186. Letter from EPA to Regional Board, November 16, 1989

187. Liquid Assets: A Summertime Perspective on the Importance of Clean Water to
the Nation’s Economy. USEPA Document No. 800-R-96-002. (see Table of
Contents attached), May 1996

Because of the extensive volume of material that comprises this Administrative Record, the Regional Board ! 5
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188. Memo regarding compliance with Water Quality Standard in NPDES Permits
Issued to Municipal Separate Storm Sewers Systems, t, E. Donald, Asst. Adm. &
General Counsel, U.S. EPA, January 9, 1991

189. Memo addressed to Archie Matthews (Division of Water Quality) regarding
compliance with Coverage of State Highways Under Municipal Storm Water
Permits, Jennings, Elizabeth, Senior Staff Counsel, December 2, 1992

190. Memo addressed to William H. Crooks (Executive Officer) regarding compliance
with Municipal Storm Water for Stockton, April 23, 1993

191. Memorandum addressed to Storm Water Permit Program Coordinators -
Municipal Storm Water Management Plan Components, September 8, 1994

192. Memo addressed to Water Management Division Directors Region I - X
regarding compliance with Storm Water Enforcement Strategy, January 12, 1994

193. Memo addressed to Regional Water Board (Executive Officer) regarding
compliance with Transmittal of the Final Storm Water Compliance Strategy -
California Storm Water Compliance and Enforcement Strategy, March 3, 1994

194. Memo addressed to Urban Runoff Task Force regarding compliance with Non-
storm Water Discharges -- Municipal Permits, April 7, 1995

195. Memo Addressed to Bruce Fujimoto (Division Of Water Quality) regarding
Municipal Storm Water Permits: Compliance With Water Quality Objectives,
Jennings, Elizabeth of SWRCB, October 3, 1995

196. Memo addressed to Catherine Tyrrell, et al. regarding legal issues Raised in
Draft Storm Water WDR’s/NPDES Permit for LA County, et al., Leon, Jorge
SWRCB Senior Staff Counsel, January 10, 1996

197. NPDES Memorandum of Agreement Between the USEPA and CSWRCB

198. NPDES Storm Water Program Question and Answer Document Volume 2,
USEPA

199. Results of the Nationwide Urban Runoff Program, Executive Summary, USEPA,
December 1983

Because of the extensive volume of material that comprises this Administrative Record, the Regional Board ! 6
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200. Role of Municipalities in the Implementation of State General NPDES Permits for
Storm Water Associated with Industrial Activity to Maryann Jones, SWRCB,
USEPA Region 9, Bromley, Eugene, December 1993

201. State Water Resources Control Board - Order No. WQ 91-03, State of California

202. State Water Resources Control Board - Order No. WQ 91-04, State of California

Because of the extensive volume of material that comprises this Administrative Record, the Regional Board 17
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ST. JOHNS RIVER WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

CHAPTER 40C-42, F.A.C~

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCE PERMITS:
REGULATION OF STORMWATER
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Revised
October3 1995

R0070983



CHAPTER 40C-42

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCE PERMTrS:
.’REGULATION OF STORMWATER MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS

40C-42.011 Scope.
40C-42.021 Definitions.
40C-42.022 Permits Required.
40C-42.0225 Exemptions From Permitting for Stormwater

Management Systems.
40C-42.023 Requirements for Issuance.
40C-42.024 Standard General and Individual Permits.
40C-42.025 Design and Performance Criteria for Stormwater

Management Systems.
40C-42.026 Specific Design and Performance Criteria.
40C-42.0265 Design and Performance Criteria for Wetlands

Stormwater Management Systems.
40C-42.027 Legal Operation and Maintenance Entity Requirements.
40C-42.028 Operation Phase Permits.
40C-42.029 Monitoring and O1~rational Maintenance Requirements.
40C-42.031 Exemptions for Stormwater Management Systems.(’Repealed)’ ~
40C-42.032 Limiting Conditions. ~
40C-42.033 Implementation.
40C-42.035 Stormwater General Permits. (Repealed)
40C-42.041 Individual Permit Requirements for New Stormwater

Discharge Facilities. (Repealed)
40C-42.061 Relationship to Other Permitting Requirements.
40C-42.071 Permit Processing Fee.
40C-42.081 General Provisions.
40C-42.091 Publications Incorporated by Reference.
40C-42.900 Forms and Instructions.

40C-42.011 Scope.
(1) This chapter governs stormwater management systems which are designed and

constructed or implemented to control discharges necessitated by rainfall events. These systems
may incorporate methods to collect, convey, store, absorb, i~dbit, treat, use or reuse water to
prevent or reduce flooding, overdr.ai_’nage, environmental degradation-and pollution, 6r otherwise
affect the quality and quantity of discharges. Standard general and individual environmental
resource stormwater permits _are _ required :under this- chapter for construction, operation,-~

maintenance, alteration, removal, or abandonment of systems that are not permitted under
provisions of chapters 40C-4, _40C-40, or 40C-400, F.A.C~: Permits issued under this chapter
must be consistent with the objectives of the District and not cause harm to the water resource.
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(2) A permit under this chapter will be required only. for certain stormwater
management systems as defined herein. This provision shall riot affect the District’s authority to
require appropriate corrective action whenever any system causes or contributes to violations of
state water quality standards.                      "-      .

(3) Stormwater discharges to groundwaters shall be regulated under the provisions of
section 62-28.700, F.A.C., and other applicable rules of the Department of Environmental
Protection.                                             :. ::
Specific Authority 373.044, 373.113, 373.171, 373.418 FS. Law Implemented 373.416, 403.812,
403.814 FS. History--New 4-1-86. Amended 9-25-91, 10-3-95.

40C-42.021 Def’mitions.
(1) "Appropriate Registered Professional" or "Registered Professional" means, for

purposes of this rule, a professional registered in Florida with the necessary expertise in the fields of
hydrology, drainage, flood control, erosion and sediment control, and stormwater pollution control
to design and certify stormwater management systems. Examples of registered professionals may
include professional engineers licensed under chapter 471, F.S., professional landscape architects
licensed under chapter 481, F.S., and professional geologists licensed under chapter 492, F.S., who
have the referenced skills.

(2) "As-Built Drawings" means plans certified by an appropriate registered professional
or registered surveyor which accurately represents the constructed condition of a      . .

system      ¯(3)    Completaon of Constructaon" means the time at which the stormwate~: man~emen’t
system is fast placed into operation, when the project passes final building inspection or w~en the
project receives a certificate of occupancy, whichever occurs fast.

(4) "Construction" means any activity including land clearing, earth moving, or the      .:~i:!~ ..
erection of structures which will result in the creation of a stormwater management system.             ’<"(5) "Control Device" or "Bleed-down Device" means that element of a discharge
structure which allows the gradual release of water under controlled conditions.

(6) "Control Elevation" means the lowest elevation at which water can be released
through the control device.

(7) "Detention with Filtration" or "Filtration" means the selective removal of pollutants
from stormwater by the collection and temporary storage of stormwater and the subsequent gradual
release of the stormwater into surface waters in the state through at least 2 feet of suitable fine
textured granular media such as porous soil, uniformly graded sand, or other natural or artificial fine
aggregate, which may be used in conjunction with falter fabric and/or perforated pipe.

(8) "Detention" or "To Detain" means the collection and temporary storage of
stormwater with subsequent gradual release of the stormwater.

(9) "Direct Discharge" _means, for purposes-of~ this :chapter, a point~ or nonpoint -
discharge which_enters_C_l_ass__-I, ~CI~S ]!,_ or Outstanding Florida Waters, or Class ill waters which
are approved, conditionally approved, restricted, or conditionally restricted for shellfish harvesting
without an adequate opportunity for mixing and dilution to prevent significant degradation.
Examples of direct discharge include the following:_-

R0070985



(a) discharge without entering any other water body or conveyance prior to release to
the Class I, Class IL Outstanding Florida Waters, or Class fl~ waters which are approved,
conditionally approved, restricted, or conditionally restricted for she .Llfish harvesting;
.... (b) discharge into an intermittent watercourse which is :i" tributary of a Clas-sI, ChB~-II,
Outstanding Florida Water, or Class HI waters which are appro~/ed, conditionally approved,
restricted, or conditionally restricted for shellfish harvesting; and

(c)    discharge into a perennial watercourse which is a tributary of a Class I, Class
Outstanding Florida Water, or Class HI waters which are approved, conditionally approved,
restricted, or conditionally restricted for shellfish harvesting when there is not an adequate
opportunity for mixing and dilution to prevent significant degradation.

(I0) "Dry detention" means a system designed to collect and temporarily store
stormwater in a normally dry basin with subsequent gradual release of the stormwater.

(I I) "Effective Grain Size" means the diameter of filter sand or other aggregate that
corresponds to the I0 percentile finer by dry weight on the grain size distribution curve.

(12) "Intermittent Watercourse" means a stream or waterway that flows only at certain
times of the year, flows in direct response to rainfall, and is normally an influent stream except
when the ground water table rises above the normal wet season level.

(13) "Littoral zone" means, in reference to stormwater management systems, that portion
¯ of a wet detention pond which is designed to contain rooted aquatic plants.

(14) "Off-line" means the storage of a specified portion of the stormwater, in such a
manner so that subsequent runoff in excess of the specified volume of stormwatei" .doe~not flow
into the area storing the initial stormwater.

(15) "Operational Maintenance" means any activity or. repair required to keep a
stormwater management system functioning as pemaitted and designed.

(16) "Operate" or "Operation" means to cause or to allow a stormwater management
system to function.

(17) "Perennial Watercourse" means a stream or waterway which is not an intermittent
watercourse.

(18) "Permanent Pool" means that portion of a wet detention pond, which normally holds
water (e.g., between the normal water level and the pond bottom) excluding any water volume
claimed as wet detention treatment volume pursuant to paragraph 40C-42.026(4)(a), F.A.C.

(19) "Pollution" means the presence in waters of the state of any substances,
contaminants, or manmade or man-induced impairment of waters or alteration of the chemical,
physical, biological, or radiologieal integrity of water in quantifies or at levels which are or may be
potentially harmful or injurious to human health or welfare, animal or plant life, or property or
which um’easonably interfere with the enjoyment of life or property, including outdoor recreation
unless authorized by appficable law .......... - _-_-_-.~ --:.- -

(20) __"Regis_t_ered Surveyor" means a registered professional land surveyor licensed in the
state of Florida under chapter 472, F.S.

(21) "Reconstruction" means rebuilding or construction in an area upon which
construction has previously occurred.       - ....

(22) "Retention" means a system designed to prevent the discharge of a given volume of
stormwater runoff_into-surface-waters in the state by complete on-site storage.-Examples-may

3

R0070986



include excavated or natural depression storage areas, pervious pavement with subgrade, or-~bove
ground storage areas.

(23) "Seasonal high ground water table elev.ation" means the highest level of the
saturated zone in the soil in a year with normal rainfall.

(24) "Semi-impervious" means land surfaces which partially restrict the penetration of
water; included as examples are porous concrete and asphalt pavements, limeroek, and certain
compacted soils.

(25) "Sensitive Karst Areas" means those areas of the District delineated in chapters
40C-4 and 40C-41, F.A.C., in which the Floridan aquifer is near the land surface.

(26) "Stormwater" means the flow of water which results from, and which occurs
immediately following, a rainfall event.

(27) "Stormwater Discharge Facility" means a stormwater m~magement system which
discharges stormwater into surface waters of the State.

(28) "Stormwater Management System" means a system which is designed and
constructed or implemented to control discharges which are necessitated by rainfall events,
incorporating methods to collect, convey, store, absorb, irthibit, treat, use or reuse water to prevent
or reduce flooding, overdrainage, environmental degradation, and water pollution or otherwise
affect the quality and quantity of the discharges.

(29) "Swale" means a manmade trench which:
(a) Has a top width to depth ratio of the cross-section equal to or greater than 6:1, or

side slopes equal to or greater than 3 feet horizontal to 1 foot vertical; and,                    "(b) Contains contiguous areas of standing or flowing water only following a i’ainfall
event; and,

(c) Is planted with or has stabilized vegetation suitable for soil stabilization, stormwater
treatment, and nutrient uptake; and,

(d) Is designed to take into account the soil erodibility, soil percolation, slope, slope
length, and drainage area so as to prevent erosion and reduce pollutant concentration of any
discharge.

(30) "Underdrain" means a drainage system installed beneath a stormwater holding area
to improve the infiltration and percolation characteristics of the natural soil when permeability is
restricted due to periodic high water table conditions or the presence of layers of fine textured soil
below the bottom of the holding area. These systems usually consist of a system of interconnected
below-ground conduits such as perforated pipe, which simultaneously limit the water table
elevation and intercept, collect, and convey stormwater which has percolated through the soil.

(31) "Underground Exfiltration Trench" or "Exfiltration Trench" means a below-ground
system consisting of a conduit such as perforated pipe surrounded by natural or artificial aggregate
which is utilized to percolate stormwater into the ground.

(32) "Uniformity Coefficient" means the number representing the degree of homogeneity
in the distribution of particle sizes of filter sand or other granular material. The coefficient is
calculated by determining the DC’°/D~° ratio where D~° and D~° refer to the particle diameter
corresponding to the 10 and 60 percentile of the material which is finer by dry weight.

(33) "Waters" are as defined in subsection 373.019(8), F.S.
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(34) "Wet Detention" means the collection and temporary storage of stormwater in a
permanently wet impoundment in such a manner as to provide for treatment through physical,
chemical, and biological processes with subsequent gradual release o.f the stormwater.

(35) "Wetlands Stormwater Management System" me~s a stormwater management
system which incorporates those wetland described in subsection 40C,-42.0265(2), F.A.C., into the
stormwater management system to provide stormwater treatment.
Specific Authority 373.044, 373.113, 373.171, 373.418 FS. Law Implemented 373.413, 373.416 FS.
History--New 4-1-86. Amended 9-25-91, 3-21-93, 4-11-94, 10-3-95

40C-42.022 Permits Required.
(1) A permit is r~quired under this chapter for construction (including operation and

maintenance) of a stormwater management system which serves a project that exceeds any of the
following thresholds:

(a) Construction of 4,000 square feet or more of impervious or semi-impervious surface
area subject to vehicular traffic. This area includes roads, parking lots, driveways, and loading
zones;

(b) Construction of 5000 square feet or more of building area or other impervious area
not subject to vehicular traffic; or

(c) Construction of 5 acres or more of recreational area. Recreation areas include but
are not limited to golf courses, tennis courts, putting greens, driving ranges, or ball fi~Ids. "-

(2) A permit is required under this chapter for alteration, removal, reconst~tion, or’
abandonment of existing stormwater management systems which serve a project which may be
expected to result in any of the following:

(a) Increase pollutant loadings (including sediment) in stormwater runoff from the
project,

(b) Increase in peak discharge rate,
(c) Decrease in onsite or instream detention storage,
(d) Replacement of roadside swales with curb and gutter,
(e) Construction of 4,000 square feet or more of impervious or semi’impervious surface

area subjectto vehicular traffic. This area includes roads, parking lots, driveways, and loading
zones;

(f)    Construction of 5,000 square feet or more of building area or other impervious area
not subject to vehicular traffic; or

(g) Construction of 5 acres or more of recreational area. Recreation areas include but
not limited to golf courses, tennis courts, putting greens, driving ranges, or ball fields.

_ _ (3) Thes~ thresholds include all cumulative activity which occurs on or after September
25, 1991.

(4) For purposes of this section, the calculation of theamount of impervious surface
shall not include water bodies.

(5) Applications received by the District for which a permit has not been issued prior to
the rule revisions effective April 11, 1994, and which do not require a permit pursuant to sections
(1) or (2), above, may be withdrawn by the applicant.
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(6) Permits issued by the District for systems whi~fi-no longer require a permit pursuant
to sections (1) or (2), above, may either be abandoned or relinquished by the permittoe subject to

"-the following: -
(a) l.x~eal governments may have concurrent jurisdiction with the District over a

stormwater system. The permittee is not relieved by this role of the responsibility to comply with
any other applicable roles or ordinances which may govern such system.

(b) The permittee provides reasonable assurance that there Will not be a violation of
state water quality standards as set forth in chapter 62-302 and 62-550, F.A.C.;

(c) The permittee provides reasonable assurance that adjacent or nearby properties notowned or controlled by the applicant will not be adversely affected by drainage or flooding; and
(d) The permittoe must apply to the District for and receive written authorization from

the District prior to abandonment of the system.
Specific Authority 373.044, 373.113, 373.171, FS. Law Implemented 373.413, 373.416 FS. History-
-New 9-15-91. Amended4-11-94, 11-22-94.

40C-42.0225 Exemptions From Permitting for Stormwater Management Systems. The
following types of stormwater management systems are exempt from the notice and permit
requirements of this chapter:                  "

(1) Systems designed to accommodate onlyone single family dwelling unit, duplex,
triplex, or quadruplex, provided the single unit, duplex, triplex or quadruplex is not part of a larger~
common plan of development or sale.                                   ’ ~r3

(2) Systems which are designed to serve single family residential projects, ’
including

duplexes, triplexes and quadruplexes, of less than 10 acres total land area and which, have less than2 acres impervious surface and if the systems:
(a) Comply withall regulations or ordinances applicable to stormwater management     "

adopted by a city or county;
(b) Are not part of a larger common plan of development or sale; and
(c) Discharge into a stormwater management system exempted or permitted by the

District under this chapter which has sufficient capacity and treatment capability as specified in this
chapter and is owned, maintained, or operated by a city, county, special district with drainage
responsibility, or water management district; however, this exemption does not authorize discharge
to a system without the system ownerh prior written consent.

(3) Systems that qualify for a noticed general permit pursuant to chapter 40C-400, F.A.C.
and which comply with the requirements of such noticed general permit.
Specific Authority 373.044, 373.113, 373.171, 373.413 FS. Law Implemented 373.413, 373.416,
403.812 FS. History--New 9-25-91. Amended 3-21-93, 10-3-95..

40C-42.023 Requirements for Issuance.
(1) To receive a genera! or individual permit under this chapter the applicant must

provide reasonable assurance based on plans, test results and other information, that the stormwater
management.system: _ . _

(a) will not result in discharges from the system to surface and ground water of the state
that cause or contribute to violations of state water quality standards as set forth in-Chapters 62-3,
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62-4, 62-302 and 62-550, F.A.C., including any anti-d~gradation provisions of sections 62-
4.242(1)(a) and (b), 62-4.242(2) and (3), and 62-302.300, F.A.C., and any special standards for
Outstanding Florida Waters and Outstanding National Resource Waters set forth in sections 62-
4.242(2) and (3), F.A.C.;

(b) will not adversely affect drainage and flood protection on adjacent or nearby
properties not owned or controlled by the applicant;

(c) will be capable of being effectively operated and maintained pursuant to the
requirements of this chapter;, and

(d) meets any applicable basin criteria contained in chapter 40C-41, F.A.C.
(2)(a) A showing by the applicant that the stormwater management system complies with

the applicable criteria in sections 40C-42.024, 40C-42.025, 40C-42.026, and 40C-42.0265, F.A.C.,
shall create a presumption that the applicant has provided reasonable assurance that the proposed
activity meets the requirements in paragraphs (a), above.

(b) A showing by the applicant that the stormwater management system complies with
the criteria of subsections 40C-42.025(8) and (9), F.A.C., shall create a presumption that the
applicant has provided reasonable assurance that the proposed activity meets the requirements in
paragraph (b), above.

(c) A showing by the applicant that the stormwater management system complies with
the applicable criteria of sections 40C-42.027, 40C-42.028, and 40C-42.029, F.A.C., shall create a
presumption that the applicant has provided reasonable assurance that the proposed aqtivity meets
the requirements~m paragraph (c), above.                                  ’
Specific Authority 373.044, 373.113, 373.17I, 373.418 FS. Law Implemented 373.413, 373.~t16 FS.
History--New 9-25-91. Amended 3-21-93, 10-3-95.

40C..42.024 Standard General and Individual Permits.
(1) Any person proposing to construct, alter, operate, maintain, remove, or abandon a

stormwater management system, which requires a permit pursuant to sections 40C-42.022,
F.A.C., except those exempted pursuant to section 40C-42.0225, F.A.C., or noted in section 40C-
42.061, F.A.C, shall apply to the District for a standard general or individual environmental
resource stormwater permit, prior to the commencement of construction, alteration, removal,
operation, maintenance, or abandonment of the stormwater management system. No
construction, alteration, removal, operation, maintenance, or abandonment of a stormwater
management system shall be undertaken without a valid standard general or individual
environmental resource stormwater permit as required pursuant to this section.

(2) The following types of stormwater management systems qualify for a standard general
environmental resource stormwater permit and shall be processed according to the administrative
procedures Set forth in chapter 40C~0, F.A.C.:_i~_ _ :. :: _: __-:: :: -: -: ..... :

(a) Systems which discharge into a stormwater management system which is permitted
pursuant to paragraph 40C-42.024(2)(’b), (c), or (d), F.A.C., or subsection 40C-42.024(3), F.A.C.,
or which was previously approved pursuant toa noticed exemption under section 17-25.030 where
the appropriate treatment criteria specified in this chapter and applied to the permitted or exempt-
system are not exceeded by the discharge; however, this does-not authorize discharge to the

- .. permitted or exempt system without the system owner’s prior written consent.
7
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-- (b) Systems which meet the applicable design and performance standards of section
40C-42.025, F.A.C., and which comply with any one or more of the following:

1.    Retention systems which meet the criteria of subsection 40(2.-42.026(I), F.A.C.;
’" 2. Underdrain systems which meet the criteria of subsection 40C-42.026(2), F.A.c.i

: 3. Underground exfdtration trench systems which meet the criteria of subsection 40C-
42.026(3), F.A.C.;

:-? 4. Wet detention systems which meet the criteria of subsection 40C-42.026(4), F.A.C.;or
5.    Swale systems which meet "the criteria in subsections 40C- 42.021(30) and 40C-

42.026(5), F.A.C.
6.    Dry detention systems within project areas less than 5 acres in size, and which Serve

draiage area less than 5 acres in size, and which meet the criteria of subsection 40C-42.026(6),
F.A.C. ¯

(c) Modification or reconstruction by a city, county, state agency, federal agency, or
special district with drainage responsibility, of an existing stormwater management system which is
not intended to increase the original design capacity, and which will not increase pollution loading,
or change points of discharge in a manner that would adversely affect the designated uses of waters
in the state.

(d) Paving of existing public dirt roads bya public entity if all of the following
conditions are met:

1. The road will not serve new development.
2. Additional traffic lanes are not added to the road;
3. The traffic load is not expected to significantly increase;
4. The drainage system serving the road is not significantly altered;
5. Erosion and sediment controls are utilized to prevent turbidity during construction;
6. The project does not involve dredging or filling in wetlands or other surface

waters, other than in ditches that were excavated through uplands ;
7.    Permanent vegetative cover is established on both sides of the pavement within the

road right of way; and                                        ¯
8.    Swale blocks, or other means, are utilized to retain runoff and promote infiltration in

areas with soil having good infiltration (i.e., SCS hydrologic soil groups "A" and "B").
(3) The following types of stormwater management systems will be processed as an

individual permit according to the administrative procedures set forth in chapter 40C-4, F.A.C.:(a) Wetlands stormwater management systems which are designed pursuant, to the
criteria in sections 40C-42.025 and40C-42.0265, F.A.C.;

(b) Systems which propose to satisfy the standards of subsection 40C-42.023(1),
F.A.C., by employing an alternative treatment methodology or devil- Other than those described in-
subsection (2) or paragraph (3)(a), above. An affumative showing by the applicant that the system
design will provide treatment equivalent to retention systems described in paragraph (2)Co)1.,
above, will create a presumption in favor of satisfying the standards in paragraphs 40C-
42.023(1)(a), F.A.C. In addition, systems which have a direct-discharge to Class I, Class
Outstanding Florida Waters, or_Class IiI waters which are approved, conditionally approved,

_restricted, or conditionally restricted-for-shellfish-harvesting Shifll ~-ViitS an additional level of

8
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treatment (i.e., additional treatment volume and off-line treatment) pursuant to section 40C-42.026,
F.A.C., or an alternative demonstrated by the applicant to be equivalent.

(c) Systems which do not meet the applicable criteria of sections 40C-42.025, 40C-
42.026, or 40C-42.0265, F.A.C. An affirmative showing by the applicant based on plans, test
results, calculations, or other information that an alternative design is appropriate for the specific
site conditions will create a presumption in favor of satisfying the. applicable standards in
subsection 40C-42.023(1), F.A.C.

(4) In otherwise determining whether reasonable assurance has been provided for
paragraphs (3)(0) and (c), above, the District shall, where appropriate, consider:

(a) Whether best management practices are proposed, such as those described in
"Stormwater Management Manual (October, 1981)," "The Florida Development Manual: A Guide
to Sound Land and Water Management (June, 1988)," or best management practices described in
manuals adopted by the Environmental Regulation Commission pursuant to section 62-25.050,
F.A.C., or other appropriate best management practices (the manuals listed above by name are
adopted and made a part of this rule by reference. Copies of these documents may be inspected at
all District offices);

(0) The public interest served by the system;
(c) The probable efficacy and costs of alternative controls; and
(d) Whether reasonable provisions have been made for the operation and maintenance

of the proposed system.
(5) The standard general or individual environmental resource stormwat’er ~t whioh

is granted will include a specified period for which the permit will be valid. Such period, t~nless the
~., permit is modified or revoked, is generally:
¯ ~:-: (a) five years for permits to construct, alter, or remove a system; and

(0) permanent for permits to operate, maintain, or abandon a system.
(6) Procedures governing transfers, permit revocation, permit modifications, and

extensions are found in chapters 40C-1 and 40C-4, F.A.C., and apply to permits obtained pursuant
to this chapter. Procedures governing converting construction to operation permits and transferring
the system to the operation and maintenance entity are found in section 40C-42.027, F.A.C., below.
Specific Authority 373.044, 373.113, .373.118, 373.171, 373.418 FS. Law Implemented 373.413,
373.416, 403.813 FS. History--New 9-25-91. Amended 3-21-93, 4-11-94, 10-3-95.

40C-42.025 Design and Performance Criteria for Stormwater Management Systems. The
following criteria shall apply to stormwater management systems unless otherwise noted:

(1) Erosion and sediment control best management practices shall be used as necessary
during construction to retain sediment on-site. These management practices shall be designed and
certified by an appropriate registered professional experienced in thd fields-0f-sdil ~0~-er~afi0n-or- -
sediment control according to specific_site conditions and shall be shown or noted on the plans of
the stormwater management system. The registered professional shall furnish the contractor with
information pertaining to the construction, operation and maintenance of the erosion and sediment
control practice. Sediment accumulations in the system from construction activities shall be
removed to prevent loss of storage volume.

9    -

R0070992



(2) Stormwater management systems which either receive stormwater from areas with
greater than 50 percent impervious surface or are a potential source of oil and grease contamination
in concentrations that exceed applicable water quality standards shall include a baffle, skimmer,
grease trap or other m~hanism suitable for preventing oil and grease from leaving th~ Stonn~a~er
management system in concentrations that would cause or contribute to violations of applicable
water quality standards in the receiving waters. For purposes of this subsection, the calculation of
the amount of impervious ~urface shall not include water bodies~

(3) Unless applicable local regulations are more restrictive, for purposes of public safety
the following requirements apply:

(a) "Normally dry basins designed to impound more than two feet of water or
permanently wet basins shall be fenced or otherwise restricted from public access, or shall contain
side slopes that are no steeper than 4:1 (horizontal:vertical) out to depth of two feet below the
control elevation; and,

(b) Control devices that are designed to contain more than a two foot depth of water
within the structure under the design storm and have openings greater than one foot minimum
dimension shall be restricted from public access.

(4) All stormwater basin side slopes shall be stabilized by either vegetation or other
materials to minimize erosion and sedimentation of the basins.

(5) Stormwater management systems must be designed to accommodate maintenance
equipment access and to facilitate regular operational maintenance (such as underdrain re_placement, :
unclogging falters, sediment removal, mowing and vegetation control). Operational’ maintenance
and operation easements shall be provided when necessary to facilitate equipment access.

(6) The applicant must obtain sufficient legal authorization as appropriate prior to
;:~--..----.permit issuance for stormwater management systems which propose to utilize offsite areas to satisfy

ithe requirements in subsection 40C-42.023(I), F.A.C.
(7) Stormwater management systems (except retention and exfiltration trench systems)

shall provide gravity or pumped discharge that effectively operates under one of the following
tailwater conditions:                                     ¯

(a) Maximum stage in the receiving water resulting from the mean annual 24-hour
storm. This storm depth is described in "Rainfall Analysis for Northeast Florida;" St. Johns River
Water Management District TeclmicalPublication No. SJ 88-3 (May, 1988). Lower stages may be
utilized if the applicant demonstrates that flow from the project will reach the receiving water prior
to the time of maximum stage in the receiving water;

(b) Mean annual high tide for tidal areas;
(c) Mean annual seasonal high water elevation. This elevation may be determined by

water lines on vegetation or structure, historical data, adventitious roots or other hydrological or
biological indicators, design of man,made systems, or estimated by a registered professional using
standard hydrological methods based_0_-n_the_ site and receiving water characteristics; or

(d) As an alternative, the applicant may propose any applicable criterion established by
a local government, state agency, or stormwater utility with jurisdiction over the project.

(8) Stormwater management systems which require a permit pursuant to subsection
40C-42.022(1), F.A.C., aod which serve new construction area with greater than 50 perceat

~.0
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impervious surface (excluding water bodies) must demonstrate that the post-development peak rate
of discharge does not exceed the pre-development peak rate of discharge for one of the following:

(a) The mean annual 24-hour storm event. This storm depth is described in "Rainfall
Analysis for Northeast Florida;" St..’Johns River Water Management District TechniC~-PubliCa~rh- .........
No. SJ 88-3 (May, 1988). The criteri.a contained in sections 10.3.5 - 10.3.8 of the Management and
Storage of Surface Waters Applicant’s Handbook, (A.H.), are herein incorporated by reference;

(b) The mean annual 24-liour storm event utilizing the modified rational hydrograph
method. This storm depth is described in the publication referenced in paragraph (a), above. This
methodology should only be used for systems meeting the following criteria:

1. The drainage.area is less than 40 acres;
2. The pre-development time of concentration for the system is less than 60 minutes;

and,
3.    The post-development time of concentration for the system is less than 30 minutes;

or
(c) As an alternative to paragraphs (a) or (b), above, the applicant may propose a storm

event, duration, and criteria specified by a local government, state agency, or stormwater utility
with jurisdiction over the project.

(9) Stormwater management systems which alter existing conveyance systems must not
adversely affect existing surface water conveyance capabilities. It is presumed that a system meets
this criteria if one of the following are met:

(a) The existing hydraulic conveyance is maintained; ’ ~ ~
(b) The applicant demonstrates that changes in flood elevations or velocities ,,�,ii1 not

adversely impact upstream or downstream off-site property;
(c) The applicant demonstrates that the criteria in 10.5.2(b), Applicant’s Handbook, are

met; or --
(d) As an alternative, the applicant may propose to comply with applicable criteria

established by a local government, state agency, or stormwater utility with jurisdiction over the
project.

(10) The construction plans and supporting calculations must be signed, sealed, and
dated by an appropriate registered professional as required by the relevant statutory provisions when
the design of the stormwater management system requires the services of an appropriate registered
professional.

(11) Stormwater management systems located within Sensitive Karst Areas must meet
the requirements of subsoction 40C-41.063(6), F.A.C.
Specific Authority 373.044, 373.113, 373.171, 373.418 FS. Law Implemented 373.117, 373.413,
373.416, 403.0877 FS. History--New 4-1-86. Amended 9-25-91, 3-21-93.

40C-42.026 Specific Design and Performance Criteria.
(1) Retention systems shall: _
(a) Provide for one of the following:
I. Off-line retention of the first one half inch of runoff or 1.25 inches of runoff from

the impervious area, whichever is greater,
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2.    On-line retention of an additional one half inch of runoff from the drainage area
over that volume specified in subparagraph 1., above;

3. On-line retention that provides for percolation of the runoff from the three year, one-
hour storm; or

4.    On-line retention of the runoff from one inch of rainfall or 1.25 inches of runoff
from the impervious area, whichever is greater, for systems which serve an area with less than 40
percent impervious surface and that contain only U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Conservatio~ :
Service (SCS) hydrologic group I’A" softs.

(b) Provide retention in accordance with one of the following for those systems which
have direct discharge to Class I, Class IT, Outstanding Florida Waters, or Class lit waters which are
approved, conditionally approved, xestricted, or conditionally restricted for shellfish harvesting:

I.    At least an additional fifty percent of the applicable treatment volume specified in
subparagraph I., above. Off-line retention must be provided for at least the fast one half inch of
runoff or 1.25 inches of runoff from the impervious area, whichever is greater, of the total amount
of runoff required to be treated;

2.    On-line retention of an additional fifty percent of the treatment volume specified in
subparagraph 2., above;

3. On-line retention that provides percolation of the runoff from the three-year, one-
hour storm; or

4.    On-line retention that provides at least an additional 50 percent of the runoff volume
specified in subparagraph 40C-42.026(I)(a)4., above, for systems which serve an area witIPiess that
40 percent impervious surface and that contain only U.S. Department of Agricultdre Soil
Conservation Service (SCS).hydrologic group "A" softs.

(c) Provide the capacity for the appropriate treatment volume of stormwater specified in
paragraphs (a) or (b) above, within 72 hours following the storm event assuming average
antecedent moisture conditions. The storage volume must be provided by a decrease of stored water
caused only by percolation through soft, evaporation or evapotranspiration.

(d) Be stabilized with pervious material or permanent vegetative cover. Permanent
vegetative cover must be utilized, except for pervious pavement systems, when U.S. Depamnent of
Agriculture Soft Conservation Service (SCS) hydrologic group "A’: softs underlie the retention
basin.

(2) Underdrain stormwater management systems shall:
(a) Provide for either of the following:
I. Off-line storage of the fast one half inch of runoff or 1.25 inches of runoff from the

impervious area, whichever is greater;, or
2.    On-line storage of an additional one half inch of runoff from the drainage area over

that volume specified in subparagraph I., above.
(b) Provide either of the following for those underdmin systems which have direct

discharge to Class I, Class IT, Outstanding Florida Waters, or Class III waters which are approved,
restricted, or conditionally restricted for shellfish harvesting:

I. - . At leastan additional fifty percent of the applicable treatment volume specified in
subparagraph I., above. Off-line storage must be provided for at least the fast one half inch of
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runoff or 1.25 inches of runoff from the impervious area, whichever is greater, of ffi-e total amount
of runoff required to be treated; or

2.    On-line storage of the runoff from a three-year, one-hour storm or an additional fifty
percent of the treatment volume specified in subparagraph 2., above, whichever is greater.       :

(c) Provide the capacity for the appropriate treatment volume of stormwater specified in :
paragraphs (a) or (b), above, within 72 hours following a storm event. The storage volume must be
provided by a decrease of stored water caused only by percolation through soil with subsequent. :
transport through the underdrain pipes, evaporation or evapotranspkation.

(d) Provide at least two feet of indigenous soil between the bottom of the stormwater
holding area and the underdrain pipe(s).

(e)    Be designed with a safety factor of at least two unless the applicant affirrnatively
demonstrates based on plans, test results, calculations or other information that a lower safety factor
is appropriate for the specific site conditions. Examples of how to apply this factor include but are
not limited to reducing the design percolation rate by half or designing for the required drawdown
within 36 hours instead of 72 hours.

(f) Contain areas of standing water only following a rainfall event.
(g) Be stabilized with permanent vegetative cover.
0a) Include, at a minimum, a capped and sealed inspection and eleanout ports which

extend to the surface of the ground at the following locations of each drainage pipe:
1. The terminus; and
2. Every 400 feet or every bend of 45 or more degrees, whichever is less~ . ~tA,
(i) Utilize ftlter fabric or other means used to prevent the soil from moving an~:l being

washed out through the underdrain pipe.
(3) Underground exfiltration trench systems shall:
(a) Provide for either of the following:
1. Off-line storage of the fast one half inch of runoff or 1.25 inches of runoff from the

impervious area, whichever is greater; or
2.    On-line storage of an additional one half inch of runoff from the drainage area over

that volume specified in subparagraph 1., above.
(b) Provide either of the following for those exfiltration trench systems which have

direct discharge to Class I, Class IL Outstanding Florida Waters, or Class lII waters which are
approved, conditionally approved, restricted, conditionally restricted for shellfish harvesting:

1.    At least an additional fifty percent of the applicable treatment volume specified in
subparagraph 1., above. Off-line storage must be provided for at least the fast one half inch of
runoff or 1.25 inches of runoff from the impervious area, whichever is greater, of the total amount
of runoff required to be treated; or

2.    On-line storage of the runoff from the thi’ee-year, one-hour storm or an additional
fifty percent of the treatment volume specified in subparagraph 2, above, whichever is greater.

(c) Provide the capacity for the appropriate treatment volume of stormwater specified in
paragraphs (a) or (b), above, within 72 hours following a storm eqent assuming average antecedent
moisture conditions. The storage volume must be provided by a decrease of stored water caused
only by percolation .into the soil.
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(d) Be designed with a safety factor of at least two unless-~e applicant affu’matively
demonstrates based on plans, test results, calculations or other information that a lower safety factor
is appropriate for the specific site con.ditions. Examples of how to apply this factor include but are
not limited to reducing the design percolation rate by half or designing for the required drawdown
within 36 hours instead of 72 hours.

(e) Be designed with a twelve (12) inch minimum pipe diameter.
: (f) Be designed with a three (3) foot minimum trench width.

(g) Be designed so that aggregate in the trench is enclosed in filter fabric.
(h) Provide cleanout and inspection structures which extend to the surface of the ground

at the inlet and terminus of each pipe. Inlet structures should include sediment sumps.
(i)    Be designed so that the invert elevation of the trench must be at least two feet above

the seasonal high ground water table elevation unless the applicant demonstrates based on plans,
test results, calculations or other information that a alternative design is appropriate for the specific
site conditions.

(j)    Be designed so that the system must have the capacity to retain the required
treatment volume without considering discharges to ground or surface waters.

(4) Wet detention stormwater management systems shall:
(a) Provide a treatment volume of the greater of the following:
1. First one inch of runoff; or
2. 2.5 inches of runoff from the impervious area.
(b) Be designed so that the outfall structures shall bleed down one-halt; ~e ’9~lume of

stormwater specified in paragraph (a), above, within 48 to 60 hours following a storm event, but no
more than one-half of this volume will be discharged within the first 48 hours.

(c) Contain a permanent pool of water sized to provide an average residence time of at
least 14 days during the wet season (June - October).                                          ...

(d)l. Provide a littoral zone to be designed as follows:
a. The littoral zone shall be gently sloped (6:1 or flatter). At least 30 percent of the wet

detention system surface area shall consist of a littoral zone. The percentage of littoral zone is based
on the ratio of vegetated littoral zone to surface area of the pond at the control elevation.

b.    The treatment volume should not cause the pond level to rise more than 18 inches
above the control elevation unless the applicant affmnatively demonstrates that the littoral zone
vegetation can survive at greater depths.

c.    Eighty percent coverage of the littoral zone by suitable aquatic plants is required
within the fast twenty-four months of completion of the system or as specified by permit
conditions.

d.    To meet the 80% coverage requirement, planting of the littoral zone is
recommended. As an alternative, portions of the littoral zone may be established by placement of
wetland top soils (at least a four inch depth) containing a seed source of desirable native plants.
When utilizing this alternative, the littoral zone must be stabilized by mulching or other means and
at least the portion of the littOral zone within 25 feet of the inlet and outlet structures must be
planted.

2.    In lieu of the requirements of subparagraph 1., above, the applicant may provide
ei__ther of the following:

21.4

R0070997



a.    At least fifty percent additional permanSfii pool volume over that specified in
paragraph (c), above; or

b.    Treatmetlt of the stormwater pursuant to subparagraphs 40C- 42.024(2)(b)2., 3., 4.,
or 6., F.A.C.,."pdor to the stormwater entering the wet detention pond.            -

(e) Be designed so that the mean depth of the permanent pool is between 2 and 8 feet
and the maximum depth does not exceed 12 feet below the invert of the bleed down device, unless
the applicant :affirmatively demonstrates that alternative depths will not inhibit the physical,
chemical, and biological treatment processes or cause the resuspension of pollutants into the water
column due to anaerobic conditions in the water column.

(f)    Be designed so the flow path through the pond has an average length to width ratio
of at least 2:1. The alignment and location of inlets and outlets should be designed to maximize
flow paths in the pond. If short flow paths are unavoidable, the effective flow path should be
increased by adding diversion barriers such as islands, peninsulas, or baffles to the pond. Inlet
structures shall be designed to dissipate the energy of water entering the pond.

(g) Be designed so that bleed down devices incorporating dimensions smaller than three
inches minimum width or less than 20 degrees for "v" notches shall include a device to eliminate
¯ clogging. Examples include baffles, grates, and pipe elbows.

0a) Be designed so that bleed down structure invert elevations are at or above the
estimated post-development normal ground water table elevation. If the structure is proposed to be
set below this elevation, ground water inflow must be considered in the drawdown calculations,
calculation of average residence time, estimated normal water level in the pond,’ a~ad~ollution
removal efficiency of the system.

(i)    Provide for permanent maintenance easements or other acceptable legal instruments
to allow for access to and maintenance of the system, including the pond, littoral zone, inlets, and
outlets. The easement or other acceptable instrument must cover the entire littoral zone.

0)    Be designed so that the average pond side slope measured between the control
elevation and two feet below the control elevation is no steeper than 3:1 0aorizontal:verticai).

(k) Wet detention systems which have direct discharge to Class I, Class II Outstanding
Florida Waters, or Class lII waters which are approved, conditionally approved, restricted, or
conditionally restricted for shellf’tsh harvesting shall provide either of the following in addition to
the requirements in paragraphs (b), (d), and (e) - (j), above:

1.    An additional fifty percent of the applicable treatment volume specified in
paragraph (a), above, and an additional fifty percent of the applicable permanent pool volumes
specified in paragraphs (c) or subparagraph (d)2., above; or

2.    Treatment pursuant to subsections (1), (2), (3) above, or (5) below, prior to
discharging into a wet detention pond designed pursuant to paragraphs (a) - (j), above.

(5) Swale systems shall:
(a) Percolate 80% of the runoff from the three year, one-hour storm.
(b) Percolate the runoff from the three-year, one-hour storm for those swale systems

which have direct discharge to Class I, Class fI, Outstanding Florida Waters, or Class fl’I waters
which are approved, conditionally approved, restricted, or conditionally restricted for shellfish
harvesting.
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(c) -- Provide the capacity for the given volume of stormwater pursuant to paragraphs (a) .... ..
or (b), above, and contain no contiguous areas of standing or flowing water within 72 hours
following the storm event referenced in paragraphs (a) and (b), above, assuming average antecedent
moisture conditions. The storage volume must be provided by a decre~e of st0ied ~,atei: Caused
only by percolation through soil, evaporation or evapotranspiration.      :

(d) Meet the criteria in subsection 40C-42.021(29), F.A.C.
(6) Dry detention systems shall: :...:
(a) Provide off-line detention of the fast one inch of runoff or 2.5 inches of runoff from

the impervious area, "whichever is greater.
(b) Provide at least an additional fifty percent of the applicable treatment volume

specified in subparagraph 1., above, for those systems which have direct discharge to Class I, Class
1I, Outstanding Florida Waters, or Class lIl waters which are approved, conditionally approved,
restricted, or conditionally restricted for shellfish harvesting.

(c) Be designed so that the outfall structures shall discharge one-half the appropriate
treatment volume of stormwater specified in paragraphs (a) or (b), above, between 24 to 30 hours
following a storm event.

(d) Be designed so that discharge structures shall include a device to prevent the
discharge of accumulated sediment, minimize exit velocities, and prevent clogging. Examples
include perforated riser enclosed in a gravel jacket and perforated pipes enclosed in sand or gravel.

(e) Contain areas of standing water for no longer than 3 days following a rainfall event.
(f) Be stabilized with permanent vegetative cover.

~ " ~.~(g) Be designed so the average flow path through the basin has a length to width r~atio of
at least 2:1.The alignment and locataon of inlets and outlets should be designed to maximize flow
paths in.the basin. If short flow paths are unavoidable, the effective flow path should be increased
by adding diversion barriers such as baffles to the basin.                                          -:--

0a) Be designed so inlet structures dissipate the energy of water entering the basin.
(i) Be designed to include a maintenance schedule for removal of sediment and debris

on at least a bi-monthly basis from the basin and mowing and removal of grass clippings.
(j)    Be designed so the basin floor is level or uniformly sloped toward the outfall

structure.
(k) Be designed so that the basin floor and control elevation is at least one foot above

the seasonal high ground water table elevation. Sumps may be placed up to one foot below the
control elevation.
Specific Authority 373.044, 373.113, 373.118, 373.177, 373.418 FS. Law Implemented 373.413,
373.416, 403.813 FS. History--New 9-25-91. Amended3-21.93, 6-15-93, 4-11-94, 7-20-95.

40C-42.0265 Design and Performance Criteria for Wetlands Stormwater Management
Systems.

(1) The wetlands stormwater management system design and performance criteria and
other provisions relating to such systems are an initial but necessary step by the District in a field in
which there exists limited knowledge.-In an effort to further refine the-District’s wetlands
stormwater management system policies, monitoring data and other pertinent information relating .
to the performance criteria will be collected and analyzed and periodic reports of the results of this
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monitoring shall be made available to the public. The District must attempt to ensure that the
wedands stormwater management system is compatible with the ecological characteristics of the
wetlands utilized for stormwater treatment and to ensure that water quality standards will not be
violated by discharges from wetlands storrnwater n~magement system. To achieve these goals,
specific performance criteria are set forth in this section:for systems which incorporate wetlands for
stormwater treatment.

(2) The only wetlands to be used for stormw~ter treatment are those:
(a) Which are isolated wedands; and
CO) Which would be isolated wetlands, but for a hydrologic connection to other

wedands or surface waters via another watercourse that was excavated through uplands.
(3) Applications for wetland stormwater management systems shall be processed by the

District as an individual permit application according to the administrative procedures set forth in
chapter 40C-4, F.A.C.

(4) In the review of wetlands stormwater management system permit applications, the
District shall consider the following:

(a) Compliance of the wetlands stormwater management system permit with the
performance criteria specified in subsection 40C-42.0265(5).

Co) If the applicant is unable to show compliance with the performance criteria in
subsection 40(2-42.0265(5), the applicant shall qualify-for a wedands stormwater management
system permit using alternative design and performance criteria if the applicant affirmativelY
demonstrates that the use of the wetlands is compatible with the ecological charac’te~isti~ of the
wetland and the applicant complies with the standards in section 40C-42.023, F.A.C.

(c) If the applicant proposes to dredge or fill in the wetlands used for stormwater
treatment, the District in its review of the permit application shall evaluate the adverse effects of the
dredging or filling on the treatment capability of the wetland.

(5) A showing by the applicant that the wetlands stormwater management system
design complies with the performance criteria listed below shall create a presumption in favor of
the issuance of the permit:

(a) The system complies with the requirements of section 40C-42.025 and subsection
40C-42.0265(2), F.A.C.

Co) The system is part of a comprehensive stormwater management system that utilizes
wetlands in combination with other best management practices to provide treatment of the runoff
from the greater of the following:

1. First one inch. of runoff; or
2. 2.5 inches times the impervious area.
(c) Those systems which direct discharge to Class I, Class H, or Outstanding Florida

Waters shall provide an additional fifty percent of the i~-pplicable treatmentvolum~-s~eCifie~
paragraph Co), above.                           _

(d) The wetlands stormwater management system must provide treatment for the
runoff as specified in paragraph 40C-42.0265(5)(b) or (c), F.A.C., within the weflands~ The
design features of the system shall maximize residence time of the stormwater within the
wetland. The outfall structure shall be designed to bleed down one-half the volume specified in
paragraph 40C-42.0265(5)(b) or (c) within the first 60 to 72 hours. -
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(e) Stormwater shall be discharged into the wetlands utilized so as to minimize the
channelized flow of stormwater by employing methods including, but not limited to, sprinklers,
overland flow or spreader swales.

(t’)    The use of wetlands for stormwater must meet the criteria in section 12.0,
Environmental Considerations, of the Applicant’s Handbook: Management and Storage of Surface
Waters, adopted by reference in section 40C-4.091, F.A.C.

(6) In order to establish a reliable, scientifically valid data base upon which to evaluate
the performance criteria and the performance of the wetlands stormwater management system, a
monitoring program may be required. Monitoring programs shall provide the District with
comparable data for different types of wetlands and drainage designs. Data to be collected shall
include (unless irrelevant to the penTfitted system): sedimentation rate, sediment trace metal
concentrations, sediment nitrogen and phosphorus concentrations, changes in the frequency,
abundance and distribution of vegetation, and inflow and outflow water quality for nutrients,
metals, turbidity, oils and greases, bacteria and other parameters related to the specific site
conditions. Inflow and outflow water quality Parameters will be monitored on such storm event
occurrences as established by the District based on a site specific basis. The District shall eliminate
the requirement to continue the monitoring program upon its determination that no further data is
necessary to evaluate the performance criteria or ensure compliance with the performance criteria
and applicable water quality standards.
Specific Authority 373.044, 373.113, 373.177, 373.418 FS. Law Implemented 373.413, 373.416 FSi
History--New 9-25-91, 3-2!-93, 10-3-95.                                     ~

40C-42.027 Legal Operation and Maintenance Entity Requirements.
(1) The District considers the following entities to be acceptable for meeting the

requirements necessary to ensure that a stormwater management system will be operated and      ":-’
maintained in compliance with the requirements of this Chapter and other District regulations in
chapters 40C-4 or 40C-40, F.A.C.:

(a) Local governmental units including counties or municipalities, or Municipal Service
Taxing Units established pursuant to section 125.01, F.S.;            "

(b) Activewater control districts created pursuant to chapter 298, F.S., or drainage
districts created by special act, or Community EMvelopment Districts created pursuant to chapter
190, F.S., or Special Assessment Districts created pursuant to chapter 170, F.S.;

(c) State or federal agencies; or
(d) Duly constituted stormwater, communication, water, sewer, electrical or other

public utilities.
(2) The property owner or developer is normally not acceptable as a responsible endty

when the property is intended to .be.-subdiVided.-The property owner or developer shall be -
acceptable in any of the following circumstan-ces:

(a) Written proof is furnished either by letter or resolution, that a governmental entity or
such other acceptable entity as set forth in-paragraphs (a)-(d) above, will accept the operation and
maintenance of the stormwater management system at a time certain in the future;
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(b) Proof of bonding or assurance of a similar nature is furnished in an amount
sufficient to cover the cost of the operation and maintenance of the stormwater management
system;

(c) The property is wholly owned by the permittee and ownership is intended to be-
retained. This would apply to a farm, corporate office or single industrial facility, for example; or

(d) The ownership of the property is retained by the permittee and is either leased or
rented to third parties such as in shopping centers or mobile home parks.

(3) Profit or non-profit corporations including homeowners associations, property
owners associations, condominium owners associations or master associations shall be acceptable
only under certain conditions that ensure that the corporation has the financial, legal and
administrative capability to provide for the long term operation and maintenance of the stormwater
management system.

(4) Entity Requirements.
(a) If a multimember association such as a Homeowner, Property Owner,

Condominium or Master Association is proposed, the owner or developer must submit Articles of
Incorporation for the Association, and Declaration of Covenants and Restrictions, or such other
organizational and operational documents which affirmatively assign authority and responsibility
for the operation or maintenance of the stormwater management system.

(b) The Association shall have sufficient powers reflected in its organizational or
operational documents to:

1.    Operate and maintain the stormwater management system as permitt~dor~~-~ empted
by the District;

2. Establish roles and regulations;
3. Assess members a fee for the cost of operation and maintenance of the system, and

enforce collection of such assessments;
4.    Contract for services (if the Association contemplates employing a maintenance

company) to provide the services for operation and maintenance;
5.    Exist in perpetuity. The Articles of Incorporation must provide that if the association

is dissolved the stormwater management system shall be transferred to and maintained by an entity
acceptable to the District as defined in this section. Transfer of maintenance responsibility shall be
effectuated prior to dissolution of the association;

6.    Enforce the restrictions relating to the operation and maintenance of the stormwater
management system;

7.    Provide that the portions of the Declarations which relate to the operation and
maintenance may be enforced by the District .in a proceeding at law or in equity; and

8.    Require that amendments to the documents which alter the stormwater management _
system beyond maintenance in its .original ~ondition must receive District approval prior to taking
effect.

(5) Phased Projects.
(a) If an Operation and Maintenance entity is proposed for a project which will be

constructed in phases, and subsequent phases will utilize the same stormwater management systems
as the initial phase or phases, _the_entity shall have the ability to accept responsibility for the
operation and maintenance of stormwater management system for future phases of the p~oject. -
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(b) If the development scheme contemplates independent operation and maintenance       _ ---
entities for different phases, and the stormwater management system is integrated throughout the
project, the entities either separately or coliectively shall have the authority and responsibility to
operate and maintain the:’stormwater management system for the entire project. Thatauthority shall
include cross easements for stormwater management and the ability to enter and maintain the
various systems, should any sub-entity fail to maintain a portion of the stormwater management
system within the project.:¯

(6) The applicant shall be an acceptable entity from the time construction begins until
the stormwater management system is dedicated to and accepted by a legal entity established
pursuant to this section. The applicant shall provide proof of the existence of an entity pursuant to
this secdon or of the future acceptance of the system by an entity described in this section prior to
initiating construction.
Specific Authority 373.044, 373.113, 373.171 FS. Law Implemented403.812, 403.814 FS. History--
New 4-1-86. Amended 9-25-91, 3-21-93.

40C-42.028 Operation Phase Permits.
(1) The operation phase of a stormwater management system permit which was

designed by an appropriate registered professional does not become effective until all of the
¯ following criteria in this subsection and subsection (3) haveoccurred:

(a)    Within 30 days after completion of construction of the stormwater management ..
system, permittee shall submit a signed and sealed certification by an appropriate r~stered
professional indicating that the system has been constructed and that the system is ready for
inspection by the District.

(b) The certification prepared by a registered professional (not necessarily the project
design registered professional but one who has been retained by the permittee to provide
professional services during the construction phase of project completion) shall be made on form
number 40C- 1.181 (13), As Built Certification by a Registered Professional.

(c) The registered professional shall certify that:
1. The system has been constructed substantially in accordance with approved plans

and specifications, or;
2.    Any deviations from the approved plans and specifications will not prevent the

system from functioning in compliance with the requirements of this chapter. The registered
professional shall note and explain substantial deviations from the approved plans and
specifications and provide two copies of as-built drawings to the District.

(d) The certification shall be based upon on-site observation of construction (scheduled
and conducted by the professional or by a project representative under his or her direct supervision)
or review of as-built drawings, for-the purpose of-determining if the work was completed in
compliance with approved plans and specifications.

(e) As-built drawings shall be the permitted drawings revised to reflect any changes
made during construction. Both the original and reyised specifications must be clearly shown. The
plans must be clearly labeled as "as-built" or "record" drawings. All surveyed dimensions and
elevations required shall be--oertified by a registered surveyor. The following information, at a
minimuml shall be verified onthe-aS_built drawings: ................................
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1.    Dimensions and elevations of all discharge structures including all weirs,slots, ga~~s
pumps, pipes, and oil and grease skimmers;

2.    Locations, dimensions, and elevations of all filter, exfiltration, or underdrain
systems including ele.~nouts, pipes, connections to control structures, and points of discharge to the
receiving waters;     :

3.    Dimensions, elevations, contours, or cross-sections of all treatment storage areas
sufficient to determine stage-storage relationships of the storage area and the permanent pool depth
and volume below the control elevation for normally wet systems, when appropriate;

4.    Dimensions, elevations, contours, final grades, or cross-sections of the system to
determine flow directions and conveyance of runoff to the treatment system;

5.    Dimensions, elevations, contours, final grades, or cross-sections of all conveyance
systems utilized to convey off-site runoff around the system;

6. Existing water elevation(s) and the date determined; and
7. Elevation and location of benchmark(s) for the survey.
(2) The operation phase of a stormwater management system permit which was not

designed by an appropriate registered professional does not become effective until all of the criteria
in this subsection, and subsection (3) below, have occurred. Within 30 days after completion of
construction of the stormwater management system, permittee shall submit a certification, on form
number 40C-1..181(14), As Built Certification, that the system has been constructed in accordance
with the design approved by the District and shall notify the District that the system is. ready for
inspection.                                                            ’ "

(3) The permittee shall submit documentation to the District showing that a~equate
provisions have been made for the operation and maintenance of the system and for meeting any
special permit conditions. Entities which qualify to operate and maintain systems for purposes of
this rule are listed at section 40C-42.027, supra. Documentation must include an afftrmative
indication that the entity intends to or agrees to take over maintenance responsibility for the system,
unless the transfer is associated with the conversion of the construction permit to its operation phase
and the maintenenac entity exists as approved under the permit.

(4) The pemait will be converted from a construction permit to an operation permit once
the project is determined to be in compliance with the permitted plans and an appropriate entity
exists for maintenance of the system. The District will transfer the permit to the maintenance entity
upon request, pursuant to section 41312-4.351, F.A.C., once all conditions for converting the
construction permit to an operation permit have been met.
Specific Authority 373.044, 373.113, 373.171, 373.418 FS. Law Implemented 373.413, 373.416 FS.
History--New 9-25-91, 3-21-93. Amended 7-20-95.

40C-42.029 Monitoring and Operational Maintenance Requirements.
(1) The operation and maintenance entity is required to provide for periodic inspections

of the stormwater management system to insure that the system is functioning as designed and
permitted. The entity shall submit inspection reports to the District, certifying that the stormwater
management system is operating as designed. In addition, the entity will state in the report what
operational maintenance has been performed on the system. The reports shall only be required for
those systems which are subject to operation phase permits pursuant to subsection 40C-42.028(I),

2~.
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F.A.C., after the effective date of this role adoption, unless indicated otherwise in a pe~ait. The
reports shall be submitted to the District as follows unless otherwise required by a permit condition:        -

(a)    Inspection reports for retention, underdrain, wet detention, swales,, and wetland
stormwater management systems shall be submitted two years after the completion o]~ construction
and every two years thereafter on form number 40C-1.181 (15), Registered Professional~ Inspection
Report, for systems designed by a registered professional. For systems not designed by a registered
professional, the inspection reports shall be submitted on form number 40C-1.181 (16)i" Statement
of Inspection Report. However, reports for those systems in sensitive karst areas must be submitted
pursuant to paragraph (c) below.

(b) Inspection reports for dry detention, exfiltration, and pumped systems shall be
submitted one year after the completion of construction and every two years thereafter on form
number 40C- 1.181 (15), Registered Professional’s Inspection Report. A registered professional must
sign and seal the report certifying the dry detention, filtration, exffltration, or pumped system is
operating as designed. However, reports for those systems in sensitive karst areas must be
submitted pursuant to paragraph (c) below.

(c) Systems in sensitive karst areas must be inspected monthly for the occurrence of
sinkholes and solution pipes. The inspection reports for these systems must be submitted to the
District annually on form number 40C-1.181(15), Registered Professional’s Inspection Report, for
systems designed by a registered professional. For systems not designed by a registered
professional, the inspection reports shall be submitted on form number 40C-1.181(16), Statement
of Inspection Report.                                                        :~

(2) Permittees which operate stormwater management systems that are designeh and
constructed to accept stormwater from multiple parcels within the drainage area served by the

.~ ......system shall notify the District annually of the stormwater discharge volumes of all new parcels
~- ..... ~which have been allowed to discharge into the system in the previous year and shall certify that the

maximum allowable treatment volume of stormwater has not been exceeded.
(3) The following operational maintenance activities shall be performed on all

permitted systems on a regular basis or as needed:
(a) Removal of trash and debris,
(b) Inspection of inlets and outlets,
(c) Removal of sediments when the storage volume or conveyance capacity of the

stormwater management system is below design levels, and
(d) Stabilization and restoration of eroded areas.
(4) Specific operational maintenance activities are required, depending on the type of

permitted system, in addition to the practices listed in subsection (3), above.
(a) Retention, swale and underdrain systems shall include provisions for:
1. Mowing and remoyal of grass, clippings, and
2. Aeration, tilling, or replacement of topsoil as needed to restore the percolation

capability of the system. If tilling or replacement of the topsoil is utilized, vegetation must be
established on the disturbed surfaces.

(b) Exfiltration systems shall include provisions for removal ofsediment and debris
from sediment sumps.
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(c) Wet detention systems shall include provisions for operati6fial maintenance of the
littoral zone. Replanting shall be required if the percentage of vegetative cover falls below the
permitted level. It is recommended that .native vegetation be maintained in the littoral zone as part
of the system’s operation and maintenance plan. Undesirable species such as cattail and exo’tic
plants should be controlled if they become a nuisance.                                   :

¯(d) Dry detention systems shall include provisions for mowing and removal of grass
clippings :. :-.

(e)    Systems in sensitive karst areas shall include provisions for the repair of any
sinkhole or solution pipe that develops in the system.

(5) If the system is not functioning as designed and permitted, operational maintenance
must be performed immediately to restore the system. If operational maintenance measures are
insufficient to enable the system to meet the design and performance standards of this chapter, the
perrnittee must either replace the system or construct an alternative design. A permit modification
must be obtained from the District prior to constructing such alternative design pursuant to section
40C-4.331, F.A.C.
Specific Authority 373.044, 373.113, 373.171, 373.418 FS. Law Implemented 373.413, 373.416 FS.
History--New 9-25-91. Amended 3-21-93, 4-11-94.

40C-42.031 Exemptions for Stormwater Management Systems.
Specific Authority 373.044, 373.113, 373.171 FS. Law lmplemented 403.812, 403.814 FS, History--
New 4-1-86. Amended 8-11-91. Repealed 9-25-91.                             ’

40C-42.032 Limiting Conditions.
(1) The Governing Board shall impose upon any permit granted pursuant to this

Chapter such reasonable conditions as are necessary to assure that construction and operation of the
permitted system will not be inconsistent with the District’s permitting standards set forth in section
40C-42.023, F.A.C., and will not be harmful to the water resources of the District.

(2)(a) In addition to project-specific special conditions, the following standard limiting
conditions shall be attached to all permits issued pursuant to this Chapter unless waived by the
Board upon a determination that the conditions are inapplicable for the work authorized by a given
permit:

1.    This permit for construction will expire five years from the date of issuance unless
otherwise specified by a special condition of the permit.

2.    Permittce must obtain a permit from the District prior to beginning construction of
subsequent phases or any other work associated with this project not specifically authorized by this
permit.

3.    Before any offsite discharge from the stormwater management system occurs, the
retention and detention storage must be. excavated to rough grade prior to building construction or
placement of impervious surface within the area served by those systems. Adequate measures must
be taken to prevent siltation of these treatment systems and control structures during construction or
siltation must be removed prior to final grading and stabilization.

4.    The permittee must maintain a copy of this permit complete with all conditions,
attachments, exhibits, and permit modifications, in good condition at the construction site. The
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complete permit must be available for review upon request by District representatives. The
permittee shall require the contractor to review the complete permit prior to commencement of
the activity authorized by this permit.

5.    All."aetivities shall be implemented as set forth in the plans, specifications and
performance criteria, as approved by this permit. Any deviation from the permitted activity and
the conditions for undertaking that activity shall be considered a violation of this permit.

6.    Distridt authorized staff, upon proper identification, must be granted permission to
enter, .inspect and observe the system to insure conformity with the plans and specifications
approved by the permit.

7.     Prior to and during construction, the permittee shall implement and maintain all
erosion and sediment control measures (best management practices) required to retain sediment
on-site and to prevent violations of state water quality standards. All practices must be in
accordance with the guidelines and specifications in chapter 6 of the Florida Land Development
Manual: A Guide to Sound Land and Water Management (Florida Department of Environmental
Regulation 1988), which are hereby incroporated by reference, unless a project specific erosion
and sediment control plan is approved as part of the permit, in which case the practices must be
in accordance with the plan. If site specific conditions require additional measures during any
phase of construction or operation to prevent erosion or control sediment, beyond those specified
in the erosion and sediment control plan, the permittee shall implement additional best
management practices as necessary, in accordance with the specifications in chapter 6 of the.~
Florida Land Development Manual: A Guide to Sound Land and Water Manag~meht~(Florida
Department of Environmental Regulation 1988). The permittee shall correct any erbsion or
shoaling that causes adverse impacts to the water resources.

8.    If the permitted system was designed by a registered.professional, within 30 days
after completion of the stormwater system, the permittee must submit to the District the following:
District Form No. 40C-1.181(13) (As Built Certification By a Registered Professional), signed and
sealed by an appropriate professional registered in the State of Florida, and two (2) sets of "As
Built" drawings when a) required by a special condition of this permit, b) the professional uses "As
Built" drawings to support the As Built Certification, or c) when the completed system substantially
differs from permitted plans. This submittal will serve to notify the District staff that the system is
ready for inspection and approval.

9.    If the permitted system was not designed by a registered professional, within 30
days after completion of the stormwater system, the perrnittee must submit to the District the
following: District Form No. 40C-1.181(14) (As Built Certification), signed by the permittee and
two (2) sets of "As Built" drawings when required by a special condition of this permit, or when the
completed system substantially differs from permitted plans. This submittal will serve to notify the
District staff that the system is ready for inspection and approval.                -

10. Stabilization measures shall be initiated for erosion and sediment control on
disturbed areas as soon as practicable in portions of the site where construction activities have
temporarily or permanently ceased, but in no case more than seven (7) days after the construction
activity in that portion of the site has temporarily or permanently ceased. "
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11. -Should any other regulatory agency require changes to the permitted system, the
permittee shall provide written notification to the District of the changes prior to implementation
so that a determination can be made whether a permit modification is required.

12. Within thirty (30") days after sale or conveyance of the permitted stormwater
management system or the real property on which the system is located, the owner in whose
name the permit was granted shall notify the District of such change of ownership. Transfer of
this permit shall be in accordance .with the provisions of section 40C-1.612, Florida
Administrative Code. All terms and conditions of this permit shall be binding upon the
transferee. The permittee transferring the permit shall remain liable for any corrective actions
that may be required as a result of any permit violations prior to such sale, conveyance or other
transfer.

13. The stormwater management system must be completed in accordance with the
permitted plans and permit conditions prior to the initiation of the permitted use of site
infrastructure. The system must be completed in accordance with the permitted plans and permit
conditions prior to transfer of responsibility for operation and maintenance of the stormwater
management system to a local government or other responsible entity.

14. The operation phase of. the permit shall not become effective until the
requirements of condition No. 8 or 9 have been met, the District determines that the system
complies with the permitted plans, and the entity appro~,ed by the District in accordance with
section 40C-42.027, F.A.C., accepts responsibility for oPeration and maintenance 9f .the system.
The permit cannot be transferred to such an approved responsible operation and mai~’qenance~
entity until the requirements of section 40C-42.028, F.A.C., are met, and the operation phase of

¯ the permit becomes effective. Following inspection and approval of the permitted system by the
¯ ~ District in accordance with section 40C-42.028, F.A.C., the permittee shall request transfer of the

permit to the responsible approved operation and maintenance entity, if different from the
permittee. Until the permit is transferred pursuant to subsection 40C-42.028(4), F.A.C., the
permittee shallbe liable for compliance with the terms of the permit.

15. Prior to lot or unit sales, or upon completion of construction of the system,
whichever occurs fi.rst, the District must receive the final operation and maintenance document(s)
approved by the District and recorded, if the latter is appropriate. For those systems which are
proposed to be maintained by county or municipal entities, final operation and maintenance
documents must be received by the District when maintenance and operation of the system is
accepted by the local government entity. Failure to submit the appropriate final document will result
in the permittee remaining personally liable for carrying out maintenance and operation of the
permitted system,

16. This permit does not eliminate the necessity to obtain any required federal, state,
local and special district authorizations prior to the start of any activity approved by this permit.
This permit does not convey to the permittee or create in the permittee any property right, or any
interest in real property, nor does it authorize any entrance upon or activities on property which is
not owned or controlled by the permittee, or convey any rights or privileges other than those
specified in the permit and Chapter 40C-42, F.A.C.
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--- 17. The permittee shall hold and save the District harmless from any and all damages,      _.-
claims, or liabilities which may arise by reason of the activities authorized by the permit or any
use of the permitted system.

18. The permittee shall immediately notify the District in writing of any previously
submitted information that is later discovered to be inaccurate.                                   :

19. Activities approved by this permit shall be conducted in a manner which do not
cause violations of state water quality standards.                                               .(b) This section shall not be construed as a limitation on the authority of the Board to      "
impose such other limiting conditions as may be necessary in order to assure that the permitted
system is consistent with the requirements for issuance listed in section 40C-42.023, F.A.C.
Specific Authority 373.044, 373.113, 373.171 FS. Law Implemented 373.409, 373.413, 373.416,
373.419, 373.423, 373.426 FS. History--New 3-21-93, 10-3-95.

40C-42.033 Implementation.
(1) This chapter shall become effective on September 25, 1991.
(2)(a) Each construction permit issued under chapter 40C-42, F.A.C., prior to the effective

date of this rule shall remain valid according to its terms.
(b) Each construction permit application which is filed with the District prior to the

effective date of this rule will be processed and evaluated under the rules implemented on April 1
1986.                                                     ,

(c) Each construction permit application which is not filed with the Dis~et~rior to ’
September 25, 1991, will be processed and evaluated according to the rule provisions ~mplemented
on September 25, 1991.                                                 "

(3) If the validity of any provisions of chapter 40C-42, F.A.C., or the application thereof     " ..
to any person or circumstance is challenged pursuant to Chapter 120 or 373, F.S., or pursuant to any
other basis in law, it is the intent of the Governing Board of the St. Johns River Water Management
District that neither a challenge to the validity of a provision or application thereof nor the
invalidation of a provision or application thereof shall affect the validity or application of other
provisions of the rule which can be given effect without the challenged or invalidated provision or
application and to this end the provisions of chapter 40C-42, F.A.C., are declared severable.
Specific Authority 373.044, 373.113, 373.171, 373.429 FS. Law Implemented 373.416 FS. History-.
New 9-25-91.

40C-42.035 Stormwater General Permits.
Specific Authority 373.044, 373.113, 373.171 FS. Law Implemented403.812, 403.814 FS. History-.
New 4-1-86. Repealed 9-25-91.

40C~2.041 Individual Periiiit Requirements for New Stormwater Discharge Facilities.
Specific Authority 373.044, 373.113, 373.171 FS. Law Implemented 403.812, 403.814 FS. History--
New 4-1-86. Repealed 9-25-91.
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--~40C.-42.061 Relationship ~to Other Permitting Requirements.
(1) Whenever the construction, alteration, removal, operation, maintenance, or

abandonment of a stormwater management system requires that an environmental resource
permit be secured pursuant to Chapters 40C-4 or 40C-40 , F.A.C., the requirements in this
chapter shall be reviewed as part of those permit applications. A separate permit application
under this chapter shall not be required. However, the applicant must provide the required
technical information as part of those applications to demonstrate compliance with this chapter.
If the applicant requests a separate environmental resource stormwater permit, the applicant must
notify the District of any other District permits, exemptions, or certifications which have or will
be requested f6r the project.

(2) When a permit is required pursuant to this chapter and an individual
environmental resource permit is required pursuant to chapter 40C-4 for the same system, the
time frames of chapter 40C-4 shall apply to issuance of a permit under section 40C-42.024(2),
F.A.C.

(3) This rule does not apply to any stormwater discharge facility listed in (a) and (b)
below, unless such facility is modified pursuant to section 40C-42.024, F.A.C.:

(a) Which was in existence on February 1, 1982; or
(b) Which was permitted, modified, or found to be exempt, under Chapter 62-25,

F.A.C., by the Department of Environmental Regulation (DER) after February 1, 1982, but prior to
April 1, 1986, provided the facility was constructed in accordance with the DER permit or
exemption, and is functioning in accordance with the requirements of chapter 62-25, ~:.~,.~.~.

(4) The operation phase permit requirements set forth in subsection 40C-42J328(1),
F.A.C., shall not apply to systems permitted and found to be in compliance with all rule
requirements prior to the effective date of this rule.

(5) Applications for conceptual agency review of stormwater management systems, as
required by section 380.06, F.S., will be reviewed in accordance with the procedure used by the
District to review conceptual approval permit applications pursuant to subsection 40C-4.041(2),
F.A.C.

(6) Systems for agricultural lands will be regulated under chapter 40(2-44, F.A.C.
Specific Authority 373.044, 373.113, 3.73.171 FS. Law Implemented 373.413, 373.416, 380.06(9)
FS. History--New 4-1-86. Amended 9-25-91, 3-21-93, 4-11-94, 7-20-95, 8-3-95.

40C-42.071 Permit Processing Fee. There shall be a non-refundable permit processing fee as
specified by section 40C-1.603, F.A.C., payable to the District at the time that an application for a
permit is submitted.
Specific Authority 373.044, 373.113, 373.171 FS. Law Implemented 373.109, 373.113 FS. History--
New 4-1-86. Amended 9-25-91.                                          -               " ~

40C-42.081 General Provisions. Nothing under this chapter shall preclude:

(1) Stormwater effects from being considered in the evaluation of other types of permits
where such consideration is relevant to a determination of compliance with applicable District
requirements.
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(2) The legal joinder in a permitting proceeding under this chapter of any person who      .-.
owns or controls an unpermitted stormwater management system or systems which comprise a
significant portion of the storrnwater management system.

(3) The District from taking aibpropriate legal action including but not limited to the
requiring of a permit to prevent the impairment of a use for which a water of the state has been
designated under chapter 62-3, F.A.C.

(4)    The District from entering ini’eragency or intedocal agreements to accomplish the
provisions of this chapter.
Specific Authority 373.044, 373.113, 373.171 FS. Law Implemented 403.812, 403.814 FS. History--
New 4-1-86. Amended 9-25-91.

40C-.42.091 Publications Incorporated by Reference.
(1) The Governing Board adopts by reference Part I "Policy and Procedures", Part II,

"Criteria for Evaluation", and Part ~ "Operation and Maintenance", of the document entitled
"Applicant’s Handbook: Regulation of Stormwater Management Systems, Chapter 40C-42,
F.A.C.", effective 10-3-95.

(2) This document provides information regarding the stormwater management system
permitting program

(3) A copy of this document may be obtained bycontacting:
Director, Division of Permitting Data Services,
St. Johns River Water Management District,                        ~.~
P.O. Box 1429,                                                -
Palat.ka, Florida 32178-1429

St. Johns River Water Management District,
7775 Baymeadows Way, Suite 102
Jacksonville, Florida 32256

St. Johns River Water Management District,
618 East South Street, Suite 200,
Orlando, Florida 32801 "

St. Johns River Water Management District,
305 East Drive,
Melbourne, Florida 32904

Specific Authority 120.54(8), 373.044, 373.113, 373.171, 373.418 F.S. Law Implemented 373.413,
373.416, 373.426. History--New 4-11-94. Amended 7-20-95, 10-3-95.

40C-42.900 Forms and Instructions. The following forms and instructions incorporated by
reference have been approved the Governing Board and are available upon request from:
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Department of Resource Management
St. Johns River Water Management District
P.O.Box 1429
Palatka, Florida 32178-1429.

(1) Joint Application For Environmental Resource Permit/Authorization to Use State
Lands/Federal Dredge and Fill Permit, form number 40C-4.900(1) adopted 10-3-95.

(2) As Built Certification by a Registered Professional, form number 40C-1.181(13),
adopted March 21, 1993.

(3) As Built Certification, form number 40C-1.181(14), adopted 3-21-93.
(4) "Registered Professional’s Inspection Report, form number 40C-1.181(15), adopted

3-21-93.

(5) Statement of Inspection Report, form number 40C- 1.181 (16), adopted 3-21-93.
Specific Authority 120.53(1), 373.044, 373.113, 373.118 FS. Law Implemented 120.52(16),
120.53(1), 373.085, 373.116, 373.118, 373.103, 373.106, 373.229, 373.413 FS. History--New 5-30-
90. Amended 9-25-91, 3-21-93, 2-27-94, 10-3-95.
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Chapter 6

This chapter contains a comprehensive summary of BMPs used for stormwater
management and erosion and sediment control. Part i discusses various
non-structural source controls that can be used to reduce the generation and
accumulation of potential stormwater contaminants. Part 2 discusses
structural stormwater BMPs that can be used to reduce the pollutant load
discharged from stormwater systems. Part 3 discusses erosion and sediment
control BMPs that can be used to reduce erosion and retain sediment on-site,
especially during.construction.

The BMP guidelines represent a summary of the best available information at
the time of publication. However, the state-of-the-art is still quite young
and these guidelines will probably change as new research is completed and~as
we gain more experience with using the various BMPs. Design engineers and
others in the development community are encouraged to send the department
information about actual experiences with the BMPs so that the guidelines can
be periodically updated.

The erosion and sediment control BMP descriptions have been largely taken
verbatim from the Virginia Erosion and Sediment ControlManual although the
information was "Florlda-ized" by the Soil Conservation Service and others.
These BMP descriptions are written in the form of mandatory standard and
specifications because of Virginia’s Erosion and Sediment Control Act. It is
not the intention of the department to require strict compliance with these
standards although they do represent excellent guidelines based on yearsof
actual implementation.

Engineers are encouraged to use the information presented in this chapter in
conjunction with their own expertise to assure that the BMPs will be properly
designed and constructed for their particular site and situation.
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CHAPTER 6

STORMWATER AND EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL BEST MANAGEMENT
PRACTICES FOR DEVELOPING AREAS

INTRODUCTION

Chapters 1 through 4 of this manual discuss the threat which stormwater
runoff, as well as construction and development in urbanizing areas, may pose
to the quality of Florida waters. Chapter 6 consists of descriptions and
guidelines for various management practices used for urban stormwater
pollution abatement and erosion and sediment control. The treatment measures
discussed herein have been divided among three categories and are presented
in three separate sections of the chapter as follows:

1. Nonstructural Controls for Reducing Urban Stormwater Pollutants:
Practices that are intended to improve runoff quality by reducing the
generation and accumulation of potential stormwater runoff contaminants
at or near their sources.

2. Structural Stormwater Controls: Practices that are aimed at
controlling the volume and discharge rate of runoff from urban areas,
as well as, reducing the magnitude of pollutants in the discharge water
through physical containment or flow restrictions designed to allow
settling, physical removal through filtration, percolation, chemical,
precipitation or flocculation, and/or biological uptake.

3. Erosion and Sediment Controls: Practices that can be used to
prevent and/or correct problems related to the transport of eroded
material or soil by runoff waters particularly from construction and
other land disturbing activities.

It should be emphasized that practices for controlling erosion and
sedimentation from development-related land-disturbing activities are an
integral part of the collection of urban BMP’s presented in this manual.
The erosion and sediment control BMPs have been compiled extensively from

information contained in the Virginia Erosion and Sediment Control Handbook
and the Virginia Urban Best Management Practices Handbook, published by the
Virginia Soil and Water Conservation Commission, and the’Virginia State Water
Control Board. Their efforts early on in the field of stormwater management
and erosion control have helped to make the task of developing a similar set
of guidelines for Florida much easier. Their cooperation is greatly
appreciated and acknowledged by the State of Florida as is that of the State
Office of the Soil Conservation Service, members of the Florida Engineering
Society and water management district staff who helped to modify the BMPs to
Florida conditions.

R0071029

6- 1 ’



OVERVIEW OF PRACTICES

Following is a summary of stormwater management practices recommended for use
in Florida. These practices are numbered to facilitate cross-referencing and
designation of their use on stormwater plans.

NONSTRUCTURAL SOURCE CONTROLS

2.01 - Fertilizer Application Control: This practice involves managing
the use of fertilizer so as to keep it on the land and out of our
waterways. Implementation will result in maximum effectiveness of the
nutrients on vegetation and reduced nutrient loads in our waterways.
The practice covers concepts such as public education, the need for
soil testing, and the proper timing of fertilizer applications.

2.02 - Pesticide Use Control: This practice involves eliminating
excessive pesticide use by proper application procedures and the use of
alternatives to chemical pest control. The goal is to reduce the load
of pesticide-related contaminants in urban stormwater runoff. The
practice covers legal requirements for pesticide application, methods
of application, equipment cleaning, disposal of unused chemicals and
empty containers, pesticide storage, alternative pest control
methodologies, and public education. Both commercial-scale application
and private home use are discussed.

2.03 - Solid Waste Collection and Disposal: This practice involves the
routine management and handling of urban refuse, litter and fallen
leaves in ways that will prevent their becoming water pollutants.
Recommendations range from municipal trash and leaf collection and
disposal operations to public education concerning collecting
procedures and schedules to concepts such as recycling wastes.
Responsibility for implementation lies equally with the municipality
and the citizenry.

2.04 - Source Control on Construction Sites: This practice encourages the
use of good management and "housekeeping" techniques on construction
sites to reduce the availability of construction-related pollutants
that contaminate runoff water and, where runoff contamination cannot
be avoided, to retain the pollutants and polluted water on the site.
Concepts covered include erosion and sediment control, equipment
maintenance and repair, storm sewer inlet protection, trash collection
and disposal, the use of designated washing areas for cleaning equip-
ment, proper material storage, dust control at demolition sites, use
of proper sanitary equipment and pesticide use control.

2.05 - Street CleaninB: This practice involves sweeping, vacuuming,
flushing, or otherwise cleaning streets, parking lots and other paved
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vehicular traffic areas. The objective is to remove dry-weather
accumulations of pollutants, especially fine particulate matter, before
washoff can occur, thus reducing the potential for pollution impacts on
receiving waters. In the past, street cleaning operations were
conducted primarily for aesthetic purposes; however, they are now known
to be an effective method for improving the quality of runoff.

STRUCTURAL RUNOFF CONTROLS

3.01 - Concrete Grid and Modular Pavement: This practice involves the use
of a special pervious paving material in low traffic areas. The pave-
pavement consists of concrete grids or other structural units
alternated with pervious fillers such as sod, gravel or sand. The
resultant pavement provides an adequate bearing surface and yet allows
a significant amount of infiltration thereby reducing runoff volume,
discharge rate, pollutant load and improving the water quality.

3.02 - Detention Basins: This practice involves the construction or
modification of surface water impoundments in a manner which will
protect downstream areas from potential water quality degradation,
flooding, and stream channel degradation due to upstream urban
development. The objective is to detain stormwater and release it at a
controlled rate. Downstream water quality is improved through sediment
removal, plant uptake of nutrients, chemical transformations, and other
processes.

3.03 - Exfiltratlon Trenches: This practice involves the excavation of
pits or trenches which are backfilled with sand and/or graded
aggregates. Stormwater runoff from impervious surfaces can be directed
to these facilities for detention and infiltration. Permeable soils
are a prerequisite. The potential for groundwater pollution must also
be carefully evaluated.

3.04 - 6rassed Waterways and Swales: This practice involves using
grassed surfaces to reduce ~unoff velocities, enhance infiltration and
remove runoff contaminants, thus improving runoff quality and reducing
the potential for downstream channel degradation and sediment
pollution.

3.05 - Parking Lot Storage: This practice involves the use of impervious
parking areas or landscape islands as temporary impoundments during
rainstorms. Parking lot stormwater systems can be designed to
temporarily detain stormwater in specially designated areas, and
release it at a controlled rate. The objective is to protect down-
stream areas from increased flooding, stream channel degradation and
pollutant loads caused by urban development. It is important that
these facilities be designed to minimize potential safety hazards and
inconvenience to motorists and pedestrians.
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3.06 - Porous Asphalt and Concrete Pavement: This practice involves the
use of a speclal asphaltic or concrete paving material which a|]ows
stormwater to infiltrate at a high rate. Infiltration water is stored
below the pavement in a high-void aggregate base. This practice
provides for stormwater detention and, in some cases, increases
infiltration into the ground. Use of the practice can contribute to
reduced sewer overflows, decreased flooding and stream channel
degradation, and improved water quality. This type of pavement offers
many other benefits not related to water quality, including enhanced
visibility, increased safety and reduced drainage system costs.

3.07 - Retention Basins: This practice pertains to the construction of
infiltration reservoirs or basins (usually dry) to provide complete
on-site storage of a specific volume of stormwater runoff. For
pollution control purposes, these facilities are usually designed and
constructed to divert and percolate runoff volume associated with the
first flush of stormwater pollutants leaving the site. The practice
incorporates both pollution control and groundwater recharge concepts
into the design. Such facilities are practical wherever soil
permeability is sufficient to allow rapid percolation between storms.
They are especially applicable in parts of Florida where rapid
urbanization in coastal areas and salt water encroachment present a
hazard to potable water supplies. Potential groundwater contamination
may be a problem associated with these systems and must always be
considered in their design.

3.08 - Rooftop Runoff Disposal: This practice encourages the disposal of
rooftop runoff by systems and techniques that avoid or replace direct
connections of roof drainage systems to stormsewer systems. The
objective is to help reduce storm sewer flows. Proposed alternatives
to sewer connection include surface drainage through swales, subsurface
infiltration, and runoff collection and storage.

3.09 - Storage/Treatment: This practice involves the use of some water
treatment unitoperations applied at such a scale that they are {ess
involved and less costly than .treatment plant technology. These
procedures are most applicable when used in conjunction with other best
management practices .to remove contaminants from collected stormwater.
Unit operations considered applicable are the physical processes of
settling, filtration, and screening; and the chemical processes of
flocculation and disinfection.

3.10 - Underdraln$ and Stormwater Filter ~$tem$: This practice usually
consists of a conduit, such as a plpe and/or a travel filled trench
which intercepts, collects, and conveys drainage water following.
infiltration and percolation through the soil, suitable aggregate,
and/or filter fabric. Underdrain or filtration systems may be used
in combination with a variety of stormwater management measures where
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space, soil permeability or high water table conditions limit the
magnitude of pollutant removal that can be achieved through natural
percolation, sedimentation, or other means. Pollutant removal
primarily occurs as the prescribed volume of stormwater passes through
the sand, gravel, and filter cloth which usually surrounds the
conduit.

EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL PRACTICES

Following are summary overviews of the erosion and sediment control practices
recommended for use in Florida. The practices are numbered according to the
following categories of use:

Structural Practices

- Road Stabilization (1.01 - 1.04)
- Sediment Barriers (1.05 - 1.14)
- Dikes and Diversions (1.15 - 1.24)
- Sediment Traps and Basins (1.25 - 1.29)
- Flumes (1.30 - 1.34)
- Waterway and Outlet Protection (1.35 - 1.44)
- Miscellaneous Structural Contours (1.50 - 1.59)

Vegetative Practices

- Site Preparation for Vegetation Establishment (1.60 - 1.64)        ~
- Grass Establishment (1.65 - 1.74)
- Mulches (1.75 - 1.79)
- Other Vegetation (1.80 - 1.84)
- Miscellaneous Vegetative Control (1.85 - 1.99)

In each category, some numbers were left unassigned to facilitate future.
practice additions or modifications. Summaries of the individual practices
follow:

1.01 - Temporary Gravel Construction Entrance: A gravel pad, located at
points of vehicular ingress and egress on a construction site, to
reduce the mud transported onto public roads and other paved areas.

1.02 - Construction Road Stabilization: Temporary stabilization with
stone of access roads, subdivision streets, parking areas and other
traffic areas immediately after grading to reduce erosion caused by
vehicles during wet weather, and to prevent having to regrade
permanent roadbeds between initial grading and final stabilization.

1.05 - Straw Bale Barrier: A temporary sediment barrier composed of
straw bales placed across or at the toe of a slope to intercept and
detainsediment and decrease flow velocities from drainage areas of
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limited size; applicable where sheet and rill erosion from low to
moderate channel flows may be a problem. Maximum effective life is 3
months.

1.06 - Silt Fence: A temporary sediment barrier constructed of posts,
filter fabric and, in some cases, a wire support fence, placed across
or at the toe of a slope or in a minor drainageway to intercept and
detain sediment and decrease flow velocities from drainage areas of
limited size; applicable where sheet and rill erosion or small
concentrated flows may be a problem. Maximum effective life is 6
months.

1.07 - Brush Barrier: A temporary sediment barrier composed of limbs,
weeds, vines, root mat, soil, rock and other cleared materials pushed
together to form a berm; located across or at the toe of a slope to
intercept and detain sediment and decrease flow velocities.

1.08 - Storm Drain Inlet Protection: The installation of various kinds
of sediment trapping measures around drop inlet or curb inlet
structures prior to permanent stabilization of the disturbed area;
limited to drainage areas not exceeding one acre, and not intended to
control large, concentrated stormwater flows.

1.15 - Temporary Diversion Dike: A ridge of compacted soil located at
the top or base of a sloping disturbed area to divert off-site runoff
away from unprotected slopes and to a stabilized outlet, or to divert
sediment-laden runoff to a sediment trapping structure. Maximum
effective life is 18 months.

1.16 - Temporary Fill Diversion: A channel with a supporting ridge on
the lower side cot along the top of an active earth fill to divert
runoff away from the unprotected fill slope to a stabilized outlet or
sediment trapping structure; applicable where~he area.at the top of
the fill drains toward the exposed slope and continuous fill
operations make the use of a Temporary Diversion Dike unfeasible;
maximum effective life is one week.

1.17 - Te~..porary Right-Of-Wa~ Diversion: ¯ A ridge of compacted soil or
loose gravel constructed across a disturbed right-of-way or similar
sloping area to shorten the flow length within the disturbed strip and
divert the runoff to a stabilized outlet. Earthen diversions are
applicable where there will be little or no construction traffic
within the right-of-way, and gravel structures are applicable where
vehicular traffic must be accommodated.

1.18 - Diversion: A permanent channel with a ridge on the lower side

constructed across a slope to reduce slope length and intercept and
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divert stormwater runoff to a stabilized outlet to prevent erosion on
the slope.

1.25- Temporary Sediment                    Trap:        A smal~ l ponding         area,       formed by con-
structing an earthen embankment with a gravel outlet across a drainage
swale, to detain sediment-laden runoff from small disturbed areas for
enough time to allow most of the sediment to settle out. Maximum
effective life is 18 months.

1.26 o Temporary Sediment Basin: A basin with a controlled stormwater re-
lease structure, formed by constructing an embankment of compacted soil
across a drainageway, to detain sediment-laden runoff from disturbed
areas greater than 5 acres for enough time to allow most of the sedi-
ment to settle out. Can be constructed only where there is sufficient
space and appropriate topography. Maximum effective life is 18 months
unless designed as a permanent pond by a qualified professional
engineer.

1.30 - Temporary Slope Drain: A flexible or rigid tube or conduit, used
before permanent drainage structures are installed, intended to conduct
concentrated runoff safely from the top to the bottom of a disturbed
slope without causing erosion on or below the slope.

1.31 - Paved Flume: A permanent concrete-lined channel constructed to
conduct concentrated runoff from the top to the bottom of a slope
without causing erosion on or below the slope.

1.35 - Stormwater Conveyance Channel: A permanent channel designed to
carry concentrated flows without erosion. Applicable to man-made
conveyances, including roadside ditches, and to natural channels that
need modification to accommodate increased flows generated by land
development. Not applicable for stormwater treatment.

1.36 - Outlet Protection: The installation of paved and/or riprap channel
sections and/or ~tilling basins below storm drain outlets to reduce
erosion from scouring at outlets and to reduce flow velocities before
stormwater enters receiving channels below these outlets.

1.37 - Riprap: A permanent,erosion-resistant ground cover of large,
loose, angular stone usually underlain by erosion matt or filter fabric
installed wherever soil conditions, water turbulence and velocity,
expected vegetative cover, etc., are such that soil may erode under
design flow conditions.

1.38 - Check Dams: Small, temporary dams constructed across a drainage
ditch to reduce the velocity of concentrated flows, reducing erosion
of the swale or ditch. Limited to use in small open channels which
drain 10 acres or less; should not be used in live stream.

1.39 - Waterway Drop Structure: A permanent structure or series of struc-
tures designed to step water flow down a slope without causing channel
erosion; applicable in natural or man-made channels with long, re-
latively steep reaches.
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1.40 - Level Spreader: An outlet for dikes and diversions consisting of
an excavated depression constructed at zero grade across a slope to
convert concentrated, sediment-free runoff to sheet flow and release
it onto areas of undisturbed soil stabilized by existing vegetation.

1.50 - Subsurface Drain: A perforated conduit installed beneath the
ground to intercept and convey groundwater. Prevents sloping soils
from becoming excessively wet and subject to sloughing, and improves
the quality of the vegetative growth medium in excessively wet areas
by lowering the water table. Can also be used to drain detention
structures.

1.60 - Surface Roughening: Grading practices such as stair-stepping or
grooving slopes or leaving slopes in a roughened condition by not
fine-grading them. Reduces runoff velocity, provides sediment
trapping and increases infiltration, all of which facilitate
establishment of vegetation on exposed slopes. Applicable to all
slopes steeper than 3:1 or that have received final grading but will
not be stabilized in~nediately. Also recommended for other exposed
slopes.

1.61 - Topsoiling: Preserving and using topsoil to provide a suitable
growth medium for vegetation used to stabilize distrubed areas.
Applicable where preservation or importation of topsoil is most
cost-effective method of providing a suitable growth medium; not
recommended for slopes steeper than 2:1.

1.65 - Temporary Seedln~: Establishment of temporary vegetative cover on
disturbed areas Dy seeding with appropriate rapidly-growing plants on
sites that will not be brought to final grade for periods of 30 days
to one year.

1.66 - Permanent Seeding: Establishment of perennial vegetative cover by
planting seed on rough-graded areas that will not be brought to final
grade for a year or more or where permanent, long-lived vegetative
cover, is needed on fine-graded areas.

1.67 - Sodding: Stabilizing fine-graded areas by establishing permanent
grass stands with sod. Provides immediate protection against erosion,
and is especially effective in grassed swales and waterways or in
areas where an immediate aesthetic effect is desirable.
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GUIDELINES FOR USING

NONSTRUCTURAL SOURCE CONTROLS
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SW BMP 2.01

FERTILIZER APPLICATION CONTROL

Definition

Managing the use of fertilizer so as to keep it on the land.

Purpose

To prevent fertilizer nutrients from reaching watercourses. The same
management procedures will assure maximum effectiveness of the nutrients on
land, reduce the load on waste treatment plants, and save money.

Conditions Where Practice Applies

Fertilizers are used everywhere in urban areas. Sites include parks,
cemeteries, plant nurseries, roadsides and medians, golf courses and other
"green" areas; grounds of institutions, business and industrial
establishments; and individual home lawns and gardens.

Planning Considerations

Excessive nitrogen and phosphorus in water bodies deplete their oxygen,
stimulate algal growth and, in aggravated cases, cause eutrophication and
stagnant conditions that require drastic measures to correct.

Collectively the amount of fertilizer runoff from urban areas, because of
their size and the geographic concentration of activities, can be a
signficant factor in water quality. At a minimum any increment from
fertilizers increases the burden routinely imposed on receiving waters by the
normal urban .waste load. In extreme cases the nutrient load discharged to
watercourses, from whatever sources, has required municipalities to install
expensive advanced wastewater treatment to reclaim the water.

In any circumstance, any diminution of fertilizer runoff will be a positive
contribution to water quality. This contribution should hold particular
charm since the basic remedy consists simply of eliminating excessive use and
holding what is used in its intended place to do its intended job. This
saves money!

The kinds of fertilizer and methods of application used by managers of large
areas will differ from those used by private individuals on home lawns and
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gardens. The focus of concerns may also differ. But the same common-sense
principles apply for both categories.

Landscaping supervisors, developers, golf course superintendents and others
dealing with large areas and routinely concerned with the cost element will
not likely use excess fertilizer or fertilize at unfavorable times. They may
need to give more heed to other aspects, including prior site preparation and
later maintenance.

Homeowners, however, may apply fertilizer in the wrong weather or season.
And some -- apparently under the familiar logic that if one aspirin is good,
two or three are bound to be better o- are known to use far more fertilizer
(and pesticides) on lawns and gardens than they need. Since built-up
residential areas border streets or other drainageways that can transport
pollutants quickly to waterways, misuse or over-application of fertilizer in
residential areas and washoff of the excess can cumulatively register a
significant adverse impact on water quality.

Education

To reduce waste treatment costs as well as nonpoint source water pollution,
municipalities may find it worthwhile to remind property owners and occupants
of the potential for water quality degradation inherent in misapplication
or excessive use of fertilizers (and of pesticides). Reminders periodically
enclosed with water and sewer bills might prove most effective for reducing
the problem if they bring home the point of savings to the taxpayer in h~s
own as well as the public budget. The notices should go to institutions,
businesses and industries as well as homeowners.

The County Agricultural Extension Service also has educational pamphlets that
can help property owners understand fertilizer requirements of lawns, shrubs
and gardens. These will help teach fertilizer users how to determine how
much they need and when and where to apply the fertilizer.

Erosion Control

Whenever fertilizer is used to aid in vegetative establishment on bare soil
areas, erosion control is of primary importance in preventing fertilizer
washoff. Soil, enriched with fertilizer nutrients, can be easily eroded
and carried away in runoff if adequate soil stabilization techniques are not
used.

Straw mulch, chemical soil stabilizers, and degradable ground covering
fabrics are examples of techniques which can be used to protect the soil from
erosion during vegetative establishment. Applicable erosion control
techniques should be applied wherever the potential for soil erosion exists
during vegetative establishment. In Maryland, it has been shown that the
application of temporary vegetative cover (rye-grass) on construction sites
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where bare ground will be left open for more than a week can reduce soil loss
by up to 90%. Similar recommendations are applicable in Florida, especially
in the panhandle where slopes may exceed 3% and the soil texture is fine.

"Commercial’-Scale Fertilizer Use

P~ocedures for large-scale application of fertilizer resemble those for
agricultural operations. Large-area users -- institutional, business,
industrial and governmental -- should obtain guidance on fertilizer
management from specialists such as those of the Florida Cooperative
Extension Service and USDA, Soil Conservation Service or private firms.

Residential Area Use

Homeowners may also obtain advice on lawns and gardens from field extension
agents of the Cooperative Extension Service. Soil testing is available at
the nominal charge of $3.00 to determine lime and fertilizer needs.

Among other reasons for a soil test, extension specialists recommend it in
the interest of conservation of soil nutrients -- to avoid the application of
unnecessary nutrients. They point out that a soil may well need nitrogen (N)
but need little phosphorus (P) or potassium (K) -- yet in the absence of a
test the homeowner may needlessly apply a fertilizer high in all three
nutrients when lower doses of P and K would do.

When used in gardens granular fertilizer should be worked into the soil, ~
which preferably should be moist at the time of application. The granular
form will be less apt to wash away than sprays or slurries, especially when
these are carelessly applied. However, liquid applications, as currently
practiced by a growing number of home lawn maintenance companies, are
considered to be just as resistant to runoff as the granular form.

Organic fertilizers -- compost, manures, etc. -- are less soluble than
formulated chemical fertilizers. However, specialists note that in many if
not most instances the organics are applied at heavier rates in order to feed
the soil over longer periods of time. In such cases, they report, the amount
that may find its way to watercourses through erosion may be as great as or
greater than the amount lost from formulated fertilizers.

Others advocate wider use of compost. An extra benefit of its use will be to
create a market for the compost, which can be generated in quantity from
municipal refuse and/or sewage sludge. It is necessary, however, to ensure
that the heavy metals content of the composted domestic sludge or refuse is
within safe limits if the material is used on soil to grow foodstuff or feed.
The criteria for the application of these materials on agricultural lands is
listed in Florida Administrative Code 17-7, Section 17-7.54 (2, 3, 4, & 5)
F.A.C.
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Timing the Applications

In fertilizing lawns with chemicals the prevalent habit of many homeowners is
to "wait until the storm clouds gather" and then spread the material just
ahead of the rain. The effect can be precisely the reverse of what is
desired, and the worst result for water quality. However, applying
fertilizer under dry weather conditions is dangerous as salt injury to the
vegetation could result. The extension recommendation is to make the
application when there is already adequate soil moisture and little
likelihood of immediate heavy rain -o then sprinkle the lawn. Thus the
material will have been incorporated into the soil before the next rain can
take it away.

General Guides

Landscaping - Proper landscaping of new developments will minimize the
needs for fertilizer. The process of cutting, filling and grading soils if
improperly carried out can produce low fertility, acidity, compaction, and
excessive dryness or wetness. Topsoil removed during excavation or site
development must always be put back in place afterwards, and revegetation
started promptly. Topsoil should never be carried off from the site.
Erosion and sediment control should be assured. For establishment of new
lawns, turf mats or grass sod are recommended in preference to seeding.

Testin~ - A soil test is recommended, especially for new lawns, to assure
the use of optimum lime and fertilizer application rates. Extension
specialists advocate a repeat test at least every three years.

Season for Application - The kind of turf being maintained should
determine the time fo~ fertilizing. Cool season turf (ryegrass) should be
fertilized in the fall and early winter. Warm season grasses (Bermudas,
Bahia, Centipede and St. Augustine) should be fertilized in the spring and
summer.

A supplemental application of low nitrogen is also usually recommended in the
fall. Once again, the rate of application should be determined according to
a soil test whenever possible.
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SW BMP 2.02

PESTICIDE USE CONTROL

Definition

Eliminating excessive pesticide use by proper application procedures and/or
the use of alternatives to chemical pest control.

Purpose

To reduce the pesticide load in stormwater runoff from urban areas.

Conditions Where Practice Applies

Wherever pesticides are used in urban areas. Sites include grounds of
institutions, business and industrial establisments of all kinds;
rights-of-way of roads, power lines, pipelines and railroads; construction
projects; parks, recreation areas, plant nurseries, fairgrounds, zoos,
cemeteries, water bodies, wooded and other "green" areas; dumps and
landfills; home lawns and gardens.

The term "pesticides" is construed broadly to cover chemicals used against~
pests of all kinds -- insecticides to kill insects; herbicides to kill weeds,
brush or other unwanted vegetation; fungicides to control fungi that cause
molds, rots, plant and animal diseases; nematicides to kill nematodes, the
minute eel worms in soil that attack plant roots; rodenticides to kill rats
and other rodents.

Plannin9 Considerations

Genera~

Pesticides are poisons. In water as on land they can cause acute toxicity
or might cause insidious effects in the food chain. Persistent pesticides
pass unchanged through conventional waste treatment plants. Gross amounts

of some of these can kill the bacteria that are essential to break down other
wastes in the treatment process.

Because of the great variety of uses to which pesticides are put and the near
universality of their use in one form o~ another, the collective amount
reaching watercourses in runoff from urban areas is significant. Pesticides
vary widely in toxicity and persistence. However, since all are intended to
kill something, caution in their use is always essential.
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Excessive applications and misuse are the most immediate problems. On the
premise that more of anything is better, the widespread tendency is to use an
excess. Since built-up residential areas border streets or other drain-
ageways that can transport pollutants quickly to watercourses, the cumulative
over-application of pesticides on home lawns and gardens from which washoff
(or aerial drift) can carry away the chemicals is an important part of the
picture. Total use on large open spaces is the other main urban component.

Common acceptance of a few simple guidelines can significantly reduce the
pesticide load to watercourses. Expert advice is available from County
Agriculture Extension Agents and other state agencies.

Prevention is the best control for any problem. The first question in con-
sidering the possible use of any pesticide must be whether it is necessary at
all. On this score it should be kept in mind that pest control is never
absolute since it is biologically impossible to eradicate all pests. The
goal is to reduce their effects to acceptable levels. In this context there
may be alternatives to pesticides which, in the long term, may be much less
costly than the chemical.

Where alternatives are not found, the broad objective is to prevent over-
treatment. Eliminating excessive pesticide use will save money for all
users, private and public.

Experts provide these general guidelines for pesticide use:

o Other factors being equal, one should use the least toxic chemical that
will accomplish the purpose.

o Pesticides that degrade rapidly are less apt than others to become
water pollutants.

° Pesticides with low solubility in water are less apt than others to
cause water pollution through drainage and runoff. Loss of such
chemicals can be greatly reduced by preventing erosion.

o Some pesticide formulations have a broad spectrum of activity.
These should be used whenever possible instead of serial applications
of highly specific materials.

Legal Requirements

Pesticides are regulated by several federal and state agencies, operating
under a variety of statutes. The most significant federal statute is the
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA), which has been
amended several times since its enactment in 1947. The United States
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Department of Agriculture (USDA) administered FIFRA until 1970, when the
United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) was created.

FIFRA emphasizes pesticide registration and labeling requirements as the
means to ensure that pesticides, used according to label instruction, will
be safe. EPA must approve all pesticide labels and use compliance with label
requirements is mandated: "The label is the law."

In Florida, the Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (DACS) main-
tains the state pesticide registration program, licenses dealers of state
pesticide registration program, licenses dealers of restricted-use pesti-
cides, and inspects foodstuffs for quality and safety. DACS may also certify
applicators.

The Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services (DHRS) shares applicator
certification authority with DACS. DHRS administers the Florida Pest Control
Act (Chapter 482, F.S.) and DHRS supervises pest control activities in many
non-agricultural areas, including residences and businesses.

Because of possible "unreasonable adverse effects in the environment" and
potential injury to persons applying them, restricted-use pesticides may only
be applied by or under the "direct supervision" of certified applicators.

State standards require licensing for commercial and public applicators
working in any of the following categories of pest control. The categories
are:

Industrial, institutional, structural and health-related
Ri ght-of-Way
Ornamental and turf
Aquatic
Public health

° Regulatory (for public agencies controlling regulated pests)
° Demonstration and research

Se~d treatment
Forest° Agricultural, for treatment of farm plants and animals by

applicators other, than farmers
° Aerial application

In addition, farmers, nurserymen and others who would use restricted pesti-
cides on their own property or in their business also must obtain certifi-
cation to be "private applicators."

It is intended that all categories of licensed applicators must be informed
on product labeling, safety, nature of the pests and pesticides, equipment
application techniques, laws and regulations, and the potential environment
consequences of the use and misuse of pesticides as may be influenced by such
factors as:
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a) Weather and other climatic conditions;

b) Types of terrain, soil or other substrate;

c) Presence of fish, wildlife and other non-target organisms; and

d) Drainage patterns.

However, both federal and state law define "direct supervision" such that
the certified applicator only "control"the pesticide use. His or her
physical presence is not required. Given a large number of applicators and
few inspectors, signi~ant amounts of restricted-use pesticides are used
by persons who may not have been instructed about the environmental and
health risks involved.

DHRS certifies applicators in a variety of categories including fumigation,
general household pest control, lawn and ornamental pest control and
termite control. An examination is required for each specialty.
Certificates must then be reviewed annually. Although reports of spills
and of container disposal methodology are not required, DHRS rules require
immediate notification of cases of accidental human poisoning, and routine
reports of names, amounts, uses, dates and places of application of
restricted-use pesticides.

DACS certification of pesticide applicators is somewhat less rigorous than
DHRS’s. In order to take the DHRS exam, formal educational or training
requirements must be satisfied, whereas DACS only requires that applicants
pass the DACS exam. Prior to an early 1983 rule change, DACS "private
applicators" were exempt from examination and recordkeeping requirements.
DACS now requires all applicators to be certified but recertification is
only required quadrennially. Because of a new class of examinees (private
applicators) and reduction in application fees, it is understandable that
DACS increased the time requirements for recertification. However, as a
result new information about the environmental hazards of certain
pesticides may not reach pesticide applicators in a timely fashion under
these revised certification procedures.

In contrast to the detailed certification and training requirements to "
which commercial applicators are subject, few legal restraints are placed
upon the individual citizen in the application of pesticides. While it is
unlawful for any person to use or to dispose of containers of unused
portions of pesticides in a manner inconsistent with label directions, the
impracticality of policing.and enforcing stringent requirements throughout
a state population is self-evident. Complaints can be acted on. However,
education and voluntary restraint by the citizen offer the only currently
realistic answer to the problem.
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All-Purpose Guides

Certain considerations pertinent across-the-board to large- and small-scale
users of pesticides are discussed here. Factors of concern particularly to
one or the other category are covered in separate sections for each.

1) Safety - Proximity to people, human habitations, animals and
water, and the topography in relation to all of them, require
more than normal consideration in urban areas. These factors
must be weighed from the safety standpoint, before any plans are
made final for selection of chemicals, actual treatment, and fund
outlays. Conscious effort will be needed in some areas to anti-
cipate unexpected appearance and unpredictable patterns of
children and pets even though none may normally be in the
vicinity.

Home users in residential areas, where children and pets are
regularly close at hand, need to keep them in mind not only
throughout actual application of the chemicals but in choosing the
sites for storing containers and application equipment to assure
that these are out of reach at all times.

Disposal of unused pesticides and "empty" containers requires as
much care as application of the chemicals. In getting rid of
containers, users will want to give thought not only to safe-
guarding children and others at the premises but to protecting the
safety of refuse collectors who will pick up the discards, and the
safety of final handlers at the municipal landfill.

Urban area governments that permit any open burning are diminishing
in number. Even where such burning is allowed, pesticide
containers should preferably not be burned. They should never be
burned in built-up areas. Herbicide containers must never be
burned. Certain other pesticides also carry a "No Burn--~" label.

2) Sources of Advice - Technical advice on pesticide use is
available throughout the state from local agents of the Cooperative
Extension Service operating through the University of Florida,
Institute of Food and Agricultural Sciences Extension Division.
Advice on the disposal of pesticides and containers is available
from the same sources, or the Bureau of Groundwater Management,
Florida Department of Environmental Regulation, and from the
Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (FDACS).

3) Selecting the Materlals and Methods of Application - The
physical form in which a pesticide chemica] is fo,’,nulated may have
an impact on its potential for water pollution. Timing and weather
conditions will be crucial in the application of some materials.
Topography is an obvious basic. Broad guides by category of
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material follows.

Dusts - Are highly susceptible to wind drift, not only when
being applied but also after they reach their target. If
dusting offers the only acceptable control practice, the
operation should be carried out during the early morning or
late evening hours when there is little or no air movement.
The distance between the application equipment and the target
is also a factor to consider.

Sprays - May be in the form of solutions, emulsions or
suspensions. Droplet size is an important factor in
determining susceptibility to wind drift. Large droplets fall
faster and are less likely to contaminate non-target areas.
Here again, apply during periods of low air movement. Ground
sprays followed by soil incorporation are not likely to be a
source of water pollution unless excessive erosion occurs.

Granular formulations - Are applied to either the surface
of the ground or below the soil surface. Surface applications
may or may not be followed by soil incorporation. Pollution
from granular formulations is unlikely unless heavy runoff or
erosion occurs soon after treatment. Loss of granular
formulations can be controlled for the most part with adequate
soil conserving practices.                                ..

Fumigants - Must be kept in place for specific lengths of
time in order to be effective. Containment methods include
soil compaction, water seal, and sealing of the area with a
plastic cover. Most fumigants act rapidly and degrade quickly.
Consequently, water pollution is usually not a problem.

Antimicrobial paints and other surface coatlnBs - Are
designed to resist weathering and are therefore not considered
as likely sources of pollution. Empty containers, however,
should be disposed of in accordance with the rules for all
pesticide containers.

Preplant treatments - Seed, roots, tubers, etc., are fre-
quently treated with pesticides prior to planting. Treatment
is usually by dust, slurry or liquids. Little pollution hazard
exists from use of treated plant parts. Care must be taken,
however, in disposing of unused treated plant parts and
residual treatment materials. The same standards applicable to
disposal of other pesticides should be observed.

4) Dosage - The universal rule is: Never exceed the manufacturer’s
dosage recommendations. At times, amounts less than the label
recommends may be used. Consult the experts.
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5) Leftovers - The most effective way to minimize the disposal
problem is to prevent accumulation of a surplus. A careful
evaluation of needs should be made in advance and purchases limited
to a one-year or season supply. Methods of disposal of chemicals
and containers are described in subsequent sections. Even a small
residue can be a source of water pollution.

"Comercial" Scale Pesticide Use

With the constant introduction of new and sometimes more effective pesticides
and occasional banning of some products when unanticipated detrimental effects
or hazards emerge, the first rule of commercial applicators must be to stay
abreast of developments. Owners or operators of facilities requiring the
services of applicators will want to assure that their own employees having
direct responsibility in this field keep informed. Exterminators and other
professional applicators operating their own services obviously must be
certified. Persons such as golf course superintendents, nursery and tree
maintenance personnel, some industrial and institutional employees and certain
municipal employees will also need state certification. Additionally, any
individual actually applying pesticides in large amounts should be certified,
not just the individual’s employer or supervisor.

Protection of Water Sources During Preparation and Cleanup

Large-scale users in their planning and operations will have as a particular
concern the prevention of water source contamination both during the mixing
and preparation of chemicals for application and in the cleaning of equipment
and disposal of unused pesticides and "empty" containers after treatment.

Surface water, subsurface water and pipeline distribution systems must be
kept in mind throughout the preparatory and cleanup stages as well as during
actual treatment. The pointers that follow are those offered farm users.

Lake or stream - If water is removed from these sources for mixing
or cleanup it should be withdrawn with a pumping system separate from
that Of the pesticide application equipment if at all possible.
Equipment should not be driven into the stream or lake for filling and
cleaning. Equipment flushing should take place in an area where runoff
of pesticides can be avoided. If the equipment must be filled at the
stream or lake, only a suction line should be placed in the water. The
equipment should be driven to another location for dumping.

Groundwater - Toxic chemicals should not be placed on the soil
where there is a danger of contaminating subsurface water through
percolation or through rock fissures. Groundwater contamination could
occur through a pressurized system using a well as a supply. Anti-
backflow devices should be used on hose connections if the hose will

R0071048

6- 20



come in contact with the chemical during mixing and filling
operations.

Pits used for dumping flush water should be impervious enough to avoid
contamination by percolation and be designed to professional
standards.

Pressurized Distribution S~stems - The largest danger here is the
siphoning effect that can oe created by other users drawing water con-
currently with filling or flushing operations. All hose connections
should be equipped with anti-backflow devices.

Additional precautions include the following:

° Avoid storage of pesticides in pumphouses or other buildings
adjacent or in close proximity to streams, ponds, lakes, canals,
or wells from which application equipment is filled.

° Pesticides should not be mixed and application equipment should
not be filled, emptied, or repaired where spilled pesticides could
drain or be washed into streams, ponds, canals or other bodies of
water.

° Aprons and sumps should be constructed at the loading site to
catch any overflow and drainage.

Check valves should be installed on all intake hoses to prevent
back-siphoning from sprayer tanks, particularly if the same pump
is used for both filling and spraying.

° A filler hose should be suspended so as to provide an air space
between the house and the surface of the spray mix in a full tank
to prevent back-siphoning.

°    Stay with the sprayer while filling. Do not let it run over while
unattended.

Disposal of Unused Pesticides

The following possibilities should be. considered before undertaking final
disposal:

1) Use small quantities for the purpose intended in accordance with
product label directions until supplies are exhausted.

2) Return any undamaged, unopened containers to the dealer or
manufacturer.

After these options are exhausted, other possible disposal methods include:
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1) Incineration (where facilities are available) at appropriate
temperatures and times to cause complete destruction of the
pesticide.

2) Disposal by burial in a specifically designated landfill.

3) Soil injection, but only with specific professional guidance.

4) Chemical methods suitable to degrade or detoxify pesticides to
forms which are not hazardous to the environment.

Excess pesticides should never be disposed of:

In a manner inconsistent with the product label or labeling
directions.

~So as to cause or allow opening dumping of a pesticide.

So as to cause or allow opening burning .of a pesticide.

So as to cause or allow water dumping or ocean dumping except in
accordance with established regulations.

Disposal of Containers                                            ;

Containers should be allowed to drain in vertical position for some 30
seconds after normal emptying. The container should then be rinsed three
times with water or other diluting material being used, allowing 30 seconds
for draining after each rinse. A good rule of thumb is to refill the
container 1/4 to i/5 full for each rinse: (i.e., use one quart of water or
diluting material for each gallon container; one gallon for 5-gallon
containers; and five gallons for 30- or 55-gallon drums). Each rinse should
be drained into the spray tank.

Pesticide containers should not be re-used even after the triple rinse
procedure has been co~d~’--

Containers in good condition may so, times be returned to the pesticide
manufacturer or formulator or drum reconditioner for re-use with the same
chemical class of pesticide previously contained. Other rinsed metal
containers should be punctured to facilitate drainage, and crushed before
transporting to a facility for recycle as scrap metal or for disposal.
Containers may be buried in designated landfills.

Users of pesticides should obtain information from the Department’s Bureau of
Groundwater Protection and Waste Management on special recommendations and
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precautions that may be necessary for the disposal of some chemical
containers.

Any specific disposal directions or procedures on pesticide product labels
must be carefully followed.

Disposal of containers should be supervised by someone qualified and licensed
for the application and handling of pesticides. The disposal of the
containers is as much a part of proper handling as is the application of the
chemical to the target area.

Storage of Unused Pesticides

Different chemicals require different types of facilities for proper storage.
The following are basic principles which should be followed when selecting a
storage facility or location:

1) The site should provide adequate protection against excessive
heat, cold and moisture.

2) Storage facilities should not be subject to flooding.

3) The site selected should lend itself to preventing contaminated
runoff if leakage should occur.

4) Pesticides should not be stored longer than the maximum time
recommended by the manufacturer, as leakage may develop.

5) Facilities should provide for security to prevent non-qualified
individuals from dispensing the chemicals.

6) Manufacturer’s storage recommendations should be followed in order
to maintain the integrity of the chemical.

The storage facility should be maintained in an "as-built" condition.

Residential Use

Easily the most important all-purpose single rule for home area users of
pesticides to observe, if they look no further, is the experts’ advice.
Follow the manufacturer’s instructions on the label. Never exceed its
recommendations and remember that sometimes lesser amounts will be enough.
The label message additionally includes the target point for application on
plant or soil; the recommended application times (early morning or late
evening, when temperatures are down and the air is still); safety advice,
and referrals to Extension Service guidance. Heeding the advice of experts
to "follow the label" translates to protection of water quality through
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eliminating the excessive or misplaced pesticide that is most apt to become
available for runoff.

Conscious consideration by all residents during their use of pesticides can
materially expand the beneficial impact of proper use. Hopefully, this
awareness will extend to consideration of the forms of pesticide least likely
to reach waterways, as summarized earlier, as the preferred forms to buy and
use where a choice is possible.

Application

To get the pesticide onto its intended target and nowhere else, these general
guides are offered:

1) Physical form: Granular formulations are generally preferable
to liquids because application losses are lower.

2) Placement: Apply pesticides in a narrow rather than wide
band; do" not broadcast them over an entire lawn area. Spot spray
infected areas rather than apply excess amounts of pesticides as
an insurance against pests. Never apply over impervious surfaces.
This precaution especially applies to water sprays.

3) Time of application: Pesticides should be used when they will
have the greatest effect. Pesticides should be sprayed only w~en
wind speeds are less than 7 mph. Spray in the early morning or ate
dusk when wind speeds are usually at their lowest. Air temperatur
should range between 40° - 80°F.

Before and After

Householders will want to use the same care in preparing for use and in
cleaning their smaller pesticide application equipment as is recommended for
large area equipment. Added precautions for the home user include taking
care not to rinse equipment in driveways, roads, drainageways and other
impervious areas. Pesticides should also never be disposed of in stormwater,
sanitary or combined sewer systems.

No amount of leftover chemicals, small or large, should be thrown away into
th"-e environment. Small leftovers should be used up if possible rather than
stored -- but used always according to the directions for regular use.
"Empty" containers should always be cleaned before they are thrown away.
See the recommendations for rinsing and cleaning larger containers under
"Disposal of Container" -- but note that home users must also follow
different procedures.



Disposal of containers by urban householders should be the home refuse
re.~eptacles for municipal collection -- but the containers must always first
b~ rendered unusable and then thoroughly wrapped to prevent harm to anyone
and to minimize later harm to the environment.

Until better methods are developed, pesticide specialists urge observance of
the following procedures by home users for disposing of "empty" small con-
tainers including one-gallon or smaller vessels for liquids and five-pound
or smaller bags for solid pesticides:

Glass containers: Triple rinse thoroughly, break the ~lass,
and wrap in several layers of newspaper.

Metal containers: Triple rinse thoroughly, puncture, and wrap
in several layers of newspaper.

Ba~s and inner liners: Wrap in several layers of newspaper
after triple rinsing.

Put the package in the trash or garbage receptacle used for other
refuse to be picked up by the collection service.

"NEVER FLUSH" pesticides down the toilet, nor pour leftover
material into the sewer system OR into watercourses.

Education

As with fertilizer use, municipalities may wish to remind citizens of the
potential for water pollution inherent in overuse of pesticides, and how to
avoid it. Brief advices might be enclosed periodically with sewer and water
bills. Reminders might note the possible savings to the taxpayer in both his
own and the local government budget from reducing nonpoint source pollution.
Such notices, soliciting responsible citizens’ help, might also serve the
interests of reducing waste treatment plant problems or costs and eliminating
problems with pesticides at landfills. The notices should go to insti-
tutions, businesses and industries as well as householders.

Garden clubs and similar groups might elect to institute their own
educational program.

Alternatives to Pesticides

Chemicals are by no means the sole weapon to control pests. Natural controls
have always operated and continue to operate, otherwise insects would have
taken over the world.
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However, alternatives available to urban facilities and residents are
distinctly more limited than those successfully used in agriculture or
forestry. The reason is chiefly a matter of scale. Large areas and a span
of time typically are needed for major "biological" or other non-chemical
measures to exert their impact. Additionally, expert supervision is
sometimes needed.

However, all urban dwellers and facilities operators have at hand a pair of
elementary and universally proved preventives for pests, and some alternative
controls that in some situations can either obviate the need for chemical
pesticides entirely or reduce the amount needed.

Prevention

The preventives are cleanliness and avoidance of continuing dampness.
Rubbish and refuse heaps, indoors or out, invite insects and rodents. Good
sanitation prevents the creation of such breeding nests and grounds for
pests. Keeping the lid tight on refuse receptacles is the simplest of all
steps, yet often overlooked. Areas constantly damp invite fungi and insects,
endangering molds, other plant diseases and rot. Drying out reduces the
future problem, even though other remedies may be needed initially. Draining
stagnant pools of water from any open containers, old tires or other rubbish
left lying outdoors to collect rainfall will remove breeding grounds for
mosquitoes and some other insects, may reduce the need to spray for them
somewhat.

Control Alternatives

Such sophisticated approaches as sterilization of male insects, and the use
of synthesized female insect sex hormones to lure males to traps -- both now
successful in special cases -- are beyond ordinary application. Individual
measures with some pertinence for urban use include:

I) Crop rotation - An age-old farm practice useful in reducing
damage from certain nematodes, soil-borne insects and plant
diseases. -It has little or no effect on controlling weeds or the
insects themselves. For the gardener who has enough space, moving
the location of the garden may be a partial answer especially for
nematode control.

2) Biological controls - One of the mbst venerable is the use of
"milky spore disease" to control Japanese Beetle grubs. The
bacterium B.thurin~iensis controls the cabbage looper and other
such caterpillars. The material is available to the residential
gardner as a dust or liquid from many garden supply stores. Other
biological controls can be investigated with the help of local
agents of the Cooperative Extension Service.
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3) Mechanical controls - Bug lights, insect strips, screens and
mesh nets have their uses against flying insects.

4) Eradication of alternate hosts - A straightforward method of
dealing with certain plant diseases and fungi that require more
than one host species in order to complete their life cycles. The
method simply breaks the life cyle by removing one of the host
species. It is used in this state on cedar apple rust, a fungus
that first infects red cedar trees -- a common Florida species --
and then must move to apple and crab trees to complete its life.
The fungus can be controlled, especially in orchard areas, by
removing or reminding the homeowner not to plant red cedars in the
area. The method has little or no value for control of insects or
weeds. Extension Service personnel can help determine in some
other cases whether a situation exists that can be improved by
eradication of a host.

I.P.M.

Encompassing all approaches is a technique called Integrated Pest Management.
I.P.M. involves the reduction of pest problems by the application of com-
bination of control methods based on a thorough understanding of the life
system of the pest. It attempts to combine the best features of biological,
chemical, cultural and mechanical control. Several applications are in use,
such as the combination of crop rotation with use of resistant crop varieties.
Programs are still in the developmental stage, and much research remains to be
done. More emphasis is now being placed on putting I.P.M. principles into
practice. Extension personnel will have the latest information.

Individual citizens as well as facilities operators will want to keep an eye
on I.P.M., which has as its objective the achievenment of acceptable pest
control with a minimum of chemical pesticides.
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SW BMP 2.03

SOLID WASTE COLLECTION AND DISPOSAL

Definition

Elements of a municipally regulated program of refuse collection, litter
control and leaf disposal.

Purpose

To manage the handling of urban refuse, litter and fallen tree leaves
routinely in ways that will prevent their becoming water pollutants.
Effective systems will also provide traditional benefits in health
protection, nuisance abatement, fire safety and aesthetics.

Conditions Where Practice Applies

Wherever refuse, litter and leaves accumulate. Principal urban sources of
refuse are residential areas; industrial and commercial areas; streets,
sidewalks, and alleys; vacant lots and unmaintained green spaces. Principal
sources of leaf accumulations are residential areas; parks and other managed
green spaces; and some commercial areas such as malls and shopping centers.

P1annin~ Considerations

Urban refuse, litter and tree leaves, if washed away in runoff, can quickly
become water pollutants. The practical means to prevent their doing so is a
coordinated municipal program combining effective systems of refuse
collection, litter control and leaf disposal. The closer the control is
extended to the sources of accumulation, the more effective the program will
be. The most effective program will be the one that establishes good control
at the originating premises.

The traditionally recognized benefits of nuisance abatement, reduction of
fire hazards, improved aesthetics and in particular, health protection form
improved insect and rodent control, will continue to be the primary benefits
of such a program. They furnish the justification for it.

Improved water quality is an additional benefit. Nonpoint source pollution
can be generated from refuse, litter and leaves when these are uncontainer-
ized or where poor practices are followed in loading and unloading collection
vehicles.

R0071056

6- 28



Resource recovery will also be a constant consideration in the total program
in the future. Wherever economics of scale and available facilities make
possible the institution of any measures to recover even portions of wastes
for recycling and reuse, these steps will have to be instituted to claim the
fuel potential and to reduce the drain on other dwindling natural resources,
as well as to extend the life of landfills. To the extent that resource
recovery reduces the total volume of wastes, it will automatically provide
further Protection of water quality by reducing the quantity of contaminants
that may reach watercourses directly in runoff or leach into them from
landfills.

A resource recovery approach may be based on separation of salvageable wastes
at their sources for collection by the municipality and disposal to pro-
cessors for recycling. Or, if the population is sufficiently large, a
full-scale recovery and processing facility may be developed by a local
jurisdiction or two or more jurisdictions jointly. Source separation will
be necessary where no central recovery facility or operation exists. Urban
officials say source separation is satisfactory for recycling effort, but
that to operate a large resource recovery program it is better (having a
central plant) to separate at the recovery plant itself. They note that in
large areas it is expensive and labor intensive to collect separated wastes
at the source.

The key to either program is adequate containerizing of the wastes. A
conscious and continuing effort to inform the public is an absolute
prerequisite.

The overall, long-term objective must be prevention--to cut down the total
volume of waste generated in the first place.

The Problom~ and Some Classifying

The components of urban waste include a multitude of materials from a
variety of sources. The quantities and characteristics vary with the time of
year, geographic location, and habits of a population. "Solid" waste is
construed to take in all putrescible and non-putrescible wastes except body
wastes. Included are garbage, rubbish, paper, ashes, autos, old tires,
street sweepings, dead animals, cast-off appliances and furniture, hospital
wastes, dead vegetation, tree stumps, construction debris, institutional and
industrial solid wastes.

For convenience of classification along the practical lines of the systems
used for handling and control, such material may be categorized as either
refuse or litter, depending upon the condition and/or location in which it
occurs. In general, it may be considered refuse when concentrated at
individual premises and packaged or contained; it is litter when diffuse,
scattered, or of such size or quantity as not to be amenable to handling in
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routine collection service. Thus in a broad sense, litter once packaged or
contained becomes refuse.

Fallen tree leaves and other vegetation may become water pollutants directly
when they are raked into swales and street gutters. These actions may also
increase pollution indirectly by blocking storm sewer inlets, thus aggra-
vating flooding. Public education to teach citizens about these adverse
effects is a vital part of any refuse control program.

Expert Assistance Overall

Ultimate disposal of solid waste is governed by regulations of the Florida
Department of Environmental Regulation (Chapter 17-7 F.A.C.). Its Division
of Waste Management (2600 Blairstone Rd., Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400) should
be consulted for advice on special problems.

The System Pattern

Necessity and convention have set the pattern for handling urban waste
material routinely discarded directly from private property. Consideration
for water quality on a continuing basis may well improve the efficiency of
the system.

On-Premises Stora)e                   ..

Maintenance of adequate sanitary facilities for temporarily storing refuse~on
private premises prior to collection is considered a responsibility of the
individual householder or business. Not only is proper on-premises storage
essential from a sanitation standpoint, but the efficiency of the entire
collection and disposal system depends to a considerable degree on the extent
of individual cooperation accorded this initial storage phase. Ordinances
governing the sanitation program and containing specifications for" home
storage are essential, but the most desirable approach for improving home
storage conditions lies in public education. Enforcement should have a minor
role relative to the dependence to be placed on the willingness of
individuals to cooperate when they are made aware of the hazards and
nuisances associated with insanitary practices.

Education

Local requirements for refuse collection must be brought to the attention of
every householder to ensure compliance. Instructions should be distributed
as necessary stating the specifications for containers, separation of wastes
by type, where to place containers for collection-, established collection
schedules, and schedule changes, when made. The notices should explain the
reasons for the requirements--including water quality protection. Violations
will still occur. For such cases, some localities refuse to pickup waste
materials which are improperly placed, packaged, or separated for disposal.
Several have found it helpful to attach a tag to the container outlining the
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nature of the violation. Most householders usually will comply, although
follow-up will still be necessary in a few instances.

Storage Containers

Receptacles for the temporary storage of refuse should be designed
specifically for the waste to be stored. They should be covered and the
bottoms leakproof. Since the loaded container must be hoisted to the
collection vehicle, often by one man, the size should be given consideration
and limits should be specified in the regulatory ordinance itself.

In some localities where refuse collection is performed by private con-
tractors, governments leave the entire program to the contractor. Often,
the result is that no standards are set. The range of size and types of
containers should be specified by ordinance regardless of who performs the
collection service.

Some cities furnish plastic bags for rubbish, and replace full bags with
empty ones. Those containers used to store garbage should be washed at
frequent intervals.

Refuse Collection

Refuse collection itself has little impact on nonpoint pollution. The
connection between the two lies in the loading of the refuse collection
vehicle and the travel of the vehicle along its route and to the disposal~
site. The objective is essentially to reduce the amount of refuse that
becomes litter (uncontainerized waste). Refuse collection crews should be
instructed to use caution when emptying trash cans or otherwise loading
their vehicles in order to limit amounts of the material blown either from
the cans or out of the vehicle hopper during the loading activities. This
is especially important on windy days. The local authority can minimize the

blowing of litter from the co°llection vehicle hopper by requiring that the
vehicle’s compaction mechanism be used at each collection stop. This cleans
the hopper and moves the waste material into the enclosed body of the truck
before the vehicle is driven to the next collection stop. However, this
compaction policy notably reduces collection efficiency and thus increases
costs.

The refuse collection vehicle itself should be fully enclosed and water-
tight. This will prevent solids from blowing out of the truck and liquids
from leaking from it. Periodic inspections and preventive maintenance of
the collection vehicles should assure that these attributes of the vehicle
are not impaired.

Operations at the waste disposal site also are important in reducing non-
point pollution. The area of particular concern is the blowing of the waste
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materials from the vehicles as they are unloaded or blowing of wastes, parti-
cularly paper, from the disposal site itself. The effects of both
occurrences can be controlled through the use of enclosed unloading areas
in the case of incinerators or transfer stations and the use of appropriate
fencing around sanitary landfills, including portable litter control fences
that surround the active disposal area.

Litter Control

Litter is defined as "uncontainerized solid waste." Litter is the visible
trash found along roadsides, vacant lots, sidewalks and parks. Non-routine
discards from individual households, such as old appliances, and large-
quantity wastes from all sources including households must also be considered
for their potential as litter and for the special handling that must be pro-
vided for them in order to have a complete disposal program for all contin-
gencies.

Most litter is biodegradable and in water will create an oxygen demand as it
decomposes. It also will act as a transporting agent for bacteria, pesti-
cides, heavy metals and other pollutants. In sufficient quantity and
depending on its nature, litter is a pollutant and should be removed before
it becomes available for transport by stormwater runoff.

There are seven major sources of litter. These sources should be the target
of any litter control program.

1) Household Waste: Containerization is a must for routine wastes
in residential areas. Trash collectors should report all viola-
tions or messy conditions to their superiors.

2) Coa~ercial and Industrial Wastes: Containerization is again a
requirement. Since the volume and/or nature of waste from these
areas can be formidable, frequent inspection is recommended. The
source should be held responsible for day-to-day cleanliness of the
immediate area around storage areas. Collection agencies should be
held responsible for cleaning up material they may spill during
pickups.

3) Hauling Vehicles: Haulers of any loose material should be
required to cover the load in transit. Trucks and other hauling
equipment should have sealed bottoms to prevent leaks or seepage.

4) Loading Docks: Loading docks can generate large volumes of
litter. Docks should be swept and, at places where food is handled
(for example, restaurants), they should be washed daily, but not
into nearby stormsewers. Strict enforcement is required to
eliminate this major source of litter.
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5) Construction Site: Construction activities yield large amounts
of solid waste. Special practices are recommended for nonpoint
source pollution control on such sites. In addition, daily
policing is recommended to ensure that "good housekeeping" on these
sites becomes routine.

6 & 7) Motorists and Pedestrians: Contrary to popular belief, these
two sources of litter account for less than 25% of it all.
However, because they are on the move, enforcement is difficult.
Strict enforcement can help create a psychological climate pro-
moting observance of the law. Vacant lots and other vegetated
areas should be made secure as feasible against illegal dumping.

Elements of Litter Control

There are four major components of a good litter control program.

1) Technolo~ (and Costs): In addition to collection equipment,
localities must provide a secure and safe means for either land-
filling the collected litter or transferring it to users who will
recycle it. Oversized discards are especially costly to remove.
Some municipalities have suggested a special tax or disposal fee at
the time of purchase to cover the ultimate disposal costs of such
items.

2) Periodic Cleanup Campaigns to ensure continuing results.      ~

3) Education: If the public remains apathetic or does not comply
with the program, it is doomed to failure. Information programs
should be conducted both in the school system and for the adult
population. In localities that charge for tras~ pickup, inform-
ation flyers can be inserted with the bill.

4) Law Enforcement: Compliance with the ordinance(s)-is basic to
the success of any litter control program. Police and, if
necessary, health and sanitation workers should be delegated
authority to enforce local ordinances. Checkups conducted for
possible violations can be useful. Checkups conducted promptly in
the wake of special cleanup campaigns may be particularly effective
for establishing a climate of acceptance.

Leaf Disposal

Vegetative litter transported in stormwater runoff can add significant
organic and nutrient pollution to receiving streams. Leaves may also be
washed to the grates covering entrances to storm sewers effectively blocking
the stormwater from entering the system. They thus aggravate urban flooding
and increase the volume of uncontrolled runoff carrying pollutants to
streams.
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The smoke from leaf burning in built-up areas is a hazard to persons with
respiratory ills, and can be a nuisance to others. When leaves are burned,
the ash is reported to contain a significant amount of phosphorus. If
burning is done in street gutters or ditches, the phosphorus carried by
stormwater can increase the nutrient load to streams. Many urban localities
now ban leaf burning. This prohibition makes a proper collection and
disposal system for vegetative litter more essential than in the past.

Leaves may be shredded for mulch, plowed into a garden, or composted to
provide important ingredients of good soil for lawns and gardens. However,
shredded leaves left on the lawn may form an impermeable thatch that can
damage grass.

Plannin~ the System

In addition to considerations of the volume of material to be handled, the
equipment and manpower needed, the necesary disposal areas, and methods of
financing, planning must take into account the seasonal nature of the problem
and the special demands this will place on the system.

Ordinances should require that leaves be bagged and stored away from
drainageways until they are collected. The ordinance should specify the
preferred method of storage for pickup, Bagging is usually the most
practical method. Other means may be specified if a locality has equipment
for collecting loose leaves. However, where leaves are held loose in bulk
for pickup, extra care is required to keep them out of drainageways pending
collection.

Leaf collection programs can be expensive. Some localities have private
contractors provide the service for a fee from property owners.

The scope and cost of a collection program can be reduced by householders’
mulching or composting of leaves at their homesites. A further alternative
for the municipality after collecting leaves, is to provide shredded leaves
or leaf compost to residents for their use.

Citizens should be made aware of all the factors and alternatives involved in
the development of an effective leaf disposal system, with emphasis on the
benefits to both home soil water quality and the municipal budget to be
realized by resort to the conservation approach.

Resource Recovery

While total systems to salvage all potentially reusable major components of
urban wastes may for the moment be only marginally feasible, systems for
reclaiming one or more components are widely used. The approach to resource
recovery with the most immediate potential for reducing nonpoint pollution
could be source separation. Source separation is the removal of recyclable
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materials from the waste stream prior to mixing with other discards.
Materials most often source separated include newspaper, glass and cans from
residential sources; white ledger paper and computer paper in office
buildings; and corrugated material from commercial activities, particularly
supermarkets.

The storage/collection activity is the phase with the highest potential for
causing nonpoint pollution. At office buildings and commercial establish-
ments, most storage of recyclable materials is provided within the building
or inside closed containers. However, in the case of residential source
separation, materials are stored inside the home and then placed outdoors,
usually at the curb, for collection.

These materials have the potential of being wind-blown or disturbed by
animals before they are collected. Source separation programs including
newspapers usually require that they be bundled or placed in grocery bags
for collection. Both approaches will usually prevent the papers from being
blown. Glass and cans are often set out in separate cans similar to trash
cans or they are stored in grocery bags.

The latter approach is quite susceptible to scattering caused by animals
knocking the bags over in attempting to get at any remaining food. Programs
that include the source separation of cans and glass should require that
these materials be placed at the collection point in tightly covered
containers in the same manner as mixed Wastes.

Materials that are source separatea by householders are usually collected
using the normal refuse collection vehicles or other types of truck. When
the refu~e collection vehicles are used, the separation materials are usually
placed in bins or racks that are mounted under the normal collection body.
This collection is accomplished simultaneously with the mixed waste
collection system.

Where this rack approach is used, the racks should be securely fastened to
the vehicle and provided with a door or other cover so that the papers do not
spill out and become wind-blown from the truck. Where separate vehicles are
used for materials collection, they may have either closed or open bodies.
It is strongly recommended that vehicles collecting paper have closed bodies
or closed compartments for the newspaper. Glass and can collection is less
susceptible to being wind-blown; however, a closed compartment for these
materials is also recommended.
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SW BMP 2.04

POLLUTION SOURCE CONTROLS ON CONSTRUCTION SITES

Definition

Minimizing nonpoint source pollution from construction sites through good
management and "housekeeping" techniques.

Purpose

To reduce the availability of construction-related pollutants which can
contaminate runoff water and, where runoff contamination cannot be avoided,
to retain pollutants and polluted water on the site insofar as possible.

Conditions Where Practice Applies

This practice applies to all construction projects. The level of planning
and management necessary to control nonpoint source pollution adequately is
dependent upon the size and complexity of the construction site.

Plannin~ Considerations

Construction activities, by their nature, create many sources of potential
pollutants which can contaminate runoff and thereby affect the quality of
downstream receiving waters. Accelerated erosion and sedimentation caused by
land-disturbing activities is one of the major pollution problems caused by
construction. Control measures .and practices to limit sediment pollution are
specified in the final section of this chapter.

There are, however,~many other potential pollutants associated with
construction activities such as gasoline, oils, grease, prints, cements, and
solvents, to name only a few. Even non-toxic materials such as paper and
cardboard can be classified as potential pollutants when they are washed into
streams and lakes in large quantities.

The best way to prevent nonpoint source pollution on construction sites is to
use "good housekeeping" practices, which usually entails simply maintaining
the site in a neat and orderly condition. Specific practices should be
employedto retain runoff and to deal with toxic substances and materials.
An overall plan for the control of nonpoint source pollution is advisable so
that specific control measures can be spelled out and implemented in an
effective manner.
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Following are some specific elements which should be considered in nonpoint
source pollution control planning on a construction site:

I) Erosion and Sediment Controls

Practices which minimize erosion and retain sediment on site are
effective in controlling many other nonpoint source pollutants
associated with construction activities as well. Development and
impelementation of a good erosion and sediment control plan is a key
factor in controlling nonpoint source pollutants other than sediment on
a construction site.

2) Equipment Maintenance and Repair

Maintenance and repair of construction machinery and equipment should be
confined to areas specifically designated for that purpose. Such
designated areas should be located and designed so that oils, gasoline,
grease, solvents and other potential pollutants cannot be washed
directly into receiving streams or stormwater conveyance systems. These
areas should be provided with adequate waste disposal receptacles for
liquid as well as solid waste. Maintenance areas should be inspected
and cleaned daily.

On a construction site where designated equipment maintenance areas are
not feasible, exceptional care should be taken during each individual
repair or maintenance operation to prevent potential pollutants from
becoming available to be washed into streams or conveyance systems.
Temporary waste disposal receptacles should be provided.

3) Storm Sewer Inlet Protection

Inlets to storm sewers should be protected by suitable filtering devices
during construction to keep settleable pollutants from entering
conveyance systems.

4) Waste Collection and Disposal

A plan should be formulated for the collection and disposal of waste
materials on a construction site. Such a plan should designate
locations for trash and waste receptacles and establish a special
collection schedule. Methods for ultimate disposal of waste should be
specified and carried out in accordance with applicable local and state
health and safety regulations. Special provisions should be made for
the collection and disposal of liquid wastes and toxic or hazardous
materials.

Receptacles and other waste collection areas should be kept neat and
orderly to the extent possible. Waste should not be allowed to overflow
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its container or accumulate for excessively long periods of time. Trash
collection points should be located where they will least likely be
affected by concentrated stormwater runoff.

5) Washin~ Areas

Vehicles such as cement or dump trucks and other construction equipment
should not be washed at locations where the runoff will flow directly
into a watercourse or stormwater conveyance system. Special areas
should be designated for washing vehicles. These areas should be
located where the wash water will spread out and evaporate or infiltrate
directly into the ground, or where the runoff can be collected in a
temporary holding or seepage basin. Wash areas should have gravel or
rock bases to minimize mud generation.

6) StoraBe of Construction Materials, Chemicals~ Etc.

Sites where chemicals, cements, solvents, paints or other potential
water pollutants are to be stored, should be isolated in areas where
they will not cause runoff pollution.

Toxic chemicals and materials, such as pesticides, paints and acids,
should be stored in accordance with manufacturers’ guidelines.
Groundwater resources should be protected from leaching by placing a
plastic mat, packed clay, tar paper, or other impervious materials on.
any areas where toxic liquids are to be opened and stored.          ~

7) Demolition Areas

Demolition projects usually generate large amounts of dust with
significant concentrations of heavy metals and other toxic pollutants.
Dust control techniques should be used to limit the transport of the
airborne pollutants. However, water or slurry used to control dust
should be retained on the site and not be allowed to run directly into
watercourses or stormwater conveyance systems.

8) Sanitary Facilities

All construction sites should be provided with adequate sanitary
facilities for workers in accordance with applicable health
regulations.

9) Pest Control

Pesticides used during construction should be stored and used in
accordance with manufacturers’ guidelines. Overuse should be avoided
and great care should be taken to prevent accidental spillage.
Pesticide containers should neve..___.T.r be washed in or near flowing streams
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or stormwater conveyance systems. Further guidelines for pesticide use
control are contained in other standards available in this section.

10) Dust Control

The use of calcium chloride, oils or other chemical dust control agents
on construction roads should be avoided. Periodic watering of these
areas is a preferred alternative.
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SW BMP 2.05

STREET CLEANING

Definition

Urban street cleaning programs incorporating NPS pollutant control elements.

Purpose

To conduct urban street cleaning operations routinely in ways that will
prevent street contaminants from becoming water pollutants. Accustomed
benefits to aesthetics would continue, and could be enhanced.

Conditions Where Practice Applies

Most applicable for paved streets having curbs and gutters, but applicable to
all paved vehicular traffic areas including parking lots, alleyways,
driveways, etc.

This practice is particularly applicable to lower the pollutant load from
existing built out areas where space for conventional structural treatment
systems is simply not available or is extremely costly. The expected    "
pollutant removal efficiency is highly variable. Most equipment will not
remove the fine particulates where significant roadway pollutants abound.
Consequently, whenever possible, even the most rigorous of programs (i.e.,
complete sweeping on a daily basis) should be used in conjunction with
other measures to achieve a level of removal approaching the 80 to 90%
range. Credit toward the normal treatment volun~ specified for a parti-
cular management practice will usually be given by the Department on a
case by case basis.

P1annlng Considerations

The primary objective of municipal street cleaning practices has been to
enhance the aesthetic appearance of streets by periodically removing
accumulated litter, debris, dust, and dirt. Such practices, however,
also have an impact upon the amount and type of roadway pollutants which
may be washed into receiving waters during runoff events. Consequently,
street cleaning is widely considered as a candidate management practice
for reducing stormwater pollution loadings at its source.

As a basic principle: Any jurisdiction that has a street cleaning program
will provide more protection to water quality than a jurisdiction that has

R0071068

6- 40



no such program. It is necessary, however, that the program be compatible
with the type of stormwater conveyance system in the locality.

For nonpoint source pollution control purposes, the conventional methods
of street cleaning must be evaluated in terms of their pollutant removal
effectiveness. Street cleaning operations directed primarily at litter
control and aesthetic enhancement may have little effect upon important
water pollutants such as BOD, pesticides, nutrients and heavy metals.
Consideration of the water pollution factors may justifiably alter the choice
of methods for cleaning the streets. At a minimum, such factors should
always be considered in the conduct of street cleaning operations. At best,
whenever choices exist at the outset in the setting up of new street cleaning
programs, these factors should be a major consideration in planning the
operation to be used.

The Pollutants

Streets are primary collectors of most types of urban pollutants. Besides
the familiar bits of garbage, paper and plastic wrappings, the contaminants
include food, animal wastes, grit and cinders, oil and grease, heavy metals,
and other by-products of motor vehicle traffic, particles from industrial
operations, air pollutants settled out or brought down in precipitation,
fertilizer and pesticides from lawns and gardens. The variety and quantity
of pollutants that accumulate on streets are directly related to the type and
density of surrounding land uses, as well as, the use of the street itself.

Particle Size Implications

Research has shown that the majority of nutrient, oxygen-demanding and toxic
substances reaching the streets are attached to fine particles. The main
pollutant load therefore is contained in the dust and dirt fraction. For
example, about 56% of the phosphates and 32% of the nitrates are associated
with particle sizes of less than 43 microns. Fifty-one percent of all heavy
metals and 73% of all pesticides are associated with particles less than 246
microns in size. The obvious conclusion to be drawn from these data is that
street cleaning practices that can remove fine particles (less than 246
microns) will be the most effective for nonpoint source pollution control.

Cleanin~ Frequenc~

A.regular periodic cleaning schedule is recommended. Logically, more
frequent cleaning will result in greater pollutant removal. Each
municipality must evaluate its own needs, conditions and costs to determine
the best cleaning schedule.

Pollutant Location

The majority of particulate contaminants which are deposited on streets are
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blown to the side by moving vehicles. It is estimated that 90% of street
contaminants accumulate within 12 inches of the curbline of guttered streets.
To a lesser extent, this concept has also been shown to apply to parking
areas. Daily cleaning operations should concentrate on cleaning curb and
gutter lines for maximum pollutant removal efficiency. However, in order to
achieve high removal efficiencies the entire surface area of parking
facilities must also be swept periodically; but this operation can be
conducted on a less regular basis (weekly to bi-weekly).

Street Cleanin9 Alternatives

There are basically two alternative methods of street cleaning which are
commonly used today. They are street sweeping and street flushing.

Street sweeping involves the use of machines which physically pick up
contaminants from the street surface and deposit them in a self-contained bin
or hopper. Street flushing on the other hand consists simply of moving
contaminants by flowing, water from the street to a stormwater conveyance
system.

There are many variations of each type of system with differing applic-
abilities dependent upon local conditions and circumstances. Both of these
street cleaning techniques are discussed in detail in the following
sections.

Street Sweepin9

The most common methods of street sweeping are mechanical (broom type)
sweepers and vacuum sweepers.

Mechanical sweepers are the most commonly used and, understandably, the
majority of the currently available performance literature deals with this
type of sweeper. Mechanical sweepers basically consist of a gutter broom and
a main broom which rotate at high speeds forcing the debris from the gutter
broom and.street surface into a conveyor belt and subsequently into a hopper.
Water is usually sprayed on the surface for dust control.

The effectiveness of mechanical sweepers is recognized to be a function of a
number of factors, including: (I) particle size distribution of accumulated
surface contaminants; (2) sweeping frequency; (3) number of passes;
(4) equipment speed; and (5) pavement conditions.

Most conventional mechanical sweepers are currently considered to be in the
range of 50% effective for overall particle removal. However, their
efficiency in the smaller particle range drops off dramatically. Table 6-I
illustrates the efficiency of typical mechanical sweepers with respect to
particle size. Newer sweeper models may have greater removal efficiencies.



The second type features vacuum action over the entire path, assisted by a
gutter broom. Still, some of the particulates that are embedded in the road
surface do not receive sufficient agitation to become air-suspended and,
therefore, the vacuum is unable to draw them into the hopper.

A relatively new concept is the regenerative air system. Sweepers of this
type force air down onto the pavement, suspending the particles, which are
then picked up by the vacuum suction. These sweepers may be the most
efficient in removing fines.

Some types of vacuum sweepers can serve another municipal maintenance
function. If the unit is equipped with a wandering hose attachment, it can
be used for sewer and catch basin cleaning. This type of sweeper would also
be best suited for use on porous asphalt pavements which require deep
particle removal to maintain porosity.

Besides equipment selection, there are other considerations which must be
taken into account when developing an effective street sweeping program for
nonpoint source pollution control. Some of these "fringe" considerations
include:

I. Road surfaces: Smooth streets are easy to clean. Rough and.
broken surfaces are difficult--and may also contribute their own
addition of asphalt and other materials to the burden. Roadways
are typically raised in the center. Alleys may have the opposite
configuration, making them difficult to clean with conventional~
brush-type sweepers and requiring other devices.

2. Parking: Street sweeping will be effective only where
no-parking regulations are effectively enforced. Public
cooperation and awareness are essential. Even when parked cars are
towed away, the cleaning operation ~s delayed pending towing. Some
cities sweep downtown streets during rush hours when curbside
parking is banned. Where curbside parking normally is permitted,
adequate advance notice of sweeping and no-parking hours must be
posted. To attempt to conduct street sweeping operations without
strict enforcement of the ban is a waste of time, effort and
money.

3. Operator Training: The most sophisticated equipment will be
useless if badly run or maintained. Training for operators and
maintenance personnel should stress the importance of their task as
well as how to obtain maximum efficiency from the machines,
including maximum removal of potential NPS pollutants.

Street Flushing

Street flushing is a practice which is employed in many cities as an
alternative to or in addition to street sweeping. Street flushers typically
consist of an 800- to 3500-gallon water supply tank mounted on a truck or
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trailer which is equipped to allow water to be sprayed through three or more
directional nozzles onto the street surface. As currently practiced, street
flushing does not pick up contaminants, but primarily serves to transport
them from the center of the street surface to the gutter. The volume of
water used is generally insufficient to transport the accumulated material to
the nearest drain.

The efficiency of this type of street flushing can be improved, however, by
using specially designed flushing equipment with high-pressure spray nozzles.
A comparison of curves shown in Figure 6-2 indicates that a flusher of this
type is a superior, method of moving street contaminants. Conventional street
fl-ushers, however, are not likely to be as effective as this specially
designed unit.

The applicability of any type of street flushing program for NPS pollution
control is primarily dependent upon what happens to the flush water when it
leaves the street. The relocation of pollutants from street surfaces to
sewers helps ensure that they will be washed into receiving waters during the
next runoff event. The practice must be accompanied by a means of recovering
the polluted flush water or transporting it to a treatment facility or
holding basin for later treatment. Combined sewer systems can provide this
capability. Systems with separate storm sewer cannot.

Thus it must be noted that using a street flusher can do more harm than good
with the latter systems. The storm sewers will simply transport the flushed
pollutants--untreated and probably in more concentrated doses than
otherwise--direct to receiving streams. In general only older localities in
Florida have combined sewers. Street flushing should not be done in areas
where there are separate storm sewers and sanitary sewers.

The practice of street flushing is most applicable in areas with combined
sewers which can accommodate the flush water during periods of dry weather
flow. Such an application must also be accompanied by sewer flushing,
however, to insure that the pollutants don’t just accumulate in the sewer
system for later transport to receiving waters.

Flushing may also be applicable to smaller paved areas such as parking lots
where the flush water can be collected in holding basins or cisterns before
release. Much of the pollutant load can be removed through sedimentation or
percolation in the detention or retention facility.

Maintenance

The primary maintenance consideration of street cleaning programs concerns
the equipment. As with many other municipal services, the effectiveness of
the program is highly dependent upon the operating efficiency of the
equipment used. Whether street sweepers or street f]ushers are involved,
they should be adequately maintained to insure economical and effective
operation.
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GUIDELINES FOR USING

STRUCTURAL STORMWATER CONTROLS
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SW BMP 3.01

CONCRETE GRID AND MODULAR PAVEMENT

Definition

A pavement consisting of strong structural materials having regularly
interspersed void areas which are filled with pervious materials, such as
sod, gravel or sand.

Purpose

To reduce water pollution from low-volume traffic areas by providing a
bearing surface having adequate strength to accommodate vehicles while
allowing infiltration of surface water and filtration of pollutants. The
approach is intended to achieve this purpose by:

I. Reducing the volume and peak rate of runoff flow, thus reducing the
likelihood of sewer overflows, flooding, and downstream erosion and
sediment pollution.

2. Reducing the loading and concentration of pollutants in the runoff.
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Conditions Where Practice Applies

Where pavement is desirable or required for low-volume traffic areas and the
underlying soils allow for rapid drainage. This practice is most applicable
for new construction, but it can be used in existing developments to expand a
parking area or even to replace existing pavement if that is a cost-effective
measure. This practice should NOT be used in areas where infiltrated
pollutants may reach and degrade groundwater to below state standards.

Possible areas for use of these paving materials include:

1. Parking lots, especially fringe or overflow parking areas.

2. Parking aprons, taxiways, blast pads, and runway shoulders at airports
(heavier loads may demand the use of reinforced grid systems).

3. Emergency stopping and parking lanes and vehicle cross-overs on divided
highways.

4. On-street parking aprons in residential neighborhoods.

5. Recreational vehicle camping area parking pads.

6. Private roads, easement service roads and fire lanes.

7. Industrial storage yards and loading zones (heavier loads may demand~the
use of reinforced grid systems).

8. Driveways for residential and light commercial use.

9. Bike paths, walkways, patios and swimming pool aprons.

Plannin~ Considerations

Pavement Types (See-Figure 6-3)

Pervious pavement systems vary considerably in configuration. Categories
include:

1. Poured-In-Place Concrete Slabs -- Reinforced concrete slabs covering
large areas are poured in place on the ground to be covered. Special
forms are used to shape the void areas, and a flat surface results.
Because the slab. is continually reinforced with steel, this pavement is
suitable for heavy loads and has maximum resistance to movement caused
by frost heave or settling.
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2. Pre-Cast Concrete Grids -- Concrete paving units incorporating void
areas are usually precast in a concrete products plant and trucked to a
job site for placement on the ground. However, for large jobs these
units can be formed and cast at the site. There are two types of grid
pavers:

a. Lattice Pavers -- generally flat ~nd grid-like in surface
configuration.

b. Castellated Pavers -- distinguished by a more complex surface
configuration characterized by crenels and merlons that are exposed
when pervious materials are added. These units show a higher
percentage of grass surface.

3. Modular Unit Pavers -- Smaller pavers which may be clay bricks,
granite sets, or cast concrete of various shapes. These pavers are
monolithic units which do not have void areas incorporated into their
configuration. They are installed on the ground to be covered with
pervious material placed in the gaps between the units.

Production of Units

There are a number of manufacturers of precast concrete grids and unit
pavers, and various styles can be purchased from distributors. Forms are
required for poured-in-place systems. These systems should be installed by
contractors who have been ~rained in the use of the forms.

Site Characteristics

To determine the suitability of the types of paving materials and to plan and
design their installation, the following information about the site should be
known:

1. Environmental data: Soil permeability and bearing capacity; slope;
depth, direction of movement, natural quality, and confined or
unconfined condition of ~roundwater; and surface drainage conditions.

2. Pollution information: Types of pollutants generated by the
prevailing and intended land uses and the effect of the practice on
pollutants, generally and specifically. Pollution control effectiveness
is not currently documented for these products, but research into these
factors is in progress and results are expected to be forthcoming.

3. The intended use of the area: This is a key determinant of the
choice of paving material. Is the installation temporary or permanent?
What type of maintenance will be necessary? Is pavement coloring
desired? What type of performance will be required of the paving
surface? Can the practice be coupled with other BMPs for increased
effectiveness?
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4. Pre-development and projected post-development runoff determinations
and other hydrologic data: To determine the need for overflow or
back-up stormwater facilities, when required by local agencies for flood
control. Few manufacturers list runoff or infiltration coefficients for
their products, but research on these factors is in process.

Design Criteria and Construction Specifications

All installations of pervious pavement should be designed and constructed
according to the manufacturer’s specifications. To be consistent with other
forms of treatment, these systems must be capable of percolating at least 80%
of the 3 year-1 hour design storm over a I hour period. Alternately, if
these systems are designed such that they can provide a storage volume for
the first half inch of runoff above the soil surface and including the
subgrade base (if applicable) they may also be considered to provide 80-90%
pollutant removal. Stored water must be percolated prior to the time limit
specified for other onsite retention systems (72 hours). However, facilities
using vegetative cover in combination with pavers must be capable of
disposing of stored waters within time limits necessary to avoid damage to
the ground cover (24 to 36 hours for most grasses). Parking areas should
avoid extensive ponding for periods exceeding more than an hour or two.

In the design of these systems experience shows a definite potential for
large margins of error involved in estimating the infiltration rate of the
underlying soils for the purpose of evaluating the storage recovery perio~ to
compare with the Department’s requirements. Consequently the use of a safety
factor of two or more is normally recommended. This allowance may be
accomplished by reducing the percolation rate by one-half its original value
or by limiting the drawdown period to half the allowable 72-hour value.
Stormwater facilities as discussed in the Porous Pavement (SW BMP 3.06) may
also be incorporated into these facilities to improve storage.

Maintenance

Where turf is incorporated into these installations, normal turf maintenance
-- watering, fertilizing and mowing -- will be necessary. Mowing is seldom
required in areas of frequent traffic. It is documented that the hard
surfaces in these installations require very little maintenance. However,
fertilizers, pesticides and other chemicals may have adverse effects on
concrete products. The use of such chemicals should be restricted as much as
possible.
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SW BMP 3.02

STORMWATER DETENTION BASINS

Definition

On-site detention refers to the temporary storage of excess runoff on the
site prior to its’ gradual release after the peak of the storm inflow has
passed. Runoff is held for a short period of time and is slowly released to
a natural or man-made water course, usually at a rate no greater than the
predevelopment peak discharge rate.

Purpose

The objective of a detention facility is to regulate the runoff from a given
rainfall event and to control discharge rates to reduce the impact on
downstream stormwater systems, either natural or manmade. Generally,
detention facilities will not reduce the total volume of runoff, but will
redistribute the rate of runoff over a period of time by providing temporary
"live" storage of a certain amount of stormwater. The volume of temporary
"live" storage provided is the volume indicated by the area between the
inflow and outflow hydrographs as shown in Figure 6-4.

A major benefit derived from properly designed and operated detention
facilities is the reduction in downstream flooding problems. Other benefits
include reduced costs of downstream stormwater conveyance facilities,
reduction in pollution of receiving streams and enhancement of aesthetics
within a development area by providing the core of "blue-green" areas for
parks and recreation.

Example of a Typical Wet Detention Basin
for Stormwater Control

(Source: Photo courtesy of Mr. Will Miller, Aurora Inc. South)
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Figure 6-4
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Plannin9 Considerations

Throughout the design process the designer should be committed to considering
the potential impacts of the completed facility. Such impacts can be
positive or negative and can be as broadly classified as social, economic,
political and environmental. Designers can often influence the positive or
negative aspects of these impacts by their careful evaluation of decisions
made in the design process. Generally speaking, the completed facility
should provide for safety to people as well as protection of real property,
water quality and wildlife habitats.

Multiple Uses: Multi-purpose use of the facility and aesthetic
enhancement of the general area should also be major considerations. Above
all, the facility should function in such a manner as to be compatible with
overall stormwater systems both upstream and downstream to promote a
watershed approach to providing stormwater management as well as local flood
control.
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Water Quality Improvement: In planning new impoundments, it should be
kept in mind that the goal of improved water quality downstream may conflict
with certain desired uses of the impoundment. It is only logical that if the
basin is used to remove pollutants, the water quality within the basin itself
will be lowered, thus reducing the applicability for uses such as water
supply, recreation and aesthetics. In planning the facility the engineer or
planner should have a good knowledge of the runoff constituents and an
understanding of the possible effects on the quality of the stored water.

Depending upon the impoundment design, downstream water quality may be
improved for the following reasons:

1) Soil, sediment and other particulate pollutants settle out and are
trapped to a degree.

2) Delayed release of runoff stretches out the loading to the
receiving stream of runoff-borne sediment, organic materials,
chemicals and bacteria thus reducing the "first-flush" or shock
loading effects of stormwater effluent.

3) To some extent increased infiltration of runoff through the soil
may occur so that the water is cleansed before reaching lakes,
canals, or streams and the augmented groundwater volume later helps
to sustain base flow.

4) Decreased runoff rates reduce stream channel erosion and subsequent
sediment pollution.

5) Some amount of chemical transformation and biological uptake occurs
which helps upgrade runoff quality while the water is detained in
the detention pond. This upgrading process can be furtherenhanced
through mechanical aeration and the use of aquatic plant species
which can assimilate pollutants.

6) Downstream pollution by litter and debris is reduced to the extent
that such pollutants are trapped within the impoundment area or
pretreatment devices.

The exact level of treatment or pollutant removal which may be obtained from
each or all of these mechanisms is difficult to predict. The efficiency of
these systems has been shown to vary depending on a number of factors
including the holding time, amount of littoral zone available, and the
location of the inlet relative to the outlet of the facility, and the
incorporation of other BMPs into an overall treatment train. Detention
systems should be integrated with other BMPs such as swales, modified
stormsewer inlets, etc. to reduce loading to the detention pond, especially
if it will serve as an aesthetically pleasing "lake".
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Stormwater detention impoundments can vary greatly in size and design.
Until recently, the "dry pond" was often used. These structures impound
water only during a storm and are designed to completely drain at an
allowable release rate usually equivalent to predevelopment conditions.
The primary purpose is to limit the peak rate of discharge. The entire
stdrage volume is discharged within a matter of a few hours following an
event. Consequently, in most instances little if any improvement (0% o
30%) in the quality of the water is likely to occur.

"Wet ponds" have been shown to function better for pollutant removal.
Therefore, the information provided here is primarily associated with this
type of installation. Such facilities are used extensively over much of
south Florida and in low lying areas especially along the coast. These
impoundments have a "normal water level" with additional capacity above the
control elevation for runoff storage during storms. The structures are
often designed with multiple uses in mind such as recreation, aesthetics,
etc. Recent studies conducted in Florida as well as information
collected during the National Urban Runoff Program (US EPA, 1982)
demonstrate that these facilities are capable of providing a high level of
pollutant abatement (80% or greater) for many constituents particularly
nutrients.

Watershed-Wide Planning: The design of urban impounOments should be
coordinated with a watershed-wide plan for managing stormwater runoff.
In a localized situation an individual property owner can, of course,     ’
by his or her actions alone provide effective assistance to the next
owner downstream if no other areas are contributing to that owner’s
problems. However, uncontrolled proliferation of impoundments within a
watershed can severely alter natural flow conditions, causing compounded
flow peaks or increased flow duration which can contribute to downstream
degradation. In addition, upstream impacts due to future land use changes
should be considered when designing the structure. Land use planning and
regulation may be necessary to preserve the intended function of the
impoundment.

Sediment and Debris: More often than not, detention ponds are expected
to serve primarily as sedimentation basins during construction when
erosion rates are particularly high. In and of itself this situation does
not present a problem. Unfortunately, these facilities, are often installed
without the benefit of the designer having evaluated the capacity of either
the initial or the final (post-construction) design configuration to
perform this type of function.

In settlability analysis, removal by gravity settling is viewed to occur
when the average velocity of flow through the pond is less than the
settling velocity of the minimum size particles that the designer wishes
to capture. Chemical flocculation, although expensive, can aid in this
process as heavier sediments overtake and coalesce with the smaller
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lighter fractions to form still larger particulates. Consequently, the
opportunity for settling fine textured collodial material which happen to
absorb and carry many other pollutants is projected to be enhanced as the
average velocity decreases and the residence time and depth of the pond
increases.

If a facility is to be used as the principal means to avoid having excessive
levels of turbidity discharged from the site during construction, the
engineer should evaluate the pond geometry in conjunction with the rate of
outflow and grain size distribution of the soils. The application of a set
of standards and specifications pertinent for flood control or even post
construction water quality management can not necessarily be depended on to
prevent excessive sediment delivery down stream. Adherence to typical
predevelopment rate control criteria does not provide assurance that the
average velocity of water moving through the detention basin will not exceed
the settling velocity of the particulates that must be removed to avoid
excessive levels of turbidity. Likewise, treatment schemes based on the
control of small magnitude storms (i.e., one inch or less) as mandated by the
statewide stormwater rule (17-25 F.A.C.) would not be expected to function
properly since the major environmental damage that is likely to occur due to
erosion and sedimentation would normally be associated with less frequent but
greater magnitude storms (i.e., two inches or more in size). Consequently, a
sizeable portion of major events that contribute to construction related
problems would bypass the system practically untreated.

If a detention facility is to be used for sediment retention, the major
objective should be to maximize sediment-trapping efficiency. One method of
doing this is to maximize the hydraulic flow length within the basin. Long
basins are generally more efficient than short wide ones, given equal depth.

Hydraulic flow length can be increased by installing a system of baffles
¯ within the basin which causes the flow to meander, allowing more time for
sediment deposition to-occur. See TEMPORARY SEDIMENT BASIN, (ES BMP 1.26)
Appendix 1.26A, for recommendations pertaining to basins and baffles to
promote improved sedimentation.

Marsh Establishment: Establishment of fresh water marshes in ponds can
aid in water quality improvement. Marsh areas create a sink for many
pollutants with a high degree of water treatment or purification possible,
depending upon the runoff detention tim and the availability of wetland
plants and aquatic life which can assimilate pollutants.

Wetland associated plants will establish themselves naturally in a shallow,
wet pond. It may be beneficial, however, to accelerate marsh establishment
by planting appropriate native vegetation in shallow areas. Certain wet-
land plant species have a greater capacity for pollutant assimilation and
are less maintenance intensive than others. The Center for Wetlands at
the University of Florida, can help in the selection of appropriate species
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for the specific site conditions. The Nonpoint Source Management Section of
the Department, the local FDER district office, or the regional Water
Management District may also be of assistance. These agencies are good
sources for information concerning private consultants and nurseries that
can also be of assistance in restoration or revegetation of aquatic systems.

Marsh establishment for stormwater treatment is still in the experimental
stages in Florida. However, preliminary indications show that such measures
can be appropriate for the following applications:

1) At the perimeter of deep impoundments to filter direct sheet flow
runoff from the adjacent drainage area.

2) On shallow sills or shelves separating inline tandem ponds or
forebays to filter runoff before it enters the major impoundment
from tributaries or stormsewer inlets.

3) At the edge or surrounding the outflow of detention facilities to
promote assimilation of dissolved pollutants before water exits
the primary impoundment.

Marsh establishment in facilities that also serve as temporary sediment
basins may be difficult during construction due to frequently required
cleanout of accumulated sediment. To continue functioning, marshes will
require periodic sediment removal. Sediment s.hould be removed from the
deepest parts of the basin where vegetation is sparse. Heavily vegetated
areas should be disturbed as little as possible. Overhead scooping equip-
ment works well for dredging selected portions of marsh areas.

The presence of marshes in established urban areas is perceived by many
people to be undesirable. They are often thought of as mud holes where
mosquitoes and other insects breed. Actually, once a marsh becomes fully
established, it can become a welcomed addition to an urban community.
Created fresh water marshes provide miniature wildlife refuges to which
ducks, songbirds, turtles, raccoons, fish, and other wildlife have migrated.
While insect populations are increased, insect predators also increase, often
reducing the problem to a tolerable level.

Fresh water marshes can greatly increase the pollution removal efficiency of
urban ponds. For this reason, vegetated littoral zones are a necessary part
of any wet detention system.

Tandem Ponds and Foreba~s: The multiple-use purpose of certain impoundments
may be preserved by installing a smaller settling basin directly upstream
of the major basin. The smaller pond would serve to remove a large portion
of the particulate pollution and release higher quality water into the
major impoundments. The term "tandem pond" refers to a settling basin and
adjacent detention or retention basin both resulting from constructed
embankments. A "forebay" is an excavated settling basin at the head of the
primary impoundment. The efficiency of the smaller settling basins can be
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increased through the use of chemical flocculants which causes small
colloidal particles to settle at a faster rate. See STORMWATER
STORAGE/TREATMENT SYSTEMS (SW BMP 3.09), for more information.

Heavy Metal Contamination: Studies have shown high accumulation rates of
lead, zinc and copper on and near heavily traveled highways and streets.
Therefore, runoff from highways and streets can be expected to carry
significant concentrations of these heavy metals. If a significant portion
of the drainage area into a pond consists of highways, streets, or parking
areas or other known sources of heavy metal contamination, there is a
potential environmental health hazard. In such cases the multiple use
functions of the pond should be limited and accessibility should be
restricted.

The increased construction of multi-purpose impoundments with controls for
nonpoint source pollution could mean the accumulation of sediment con-
taminated with heavy metals or other toxic materials. This may require
special disposal sites for sediment dredged out of the basins during
maintenance cleaning. However, investigators of sediments removed from
detention ponds to date have found that the pollutants are tightly bound
with only a slight possibility of leaching. To be safe, sediments to be
removed should be analyzed and elutriate tests performed to verify that
the sediment can be safely disposed of by conventional methods.

Design Criteria

In urban or urbanizing areas, failure of an impoundment structure can cause
significant property damage and even loss of life. Such structures should
be designed only by professional engineers who are qualified and experienced
in impoundment design.

Wherever they exist, local safety standards for impoundment design and
construction should be followed. Where no such criteria exist, widely
recognized design criteria such as those used by the USDA Soil Conservation
Service or U.S. Army Corps of Engineers are recommended. The following are
intended to supplement other acceptable design and safety criteria only.
They apply to pollution control purposes the adherence to which should not
be construed to satisfy other design objectives.

Wet Detention Systems

Presently there are numerous sets of standards which have been promulgated
with the intent to maximize the treatment (pollutant removal) capacity of
permanently wet detention facilities. Guidelines have been developed by
several of Florida’s five water management districts as well as the
Department of Environmental Regulation. All are somewhat different.
However, most if not all permitting authorities seem to agree that a sizeable
littoral zone should be provided to encourage better assimilation. Planting,
preferably with native aquatic species, is usually recommended. Some degree
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of dimensional criteria pertaining to storage volume, depth, width, length,
and the orientation of the inlet and outlet are also common. Designs which
maximize residence time, encourage reaeration, and discourage short
circuiting are principal goals.

The current guidelines established by the Department for wet detention
systems follow, along with a list of available plant species that are
encouraged. Each is still subject to changes. Research into the performance
of these systems and the mechanisms by which they may best function is still
in its infancy. Designers are reminded that these requirements may be
slightly different in areas of the state where stormwater quality permitting
has been delegated to the local Water Management District.

Current Department of Environmental Regulation Criteria for Wet Detention
Systems are listed as follows:

a) One inch of runoff storage above the control (bleed down) elevation
of the permanent pool.

b) This volume is to be recovered at a slow rate. No more than one-
half the volume may be discharged in the first sixty hours following
an event.

c) The volume in the permanent pool must provide for a residence time ,
of at least fourteen days. This volume may be determined by esti-
mating 3.83% of annual average runoff. A more empirical approach~
sometimes used is calculated by taking two inches times the imper-
vious acreage in the project plus one-half inch times the pervious
acres. The value in cubic feet is determined through multiplication
times the appropriate conversion factor (i.e., 3630).

d) A littoral shelf should be provided by extending and gently sloping
the sides of the facility (6:1 or flatter) out to a point 2-3 ft.
below the normal water level or control elevation. Facilities that
are planned with sides that are steeper than 4:1 out to a depth of
two feet below the level of the permanent pool must be fenced to
restrict public access for purposes of safety (Ref. 17-25.025(6)
F.A.C.)

e) No more than 70% open water is recommended. The remaining 30%
(i.e,, littoral shelf) typically is established with aquatic
vegetation. A layer of muck (6" recommended) may be incorporated
into the littoral area to promote establishment of wetland
vegetation. Planting of native aquatic plant species is highly
recommended. Lining the bottom and sides of these facilities with
a layer of organic material such as muck appears to be an attractive
alternative when potential groundwater contamination problems are
apparent. However, the use of muck that has been transported to
the facility from areas where cattails or willows are predominant
can cause nusiance weed problems and should be avoided.

f) A maximum depth of 8-10 feet below the invert of bleed down device
should be planned for the permanent pool.
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g) Inlet structures should be designed to dissipate the energy of water
entering the pond. Baffles are the most commonly used structures
for such purposes. Inlets should not be located in close proximity
to the outlet so as to prevent shorTcircuiting.

h) Facilities that are potential sources for oil and grease
contamination must include a skimmer or other mechanism to prevent
these substances from leaving the facility.

i) Erosion and sediment control BMP’s must be used to retain sediment
on site during construction. BMP’s must be shown on the design
plans and the engineer must provide instructions for proper 0 & M.
Sod all areas above the normal water level of ponds to prevent
erosion and sedimentation of plantings.

j) If the facility is planned as a "real estate" lake to enhance
property values and promote the aesthetic value of the land,
pretreatment in the form of landscape retention areas or perimeter
swales should be incorporated into the stormwater management
facility. If possible, catch basins should be located in grassed
areas. By incorporating the "treatment train" concept into the
over-all collection and conveyance system, the engineer can prolong
the utility of these permanently wet installations and improve their
appearance. Any amount of runoff waters, regardless how small, that
is filtered or percolated along its’ way to the final detention ~rea
can remove oil and grease, metals, and sediment; as well as, reduce
the annual nutrient load to prevent the wet detention lake from
eutrophying. A credit against the required wet detention storage
volume may be provided depending upon the amount, of stormwater
infiltrated. A notice should be posted warning residents of
potential water borne disease that may be associated with body
contact recreation such as swimming in these facilities.

Littoral Zone Planting Criteria: Specific conditions for projects
involving wet ponds wlth vegetated littoral zones are very similar to
requirements pertaining to wetlands replacement and restoration. In each
instance, monitoring in the form of photographic documentation of percentage
survival of plant species and coverage of naturally occurring or propagated
vegetation is usually requested. Submittals of this information will usually
be on a quarterly basis for the first year. The frequency declines to once
or twice a year during the next two year period.

Most permitting agencies will ask that the applicant remove nuisance species
(e.g., cattails) during the establishment period. An 85% survivorship
guarantee is usually required for all planted species. Annual replanting
will be required if survival falls below the 85% level.

Whenever possible, the Department (FDER) encourages the use of native
vegetation for "aquascaping" around and within detention ponds. These
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species require less intensive maintenance and are not as likely to become a
nuisance as some of the more notorious introduced varieties that are often used in
Florida for nutrient assimilation and pollution control (e.g. water hyacinth). In
the design of the planting it is important to consider the need for future access
to high maintenance areas such as inflow and outflow structure and sediment sumps.

The following list of herbacious plants and trees and shrubs is intended to provide
the reader with some background information pertaining to the various types of
vegetation that may be acquired from nurseries for establishment in and along the
shoreline of wet detention facilities. It is by no means an exhaustive list and
other species may be used if more suitable. Most of the plants in the "trees and
shrubs" category are primarily used for their wildlife enhancement value and for
landscaping landward of in the zone of fluctuating water that is temporarily de-
tained and stored above the normal pool elevation. The herbacious species shown
have a wide range of growth habits and preferred environments. The table also pro-
vides an indication of pool and comments regarding other features of interest as
well.

TABLE 6-2

NATIVE PLANT SPECIES SUITABLE
FOR LITTORAL ZONE PLANTING~S AND LANDSCAPING AROUND DETENTION PONDS

PLANTING

SCIENTIFIC NAME          COMMON NAME        ZONE * FEATURES

TREES SHRUBS AND PALMS

Acer rubrum              Red maple           1-2     Medium sized tree specimen
known for its’ attractive
brilliant .red fall color.

Betula nigra             River birch          i       Medium sized tree. Known
for its’ attractive bark.
Prefers moist soils. Is
often planted in clumps.

Carpinus caroliniana      American hornbean    i       Medium sized tree with
"Blue Beech"                 attractive bark, and

interesting form.

* Planting Zones:
1) + 0.5 feet or more higher than the normal level of the permanent pool.

2) + 0.5 feet above to - 1.0 feet below normal pool.

3) - 1.0 feet to - 3.0 feet below the control elevation of the permanent pool.

4) - 3.0 feet to - 5.0 feet below normal water level.
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PLANTING

SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME ZONE* FEATURES

Carya aquatica Water hickory 1-2 Large specimen. Leaves are
relatively large. Fall
color (bright yellow).

Cephalanthus Buttonbush i-2 Large shrub up to 3m.
(9.8 ft) tall with white

.occidentalis flowers resumbling buttons.
Buttonbush has a scrubby
appearance owing to the
dying of leader shoots
leaving dead stumps.

Clethra alnifolia Sweet pepper bush 2 Highlighter, shrub with
attractive berries.

Crataegus spp. Haw apple 1 Small tree with white
flowers and attractive red
.fruit.

Fraxinus caroliniana Popash 1-2 Large specimen with
attractive foliage amd deep
furrowed bark.

Gordonia lasianthus Loblolly bay i-2 Medium to large tree. Large
white flowers and attractive
foliage.

Hypericum spp. St. Johns Wort 2 Highlighter, shrub.

llex cassine Dahoon holly i Small tree or shrub with
prominent red berries and
attractive evergreen
foliage.

llex vomitoria Yaupon 1 General landscape shrub with
attractive red berries.

Illicium floridanum Florida anise I Shrub with attractive aromatic
foliage and purple flowers.

Liquidambar styraciflua Sweetgum i-2 Medium to large specimen.
Attractive unusual shaped foli-
age and good fall color. Not
tolerant of long term inundation

Liriodendron tulipifera Yellow poplar 1 Large specimen; attractive

"Tuliptree" large showy flowers and unusual
shaped foliage.
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SCIENTIFIC NAME          COMMON NAME        ZONE*    FEATURES

Magnolia virginiana       Sweet bay            i        Medium sized tree with attractive foliage and white
flowers.

Myrica cerifera           Wax myrtle           I        Large shrub with attractive
aromatic evergreen foliage.
Bluish green berries in autumn
and winter are eaten by many
birds. Often used in groups for
general landscaping and high-
lighting or accent around ponds.

Nyssa biflora             Blackgum tupelo     i-2       Glossy foliage turning bright

red in autumn. Fruit matures
in the fall; is consumed by many
birds. Flowers are a source for
honey.

Ostrya virginiana         Hop hornbean         i        Slow growing small tree with
"ironwood"                   fruit clusters resembling

"beer" hops. Trunk looks like
sinewy muscle. Nutlets and buds
are eaten by wildlife.

Persea palustris          Swamp redbay        i-2       Attractive aromatic glossy ever-
green foliage. Bitter fruit is

eaten by wildlife. Does not do
well in submerged locations.

Quercus laurifolia        Laurel oak           1        Large tree with attractive
nearly evergreen foliage.
Acorns eaten by wildlife.

Quercus nigra            Water oak            i       Large deciduous tree with

small fine textured foliage.
Acorns provide food for
wildlife.

Rhapidophyllum hystrix    Needle palm          i        Small to medium sized palm with
attractive foliage used for

providing tropical highlights.
Sharp needles along the trunk
lead to its’ name.

Sabal palmetto           Cabbage palm        1       Large palm suited to all

areas. Attractive tropical
fan shaped foliage.
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PLANTING

SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME ZONE* FEATURES

Taxodium spp. Cypress 1-2 Large aquatic deciduous

"Bald" or "Pond" conifer of picturesque form.
Preliminary observation
shows good survival and
rapid growth of either
species when used for storm-
water enhancement purposes.

FRESHWATER AQUATIC PLANT SPECIES
(Herbs, ~edges, G’r~sses and Ferns)

Bacopa caroliniana Lemon bacopa 2 Crushed leaves and stems
"Water hyssops" lemon scented. Flowers blue.

Canna flaccida Golden canna 2 Very good highlighter. Used
"Canna lily" at fringe of ponds and lakes.

Large showy yellow flowers.

Cladium jamaicense Saw-grass 1-2 Coarse perennial sedge up to
3m (9.8 ft) tall. Grows
equally well in water or
several feet above water leve,.
Long narrow and serrated leaf
blades. Provides nesting,
protection and food (seeds) for
water fowl and other birds.

Coreopsis nudata Tickseed 2 Short perennial herb with
attractive "daisy shaped"
lavender flowers. Prefers
shallow water or wet soil at
edge of ponds or lakes.

Crinum americanum Swamp lily 2 Good highlighter at pond
fringes. Showy white
fragrant flowers. Stems
usually less than waist
high.
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PLANTING

SCIENTIFIC NAME         COMMON NAME        ZONE*    FEATURES

Cyperus odoratus          Umbrella sedge      1-2       Good accent plant usually
grown in clumps at edge of
ponds. Areas of fluctuating
water provide good habitat but
umbrella sedge can also survive
in more upland areas. Its stems
are usually less than 3 ft. tall
with a conspicuous umbrella
shaped foliage and brown seed
head.

Diodia virginiana         Buttonweed          1-2       Wet soils along the border of
ponds provides a good environ-
ment. Buttonweed is a re-
latively low growing perennial
herb. Main branches are usually
less than 8 dm (2.6 ft) long.
Stems branch from the base and
grow along the ground. Small
white flowers are borne between
the junction of the leaves and
stem. Does not prefer submerged
conditions.

Dryopteris ludoviciana Southern shield    1-2      Suited to wet soils in the
"Leatherwood                 zone of fluctuation above the
fern"                       permanent pool of detention

ponds.

Echinochloa crusgalli     Barnyard grass      1-2       Predominately suited to the

"wild millet"                margins of ponds and lakes. A
common annual with stems up to
1.2 m (3.9 ft.) tall. Seeds are
heavily used by waterfowl and
songbirds.

Eleocharis spp.          Spikerushes         2       Suitable for establishing
marshes along the coast.
Slender, dwarf and water spike-
rushes may be submerged. Other
varieties grow along the land-
ward edge of ponds. Green leaf-
less stems vary in thickness
from thread to pencil size and
from ankle to shoulder high.
May be grown in clumps or as
colonies depending on species.
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PLANTING
SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME ZONE* FEATURES

Eriocaulon decangulare    Hat pins             2        Hat pins are a low growing plant
with slender spikes arising
from the base. The top is
tipped with a small white
"button". Provides a pleasing
contrast when mixed into areas
dominated by wetland grasses or
sedge.

Hibiscus spp.            Marsh hibiscus      I-2      Normally used for accent at the
periphery of ponds. Stems are
waist high or slightly higher.
Large flowers, 4" to 8" in
diameter, white or pink,
sometimes with a red center.

Hydrocotyle umbellata     Water pennywort      2        Numerous round partly to deeply
lobed leaves centrally attached
to a stem up to 12 inches in
length. Grows well on the
surface of the water’or as a
ground cover rooted along the
margin of ponds.

Hymenocallis spp.         Spider lilies       1-2       Provides good ground cover or
may be used for accent at the
edge of ponds. Showy white
flowers. Best on wet soils.
Average height 3 ft.

Iris Hexagona            Anglepod blue flag 2       Prefers wet soils at the fringes
of lakes and ponds. The average
height is about I ft. Used
extensively as highlighters,
planted in groups at the edges
of wetland vegetation due to
it’s showy blue flowers.

Iris virginicus           Southern Blue Flag 2        Prefers similar habitat to the
Iris                           "Anglepod" variety. However,

this species is more upright in
its growth habit. The flowers
are larger and borne at the ends
of each stem. Although very
showy, either species of iris
will only flower briefly for
several weeks in spring.
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PLANTING

SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME ZONE* FEATURES

Nebumbo lutea American lotus 3-4 This plant is an attractive
large leafed rooted aquatic.
The leaves are circular, up to
60 cm. (24 inches) across. The
American lotus has very showy
large yellow flowers. Dried
seed pods are often used in
flower arrangements. Similar to
other "water-lilies", this
species is planted along the
outside of the littoral zone in
groups spaced about 25 feet
apart.

Nuphar luteum Spatterdock 3-4 This "water-lily" has large oval
or heart shaped leaves up to 40
cm (16 inches) long and 25 cm
(10 inches) wide. Its flowers
are small yellow and spherical
shaped giving the appearance of
a "bud" that hasn’t completely
opened. The rootstock provides
spawning habitat for black
crappie and shellcrackers in
many of Floridas’ artificial
lakes and ponds.

Juncus effusus Soft rush 2 Very attractive plant with pale
green hollow stems up to 4 ft.
tall. Commonly used in large
clumps scattered along the edge
of ponds or lakes. However, soft
rush is also used in large con-
centrated groupings in ponds and
covering the bottom of wet
swales. The seeds are utilized
by waterfowl.

Nymphaea mexicana Yellow water lily 3-4 Similar in form and use as the
other water lilies discussed
previously. However, this
species is distinguished by its
attractive bright yellow
flowers.
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PLANTING

SCIENTIFIC NAME                       COMMON NAME                   ZONE*          FEATURES

Nymphaea odorata          Fragrant water lily 4        Along with Canna lily,
Sagittaria, and Pickerelweed
this species will produce
flowers throughout the spring,
summer and fall months. It is
the most commonly utilized
water-lily for "aquascaping" in
urban impoundments. It has a
sweet scented, white showy
flower. Nymphaea is installed
in clusters of three to five
plants every 25 feet.

Nymphoides aquatica       Floating hearts     2-4       Very similar to other water
lilies. A cluster of small
white flowers reaches just out
of the water. Short thick roots
sometimes are found dangling
from the stalk just under the
Ieaf.

Osmunda cinnamomea        Cinnamon fern        2        Attractive lush foliage these
plants are primarily suitable
for use in shaded areas inter~.
to or approaching the periphery
of cypress or other wooded
wetlands.

Osmunda regalis           Regal fern           2        Similar in habit to the cinnamon
variety where it is not already

established this species may be
used to add a "rain forest" like
appearance to any deeply shaded
area suitable for detaining run-
off. Small depressions blended
into a landscape such that the
facility is over shadowed by
large trees and tall buildings
would represent one of the
primary uses for either species
in respect to stormwater
enhancement purposes.

R0071097

6- 69



PLANTING

SCIENTIFIC NAME          COMMON NAME        ZONE*    FEATURES

Panicum hemitomon         Maidencane          i-2       This grass has narrow stems
usually between .5 and 1.0m
(1.6 o 3.3 ft.) tall. It may
be grown in relatively dry
soils or with the bases in a
foot or two of water.
Maidencane will form dense
colonies in wet areas and in
the shallows of ponds. This
species supplies valuable
cover and spawning habitat
around its roots. Its
aggressive growth habit tends
to overshadow its valuable
characteristics.

Peltandra virginica       Green arum           2        This perennial herb has arrow
"Arrow-arum"                 shaped leaves up to waist-high.The blades vary in size up to a

foot wide and one and a half
feet long.          ~

Polygonum spp.            Smartweed            2        Smartweed is an annual or
perennial herb with creeping
stems that run along the
ground. Most types have small
narrow lance shaped leaves.
At the end of the stems are
spikes of small pink and white
flowers. The seeds are heavily
used by birds, waterfowl and
small mammals.

Pontederia cordata       Pickerelweed        3       Pickerelweed forms the core
of most littoral zone
enhancement efforts in Florida
relative to wet stormwater
detention ponds. It has
attractive, dark green lance
shaped leaves. Each stem
produces a spike of numerous
violet blue flowers that is
quite showy.
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PLANTING

SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME ZONE* FEATURES

Sagittaria lancifolia Arrowhead 3 Along with pickerelweed the
"arrowheads" form the core of
the mid-zone in most littoral
shelf establishment efforts.
Lancifolia has attractive narrow
elliptical lance shaped leaves
up to 2 ft, in length and 4
inches wide, It has small white
flowers, Is not considered an
important wildlife food source,

Sagittaria latifolia Broadleaf arrowhead 3 This type of arrowhead is
attractive with deeply lobed and
arrow shaped leaves, They may
be up to a foot long and
slightly less wide, The species
also has small white flowers
extending above the leaves.
Valued as a wildlife food source,

Scirpus californicus Giant bulrush 2-3 Giant bulrush has blunt tri-
angular stems up to 3m (9.8 ft,)
tall, This sedge was introduced
from California and Is.relative-
ly common in Florida, It is
similar in habit to "soft st{
bulrush" but of larger stature,

Scirpus validus Soft stem bulrush 2-3 The stems are cylindrical and
may attain heights of 2,5m (8,2
ft,), Leaves are absent in bul-
rushes, Attractive brown spike-
lets are borne at the ends of
the stem, The seeds are eaten by
waterfowl and many. marsh and
songbirds, Soft stem bulrush
will grow in mud or up to
several feet of water.

Spartina bakeri Sand cordgrass i-2 This grass grows in stout rather
large dense clumps up to several
feet in diameter, It is quite
suitable as an accent plant at
the fringes of detention ponds
in coastal areas, Cordgrass has
long narrow wire like leaves,
It’s growth habit presents a
thick fine textured broom like
appearance, When flowering the
plant has a reddish tinge at th*
periphery,
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Nursery sources are recommended by the Department wherever possible. Small
(2-4 inch) containers are encouraged to avoid transporting large amounts of
potting soil to the pond. White roots and active basal budding indicate a
healthy stock. Small pots seem to encourage active root growth when
finally unconfined.

Most "aquascaping" specialists prefer to have someone on site during the
construction phase to ensure that the littoral shelf is located and graded
properly. Knowing exactly where the normal water level of the facility
will reside after construction is absolutely essential to the success of
this element of the system.

Bank erosion is often a significant problem during the initial stages of
development. Stabilization with sod down to the normal pool and preventing
undue sediment deposition is required for the planting to survive. There
is no cheap way out. Costs typically run in the neighborhood of $2,000 -
$10,O00/acre. Therefore, it is important to do everything possible to
ensure immediate success for both water quality and the sake of the
client.

Storage Volume and Release Rate: Design of the storage volume and
release rate of an impoundment depends upon the purpose for which the
structure is built. Typical urban purposes which require different design
strategies include flood control, stream channel erosion control, and
consumptive uses (i.e., water supply, fire protection, irrigation, etc.).’
The purpose of pollution removal also requires a different design strategy.
The following are some examples of typical design criteria for different
impoundment purposes.

Flood Control: The design criteria for this purpose depends
upon the level of flooding to be controlled. Usually, a locality will
specify that stormwater runoff from a developing drainage area must
be controlled so that the post-development peak runoff rate does not
exceed the pre-development rate for a specific design storm. In some
localities a ten year design storm is specified to protect downstream
drainage structures. Other localities require protection from larger
storms and specify that a fifty year or one hundred year storm must
be detained and released at a reduced rate.

Stream Channel Erosion Control: In Florida, the criteria used to
evaluate a stormwater discharge facility for this purpose is usually
tied to the erosion potential of the area soils. The velocity
associated with the peak rate of discharge expected from the design
event (25 year/24 to 72-hour duration, typical) is compared to the
maximum permissible rate (ft/sec), given the textural class of the
substrate and a bare channel. Such information has been published by
the Soil Conservation Service (USDA, S.C.S., 1974. pg. 4.18). Unless
the local or regional permitting authority has established a lower set
of limits, the maximum velocity allowed may be expected to range from
1.5 ft/sec for sands and sandy loam, to 2.0 ft/sec for sandy clay loam,
and up to 2.5 ft/sec for clay.
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Nonpoint Source Pollution Control: The primary design strategy
for this purpose is to maxlm~ze the detention time of captured runoff.
It is believed that basin drawdown times in excess of 60 to 120 hours
will result in significant pollutant removal. However, the required
storage volume is usually tied to the capture of the first, most
pollutant laden, portion of a storm (i.e., the initial one inch of
runoff).

Flow Routin~: A stormwater detention basin acts as a constriction in
the stream or conveyance system. A portion of the flow backs up and is
temporarily stored. The procedure used to determine the volume of water
which will be held behind the detention structure during a design rainfall
event is known as flow or flood routing. In order to properly size a
detention basin, a flow routing procedure must be used to determine the
storage volume for a range of design storms given the maximum allowable
release rate which is deemed to be necessary to satisfy the objective or
objectives for which the structure is being designed.

Most flow routing procedures involve a trial and error process. The
storage volume or outflow rate is varied depending on the desired depth, or
space, and any number of other limitations. The basic premise is that the
volume of runoff entering the detention basin minus the amount of water
leaving over a given interval of time is equal to the required volume of
storage. Consequently, flow routing can be extremely time consuming when
done manually.                                                          ~

Rather than present a lengthy in-depth explanation or an over-simplified
version of the subject of flood routing in this handbook, the reader is
referred to the Soil Conservation Service, (SCS) National Engineering
Handbook Section 4, Chapter 17. That reference provides a good explanation
of flood routing for calculating detention storage volumes. The SCS TR-20
and DAMS 2 computer programs provide accurate methods of analysis. The
Stormwater Management and Design Aid (SMADA) program developed for the
Department by the University of Central Florida is also available on
diskettes for use with IBM personal computers. These are just a few of the
acceptable routing models recognized by regulatory authorities around the
state.

Manual Method: A simpler, but less accurate method of estimating
detention storage volume is the "Manual Method" outlined in SCS Technical
Release No. 55, Chapter 6. It involves the use of a single graph which was
developed based upon average storage and routing effects of many
structures.

The primary advantage of this method is its simplicity and compatibility
with SCS runoff calculation procedures described in Chapter 5 of this
manual. It is particularly suited for small detention basin design,
and estimating the required size of basins during the project planning
phase.

A common application of the design procedure for the Manual Method is
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presented here, however, its use is subject to the following limitations:

i) The drainage area must be less than 2000 acres.

2) Failure of the structure must not result in loss of life or major
property damage.

3) The procedure should not be used to perform final design if an
error in storage of 25% cannot be tolerated. The SCS design aid
is biased to prevent undersizing of outflow devices, but it may
significantly overestimate the required storage capacity. More
detailed hydrograph development and routing will often pay for
itself through reduced construction costs.

The following design procedure will only determine the required storage
volume of the basin. The design of an appropriate discharge structure,
which will maintain the allowable release rate at the design storage
elevation, should also be done by a qualified engineer.

In Florida the discharge control structure for a detention pond intended to
satisfy both water quantity and water quality objectives would be a two
stage device. In most instances the first stage is regulated by a small
orifice (usually round) that is designed to provide intended storage for
treatment of the first inch of runoff from the contributing area. The
water is released at a very slow rate. The required storage volume (Vsl)i
in cubic feet is determined by simply multiplying the drainage area (A) in
acres times one inch of runoff (R) times the appropriate conversion factor
(3630).

During the design process for flood routing the volume is viewed as static
since its rate of release is so relatively slow. Moreover, this volume of
storage is normally required in addition to that established for peak
discharge control. Many local governments or water management districts
responsible for flood control have determined that a sizeable portion of
this storage could be taken up and therefore be rendered unavailable by
smaller magnitude storms that may occur nearly daily during the period of
the year when larger events approaching the design conditions for peak
discharge control have the highest probability of occurring. Consequently,
the most common application of these procedures is a two fold process. The
storage volume for water quality control (Vsl) is first determined. Part
two involves an estimate of the additional storage volume (Vs2) which must
be provided to meet peak discharge limitations. The SCS manual method of
flow routing described in TR-55 may be used for these purposes subject to
the previously discussed limitations.

DESIGN PROCEDURE

Step 1 - Determine the storage volume (Vsl) to satisfy water quality
control objectives.
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Input Requirements and Procedures

The most frequent application is to estimate storage volume (Vsl) for
situations where the drainage or contributory area is equal to the project
area. The required inputs are the drainage area (A) in acres and the required
"runoff" depth (R) to be stored as specified by the appropriate regulatory
agency. This depth may range from a minimum of 0.5 inch to 1 inch or more
depending on jurisdiction. The value Vsl in cubic feet is calculated as
follows:

Vsl = A (ac) x R (in.) x 3630 (conversion factor acre inches to
cubic feet)

Example:

A 75-acre medium to high density residential development is planned to
discharge through a single outlet into an existing drainage canal designed for
present land use conditions. No off-site drainage will be delivered by the
project’s conveyance system. How much storage (Vsl) will be required above
the seasonal high water table elevation (10 ft NVGD) to meet the state’s water
quality treatment criteria? Assume that the project is required to provide
for the first inch of runoff (R) stored above the level of the permanent pool.
What is the invert elevation of the facility so as not to lower the existing
water table? What is it’s average size (square feet) assuming the depth of
storage is limited to one foot?

The storage equation is:

Vsl = AR (3630)

where:

A = Watershed Area (75 acres)
R= Runoff Treatment Depth Criteria (i inch specified)

Vsl = (75) (I) (3630) = 272,250 cu.ft.

The facility’s size may be determined, since the maximum depth of the detained
water is specified. Use the following equation:

a - Vsl/d

where:

a = average size of detention pond (square feet)

Vsl = storage volume (272,250 cu.ft.)

d : depth of storage (1 ft. specified)
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therefore:

a = 272,250 ft2 or 6.25 acres

The invert elevation of the discharge control structure orifice must be set
equal to or above the seasonal high water table elevation to avoid changing
the existing conditions as specified. Therefore, the bottom of the bleed
down orifice should be no lower than 10 feet NVGD as stated by the
information given.

Step 2 - Determine the size of the device needed to limit the rate of
drawdown for the first stage to satisfy state or local criteria.

Input Requirements and Procedures

In Florida, the most commonly used means of metering the first stage of
detention facilities is accomplished by cutting or drilling one or more
small round openings (i.e., orifices) at the appropriate elevation along the
barrel of a riser pipe, through a weir, or through the face of a concrete
box drop inlet spillway. The required inputs for estimating the size of the
orifice required is average depth of storage or head (h) effecting the .
orifice during the drawdown period considered and the desired release rate.
The storage volume Vsl and the minimum drawdown time are usually required to
determine the allowable rate of release.

The orifice equation is modified to solve for A (area of orifice) as
fol lows :

Q = CdA(29h)1/2

A-Q
Cd(2gh)1/2

where:

Q = rate of discharg~ (cfs)
A orifice area (ft~)
g = gravitational constant (32.2 ft/sec2)
h = depth of water above the flow line (center) of

orifice (ft)
Cd = orifice coefficient (usually assumed = .6)

R0071 t 04

6- 76



By setting "h" equal to the average depth between two stages and calculating
the average rate of drawdown during the interval, the designer can calculate
the orifice area required. The average rate of discharge is determined by
dividing the volume of storage available between the intervals of elevation
by the time period of concern in seconds. Using the existing state
guidelines for these systems would stipulate that the device must limit
outflow to no more tha~ .5 Vsl over the first 60 hours. This translates to
a value of 2.315 x 10-~ Vsl cfs as the controlling rate of discharge.
The entire solution for the previous example is shown below.

Example:

Given the 75 acre residential project mentioned previously, what is the
orifice area required to limit drawdown to one-half the storage volume over
a sixty (60) hour period? Recall that the storage required to meet water
quality criteria (i.e., Vsl) is equal to 272,250 cubic feet. Also recall
that the depth of storage was specified to be one foot.

Rearrange the orifice equation and solve for (A)

A = Q
Cd(2gh)I/2

Substitute the following values in the equation:

Cd = .6
A = orifice cross section area (ft2)
g = 32.2 ft/sec2

Q = 272,250 ft3 (2.315x10"6) = .63 cfs
h = 1.0 ft + .5 ft -: .75 ft

2

(NOTE): This is the average depth of storage during
the drawdown period where one-half the storage volume is
presumed to be recovered.)

Therefore:

A : .63 cfs/.6 [(2)(32.2 ft/sec2) (.75 ft)]I/2

or;

I A = .15 sq.ft. I
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To determine the diameter of a circular orifice rearrange the equation for
the area of a circle and solve for D (diameter) as follows:

Eq. for area of a circle; A = ~D2

Rearrange and solve for D

D = (4A/~_L)I/2

Substituting A = .15 sq.ft, from above,

I D - [4(.15)/3.1416]"5 : .44 ft. I

Use a 5 inch diameter orifice

Step 3 - Use Figure 6-5 to estimate Vs, storage volume for peak discharge
control.

Input requirements and procedures

Figure 6-5 may be used to estimate storage volume (Vs) required or
peak outflow discharge (%). The most frequent application is to
estimate Vs, for which the required inputs are runoff volume (Vr),

qo, and peak inflow discharge !qi) To estimate qo, the
required inputs are Vr, Vs, ano qi~

Estimating Vs

To estimate the storage volume required, use the following procedure:

a) Determine qo" Many factors may dictate the selection of peak outflow
discharge. The most common is to limit downstream discharges to a
desired level, such as predevelopment discharge. Another factor may be
that the outflow device has already been selected.

b) Estimate qi by procedures outlined in chapters 4 or 5 of TR-55, Second
Edition published by SCS, june 1986. Do not use peak discharges
developed by any other procedure. When using the Tabular Hydrograph
method to estimate qi for a subarea, only use peak discharge
associated with Tt = O.

c) Compute qo/qi and determine Vs/Vr from Figure 6-5.
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FIGURE 6-5

APPROXIMATE DETENTION BASIN ROUTING FOR RAINFALL TYPES I, IA, II AND Ill

¯ , ~- ’ i I~, Tyl~es I~ & [[~ III I I! I I I i

.1
.I           .2           .3           .4           .5           .6           .7           .8

Peak outflow discharge .qo)
Peak inflow discharge

U.S.D.A. Soil Conservation Service, 210-VI-TR-55,
Second Ed., June 1986.
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d) Q (in inches) is determined when computing qi in step b above.
However it must be converted to the units in which V: is to be
expressed - most likely, acre-feet or cubic feet.T6     convert Q to Vr
expressed in acre-feet:

Vr = .083 Q(A)

where:

V = runoff volume (acre-feet),
= runoff (in),

A = drainage area (ac.) and
.083 = conversion factor from acre-inches to acre-feet.

e) Use the results of steps c and d to compute Vs:

Vs
Vs = Vrm

Vr

where Vs = storage volume required (acre-feet).

The stage in the detention basin corresponding to Vs for stage I plus
stage 2 must be equal to the stage used to generate qo"

Example

Going back to the situation mentioned earlier, recall that a 75-acre
development is being planned that discharges into an existing channel designed
for present conditions. Assume the watershed is in the type II storm
distribution region. Suppose that the present channel capacity, 180 cfs, was
established by computing discharge for the 25-year-frequency storm by the
Graphical Peak Discharge method (Chapter 4 SCS, 210 VI - TR-55, Second
Edition, June 1986.) Further presume that the developed-condition peak
discharge (qi) computed by the same method is 360 cfs, and runoff (Q) is 3.4
inches. Since outflow must be held to 180 cfs, a detention basin having the
maximum outflow discharge (%) will be built at the watershed outlet.

How much storage (V) will be required to meet the maximum outflow discharge
(%) of 180 cfs, an~ what will be the approximate dimensions of a
rectangular weir outflow structure? Figure 6-6 shows how SCS TR-55 worksheet
6a is used to estimate required storage (Vs stage 2 = 5.9 acre-feet) and
maximum stage (Emax = 12.0 feet).
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FIGURE 6-6

Worksheet: Detention basin storage above permanent pool,
peak outflow discharge (qo) known

Project     Coastal Flatwoods Estates By JC    Date 2/3/88

Location    Canal County, Florida By EHL Date 2/5/8~

Circle one: Present I Develope~I ? - staae structure

Elevation
(ft) FISL

11

i

10                        ~
0            B           10

Detention basin storage (acre-feet)

I. Data: 6. V~s .......
Drainage area ....... A = 75 ac.

(uV~$e
NAI 0.28 ~

Rainfall distribution
m

qo with figure 6-5)
type (I, Ik, II, Ill) : I..~I qi

sta.ee I staee I      7.
¯             (From worksheet 2

2. Frequency ...... yr I NA I 25 I
TR-SS)

r .... ac-ft NA    21.1
3. Peak inflow dis’ L I

I
(Vr " QA O.OB3)cha~ge, qi "-- cfs "5 N~ 360 2/ 3/

Fr~ worksheez ~ or

I     I-charge. ~o "’" cfs     .7     IBO

5. Compute. qo ....... I I I     10. Total storage Ill
IFF ~ volume, Vs at.ft.

11. Maximum sta~e,
E-ax
(Prom plot)

~/ 2~.~ stag~ qo includes Ist stage qo"

~/ Compute~ in the Step 2 Example

Vs
3_/ (Vs = Vr (~-)

r

After ~ " n"~.~ Soi~ Conservation Service Workshee1~ 6a.
(2"-L.-:I-T~.-~5, Secon~ Edition, June 1966)
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The rectangular weir was chosen for its simplicity; however, several types of
outlets can meet the outflow device proportion requirement. Most hydraulic
references, along with considerable research data that are available, provide
more guidance on variations of outlet devices than can be summarized here.

An outlet device should be proportioned to meet specific objectives. A weir
is suitable here because of the low head. The weir crest elevation is 11.0
feet.

Figure 6-6 also shows how SCS TR-55 worksheet 6a may be slightly modified and
used to record the storage volume (V) of 6.25 acre-ft and elevation
(Emax’) of 11.0 ft. MSL for the firs~ stage of the control structure.
The invert or crest elevation of the second stage weir to be used for peak
discharge control corresponds to the maximum storage elevation (11.0 ft. MSL)
for the first stage device. Recall that these values were determined in the
example for "Step-2" of this analysis.

The datum of the stage one control device is the center or flow line of the
five-inch diameter circular orifice. Consequently, the invert or ultimate
control elevation of the structure would be slightly (i.e., 2.5 inches) below
the mean high groundwater elevation (10.0 ft. MSL). If this small deviation
cannot be tolerated, the designer may still use the procedure to establish the
minimum orifice required. Setting the invert elevation at datum when the
structure is installed ~uld not present a problem. While stage one would, not
optimize the allowable bleed down capacity, the structure would remain in’

compliance with state criteria since the end result would be a reduction in
the actual rate of discharge and a concurrent increase in drawdown time.

The second stage is proportioned to discharge the correct amount at 12.0 ft.
(Figure 6-6, step 11). However, the maximum allowable rate of discharge for
the second stage equals the total discharge minus discharge through the first
stage. Consequently, the designer must first compute the discharge through
the first stage for elevation 12.0 ft. using the orifice equation.

Q = CdA (2gh)1/2

where:

Q = Discharge (cfs)
A = Orifice Cross-Sectional Area (ft2) ^
g Gravitational Constant (32.2 ft/secz)

h = Head over Orifice (ft.)
Cd = Orifice Discharge Coefficient

(.6 usually presumed)
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h and A are determined as follows:

h = E a o Flowline Elev. of Orifice1o.o -- 2.0 ft.
Since A was established equal to 0.15 sq.ft, during the "Step 2" analysis,
the equation may be solved for Q

Q : .6 (.15) (2 x 32.2 x 2).5
: 1.0 cfs

As may be seen, in this instance the contribution associated the maximum
allowable discharge (180 cfs) specified on the worksheet for the second stage
device (Figure 6-6, step 4). In this instance the first stage can be ignored
and the required weir crest length (Lw) for the second stage may be
determined as though the control structure was a single stage device.

Using the total storage VSht 12.15 acre-ft (Figure 6-6, step 10) and the
elevation-storage curve, ~maximum stage (Emax) is approximately 12.0
ft.

The rectangular weir equation is

qo " 3.2 LwHwI"5                                               "

where:

qo = peak outflow discharge (cfs),
~ = weir c~est length (ft, and-W
Hw = head over weir crest (ft).

Hw and qo are computed as follows:

Hw = E a - weir crest elevation

Sincei ~ is known to be 180.cfs, solving the weir equation for

Lw y’e s;

Lw -"3.2 Hwl.5

= 180    = 56 ft.
3.2 (1.0)1-5

In summary, the outlet structure is a rectangular weir with crest length of
56 ft, Hw -- 1.0 ft, and qo = 180 cfs corresponding to a V : 12.15
acre-ft, of which 6.25 acre-ft, is associated with the stage one water
quality criteria.
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If the width of the control structure (weir) exceeds either the physical
capacity of the site or the owners pocket-book the designer may wish to
increase the depth of storage (H) associated with stage one. In this
example, an increase in the depth of the first stage to 1.5 ft. or elevation
11.5 MSL and a corresponding increase in Hw to slightly less than 3.0 ft.
(Ema~ = 13.0 ft. MSL) would result in a sizeable reduction in crest
length Lw = 30.6 ft. However, the designer should be aware that
fluctuatlons in the design depth of stage .one exceeding one foot can make the
selection of plantings difficult and drastically influence ~he possibility of
success in the establishment of a viable littoral zone. Recent reports seem
to support the findings that nuisance species such as cattails and willows
will out compete the preferred native aquatic species in these situations.

Pollutant Removal Parameters

There are several parameters that will determine the pollutant removal
efficiency of a wet pond. These parameters include the pond geometry, wet
pond depth, the area ratio, and the volume ratio. These parameters are
discussed in detail in the following sections.

Pond Geometry                                                         ~

Most experts agree that the pond geometry has a strong influence on how
effectively the permanent pool volume is used to remove pollutants. In some
cases, there are areas of the pond that are ineffective in providing any
pollutant control. This occurs in dead storage areas where inflow is
bypassed without mixing. Figure 6-7 shows several examples of reservoir
shapes which have large dead storage volumes and are to be avoided.

To avoid dead storage areas where mixing and settling of inflow pollutants do
not occur, the length to width ratio should be no less than 3:1. In
addition, a wedge shaped reservoir with the inlet located at the narrow end
will maximize inflow mixing. If dead storage areas of flow are unavoidable
based on topographic conditions, the effective length of flow can be
increased by adding diversion barriers in the pond. These barriers may be
created by a small island, a peninsula, or some sort of baffle.

Wet Pond Depth

Selecting the wet pond depth is dependent on the intended use of the pond.
If the pond is to be a multiple purpose facility, the depth of the permanent
pool will vary to provide water quality enhancement, wildlife benefits, and
recreational uses.
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Figure 6-7
EXAMPLES OF DEAD STORAGE AREAS IN WET PONDS

MAIN CAN AL

|l

II DEAD STORAGE

A shallow marsh habitat or wetlands environment can be created by a wet pool
depth ranging from 1/2 to 2 feet. The shallow depth will allow emergent
aquatic vegetation to be establishedwhich is very beneficial in removing
nutrients and other attached pollutants from the water column. A shallow
marsh area also provides an-excellent environment for wildlife (Godfrey,
1985).

Florida Game and Freshwater Fish Commission has specified that optimum fish
production will normally be achieved given a 6 to 8 feet deep pool over at
least i/3 of the surface area. A minimum surface area of 1/4 acre is also
recommended for pond management purposes by some agencies such as the Soil
Conservation Service.

With respect to water quality enhancement, a pond containing areas of both
shallow depths (less than 2 feet) and deep depths (greater than 3 feet) may
be the most beneficial. The emergent aquatic vegetation in the shallow areas
will reduce nuturient loads into the pond which will prevent excessive algae
growth. The deeper areas of the pond will provide pollutant removal by
gravity settling during and after storm events.

Wet ponds should generally be limited to a maximum depth of B-lO feet.
Ponds that are deeper are envisioned to present a greater possibility for
contributing toward potential groundwater contamination. Likewise, the



creation of anaerobic conditions over large areas of the lake bottom is also
seen as more likely under these circumstances. Consequently, the
solublization of pollutants (e.g., metals and phosphorus) normally bound in
the sediment and their release to the overlying water column is perceived to
be probable by many regulatory agencies including the Department of
Environmental Regulation.

Area and Volume Parameters of Wet Ponds

There are two important area and volume parameters that effect the pollutant
removal efficiency of wet ponds. These parameters are the area ratio
(A/As), and the volume ratio (VB/VR).

The area ratio (A/__~Z~A) is determined by dividing the drainage area (A) by
the wet pool ~urTace area (A~). For an example, an area ratio of 40
represents a 2 acre basin surface area serving an 80 acre drainage area.

Adherance to state guidelines that were discussed pertaining to the temporary
storage and slow release of the first 1 inch of runoff will result in an area
ratio of 18 or lower provided the depth of stage one is limited to no more
than 18 inches. A basin surface area with a percentage of the contributing
catchment area of 5 or more will maximize pollutant removal for most standard
parameters including solids, traffic related metals, and nutrients (EPA,
1987). An area ratio of 18 or lower translates to a value of 5 percent or
more in terms of the EPA criteria. Consequently, it may be concluded that
the state criteria indirectly result in a maximization of design in this
particular respect.

The volume ratio (VB/VR) is equal to the wet pool volunm (VB) divided by the
mean-runoTf~me---{-~-~-. The mean runoff volume (VR) can be estimated by
multiplying the mean rainfall depth times the rational runoff coefficient
(C), the drainage area of the basin, and the appropriate conversion factor.

In regard to (VB), for purposes of maximizing the assimilation of pollutants
in wet ponds, particularly nutrients, the following statements were offered
to the Department (CDM, 1985):

"Since the major biological mechanisms (e.g., algal uptake) for pollutant
removal in a wet detention basin are essentially lake eutrophication
processes, eutrophication modeling theory can be used to adequately size the
permanent pool" .... A residence time of 2 weeks is considered to be the
minimum duration that ensures adequate opportunity for algal growth."
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The consultant goes on to state:

"A design residence time of about 2 weeks is in the same order
of magnitude as the residence times achieved by several of the
wet pond BMPs monitored under the EPA NURP Study ... As may be
seen, these recommended permanent pool storage volumes are
equivalent to approximately 2.0 inches per impervious acre plus
0.5 inches per pervious acre."

In the consultants opinion, based on field experience, adherence to this
simple to apply empirical approach will result in a detention basin wet pool
volume (VB) sufficient to ensure that a hydraulic residence time approaching
2 weeks is achieved. The facility would also be expected to perform well
from a water quality perspective. Consequently, it may be concluded that
the basin volume to runoff volume ratio (VB/VR) determined by estimating VR
and VB as discussed above is appropriate. However, it may be seen that the
proper ratio will be highly variable. Its’ value will depend on the average
~ll per event per region, the runoff coefficient, and the amount
impervious area.

A slightly more rigorous approach to confirm that the appropriate basin
volume to runoff volume is achieved, incorporates the average interval
between storms into the previous assessment. In this procedure, VR is
calculated as before. The value of VR is then multiplied times fourteen
(14) days and divided by the average interval (days) between events to
determine the volume of the basin permanent pool (VB).

For example, consider a 75-acre project, as discussed before, with an
associated coefficient of runoff (C:.4), located in Tallahassee where the
mean storm volume (P) is .65 inches. Rainfall statistics recorded at the
airport show that the average interval between events equals 86 hours or 3.6
days. The appropriate basin volume (VB) in acre feet is determined as
follows:

VB (Ac.Ft.) - [VR(A) (14 days)/(Days interval between events)] x
CF (.083)

where:

VR = Coeffficient of runoff (C) x mean storm volume (P) inches.
Watershed area (acres)

CF = Conversion factor ac-in, to ac.ft. (.083)

The equation can be solved, assuming that the watershed area (A) is
equivalent to the project area (75 acres) given the values of (C) and (P)
that were specified above and an interval of 3.6 days.
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VB (Ac-Ft.): .083 (.4) (.65) (75) (14/3.6)
: 6.3 Ac.Ft.

The mean runoff volume VR would equal:

VR = CF (C) (P) (A) or
VR = .083 (.4) (.65) (75)

= 1.6 Ac.Ft.

Therefore the appropriate volume ratio in this example is VB/VR =
6.3/1.6 = 3.9.

Planning and Design Considerations

Emergency Spillway: In Florida designers often fail to provide for the
occurence of catastrophic events. These oversights are not advisable. In any
circumstance where damage to downstream property or public safety is
jeopardized impoundment structures should be provided with emergency spillways
which, as a minimum, can pass runoff from the one hundred year frequency storm
without damage to the impoundment structure.

DischarBe Structures: Discharge control devices may be either single-stage
multi-stage devices. They should be designed such that the permissible release
rate is not exceeded at the highest water level. The control structure should
be adequately designed to prevent failure and resultant property damage and
loss of life. Due consideration should be given to preventing the plugging of
the discharge structure by debris. High intensity landuse areas with
significant percentages of impervious surfaces should include provisions to
prevent hydrocarbons (oil and grease) from exiting the discharge facility.

The outlet of the discharge device shall be protected from scouring. Riprap,
plunge pools, energy dissipators or other acceptable means should be used for
this purpose.

Sediment: Probable quantities of sediment from the drainage area should be
estimated for the expected life of the pond taking into consideration future
development trends. The structure should include capacity for sediment storage
and provisions for periodic sediment removal if necessary.

Shoreline Protection: The shoreline of large impoundments should be
adequately protected from littoral currents or wave action which can. cause
shoreline erosion.

Draining: Provisions should be made for completely draining wet ponds to
allow periodic cleaning, inspection and maintenance. Drain facilities may be
an integral part of the flow control structure or a separate structure.
However, these features invite misuse. Permitting authorities have begun to
require that gate valves for this purpose be locked. Keys are supplied only in
the appropriate circumstances.

Multi-Purpose Ponds: Permanent ponds designed for multiple use should meet
the specific requirements of the uses intended in addition to the stormwater
management requirements stated herein.
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Saf.~]~: Ponds which are readily accessible to populated areas should
incorporate all possible safety precautions. Steep side slopes at the
perimeter should be avoided or fenced and dangerous outlet facilities should
be protected by enclosure. Warning signs for deep water and potential health
risks associated with body contact recreation should be used wherever
appropriate.

Aesthetics: A storage facility is an integral part of the environment
and therefore should serve as an aesthetic improvement to the area if
possible. Use of good landscaping principles is encouraged. The planting
and preservation of desirable trees and other vegetation should be an
integral part of the storage facility design.

Construction Specifications

Widely acceptable construction standards and specifications such as those
developed by the USDA - Soil Conservation Service or the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers for embankment ponds and reservoirs should be followed to build the
impoundment. Attention to details of construction and adherence to speci-
fications are as important as adequate investigations and safe design. A safe
design can be ruined by poor construction.

Chapter 17 of the SCS Engineering Field Manual provides guidance on cons-
truction methods for the various elements of a pond or reservoir. Specifi-
cations for the work should conform to methods and procedures for installiing
earthwork, concrete, reinforcing steel, pipe, watergates, metalwork, woodwork
and masonry, that are applicable to the site and the purpose of the
structure.

Maintenance

Maintenance is of primary importance if urban impoundments are to continue to
function as originally designed. A local government, a designated group such
as a homeowners’ association, or some individual must accept the responsi-
bility for maintaining the structures and the impoundment area. A specific
maintenance plan should be formulated outlining the schedule and scope Of
maintenance operations.

Debris removal in detention basins can be achieved through the use of trash
racks or other screening devices.

Maintenance of sediment and debris basins is extremely important. Plans
should include provisions for sediment removal when a certain storage
elevation is reached. Debris should be removed from the basin following
each storm.

Design with maintenance in mind. Good maintenance will be crucial to
successful use of the impoundment. Hence provisions to facilitate maintenance
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operations must be built into the project when it is installed. Maintenance
must be a basic consideration in design and in determination of first cost.

A permanent easement at least fifteen feet in width should be provided around
the perimeter of an impoundment to allow for maintenance and to provide a
buffer from encroachment. The easement should be measured from the maximum
elevation of the storage pool. An easement also must be provided for access
to the impoundment location.

The following are some items which should be considered in formulating a
maintenance plan:

Sediment: Sediment deposition should be continually monitored in the
basin. The maintenance plan should specify a specific point or elevation at
which the sediment should be removed. Owners, operators, and maintenance
authorities should be aware that significant concentrations of heavy metals
(e.g., lead, zinc., and cadmium) as well as some organics such as pesticide,
may be expected to accumulate at the bottom of these treatment facilities.
Testing of sediment (EP Toxicity) especially near points of inflow should be
conducted to determine the leaching potential and level of accumulation of
hazardous material before disposal via landspreading or filling is
prescribed.

Inlets: Pipe inlets should be inspected after each major storm, and     .
accu-~’~’lated debris and sediment should be removed each year.

Outlets: During each year of operation pipe outlets should be inspected
after each storm to determine whether outflow is causing erosion. Wherever
such erosion is detected, effective measures should be taken to stabilize and
protect the affected area. These precautions are particularly important
during the immediate post construction phase of the project.

Vegetation: Trees and shrubs should be kept off of dam and emergency
sp111way areas. Should these plants die from disease, lighting or other
causes, their large and decaying root system can seriously reduce the
stability of an embankment. Vegetation should be maintained for critical area
stabilization as specified in vegetative practices contained in this
handbook.

Insects: Precautions should be taken to minimize the production of
fast-breeding insects in and around the ponded area. Possible control
measures include controlling the growth of grass at shorelines, varying the
water depth every few days, and stocking the pond with larvae-eating fish.

Safety Inspections: All permanent impoundments should be inspected
periodically by a qualified professional engineer to insure that they remain
structurally sound and mechanically efficient. An annual safety inspection is
ecommended where the potential for downstream damage and loss of life due to
impoundment failure is high. All structures should be inspected following
major storms as well.
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FIGURE 6-8
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FIGURE 6-9
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SW BMP 3.03

EXFILTRATION TRENCHES

(also referred to as infiltration pits and trenches)

Definition

On-site retention of stormwater accomplished below the ground. The
subsurface retention facilities most commonly used in Florida are excavated
trenches, backfiIled with coarse graded aggregate. Stormwater runoff is
collected for temporary storage and infiltration. These facilities often
include perforated pipe. Water is exfiltrated from the pipe and infiltrates
the trench walls and, to some extent, the trench bottom for disposal and
treatment. The addition of the pipe is viewed to increase the storage
available in the system and helps promote infiltration by making delivery of
the runoff waters more effective and evenly distributed over the length of
the facility. Most designs include a weir overflow structure or a diversion
sometimes called a "smart box". The device is installed at the point of
inflow to the trench system. Its’ purpose is to route a specified volume of
stormwater in the perforated pipe and trench for percolation into the
surrounding soil. Excess water from larger storms is by-passed away from the
facility (see Figure 6-10).

Purposes

I) To retain the "first flush" of stormwater runoff to promote water quality
improvement,

2) To reduce the runoff volu~ and peak discharge rate from a site, thus
contributing to a reduction in downstream flooding and channel
degradation.

3) To filte~ contaminants out of runoff before it reaches receiving waters
and promote recharge of groundwater supplies.



Conditions Where Practice Applies

Where the subsoil is sufficiently permeable to provide a reasonable rate of
infiltration, and where the water table is sufficiently lower than the design
depth of the facility to prevent pollution of the groundwater. This practice
is normally used where space is limited and land is expensive. Frequently
used for the disposal of runoff from roof drains, parking lots, tennis courts
and roadways. This practice is not recommended where runoff water contains
high concentrations of suspended materials unless a presettling or filtering
mechanism is provided. Likewise, grease and oil traps are also highly
recommended prior to discharge to these systems. These precautions are
primarily for maintenance reasons since exfiltration systems are very
susceptible to clogging and sediment build up reducing their hydraulic
efficiency and storage capacity to unacceptable levels.

Planning Considerations

Under conditions of natural vegetative cover, a considerable portion of the
rainfall from minor storms evaporates or is held or absorbed by the
vegetation. Most of the remainder infiltrates into soil so that very little
runoff occurs. Conditions can change radically with typical urban develop-
ments such that considerably less rainfall is taken up by plants or infil-
trated into the soil. Infiltration measures offer a way to restore the
hydrologic balance on a developed site by providing a facsimile of the
natural process of infiltration.                                       ~’

Site Characteristics: The degree to which subsurface infiltration can be
used depends upon the physical characteristics of the soils, the nature of
the local groundwater system, and the depth of bedrock. Typically,
exfiltration/infiltration systems would not be recommended in high water
table areas nor locations where the limestone aquifer is within a few feet of
the land surface. This advisory is due to an obvious reduction in the
capacity to .percolate water and the increased potential for groundwater con-
tamination. Nonetheless, exfiltration systems have become widely used in
several areas where such conditions persist. There are a variety of reasons
for their popularity, including high land cost, lack of space for other means
of treatment and deteriorating surface waters in coastal areas associated
with highly polluted runoff from development and increasing levels of
salinity (salt water intrusion) due to over drainage.

Integrated Runoff Control: Infiltration may be incorporated as one part
of an overall runoff control system using several different techniques. For
larger sites, or in places where most of the site is impervious, infiltration
measures may be capable of handling only a portion of the runoff and
pollutant loading.

Types of Facilities: Exfiltration and infiltration trenches consist of
long narrow excavations with depths normally less than 6 feet. The geometry
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of these facilities can be variable; however, wide, shallow trenches usually
have higher infiltration rates than deep narrow ones. As a general rule, the
ratio of side area to bottom area should not exceed 4:1. Figure 6-10 shows a
cross section of a typical trench draining a paved parking area.

Exfiltration trenches of various design represent the primary stormwater
quality treatment practice used in Florida to address existing highly
urbanized problem spots (retrofitting). Since the mid to late 1970°s both
Dade County and the City of Miami Department of Public Works have been
installing underground storage and percolation trenches to reduce the level
of direct stormwater discharges to their extensive canal system. Likewise,
the City of Orlando has used exfiltration trenches as a primary means to
lower the stormwater pollutant load impacting the quality of its’ lakes,
beginning with Lake Eola located in the heart of the downtown business
district. Both efforts have been reasonably successful.

The principal types of these management practices that would normally be
installed to improve the water quality of existing systems in Miami, Florida
are illustrated in Figures 6-11 and 6-12. These practices are designed to
provide various amounts of on-line retention, typically accommodating runoff
from a three-year to ten-year design storm, depending on land use. A
sizeable portion of the runoff water is usually percolated directly into the
limestone.

The Dade County (208) Areawide Water Quality Management Plan (1979) notes
that the French drain method was very cost effective. As shown in Figure.
6-11, French drains are supported by ballast rock. Such structures are used
mainly in northern Dade County, where the soils are not capable of supporting
an open straight sided trench. Most French drain systems use 24" pipe at a
cost of $28/linear foot (19/9 prices). Larger pipes are necessary only in
areas where an excessive amount of stormwater is expected. The maintenance
costs published for this system range from $3/linear foot for the flushing of
the pipes to $30/year/catch basin for removal of debris.

Much like a French drain, a slab covered trench is no more than a ditch cut
at least one foot below the water table. The main difference in the two
systems, as seen in Figure 6-12, is that the slab covered trench contains no
coarse aggregate nor a distribution pipe. The system allows a free,
unobstructed interaction with the groundwater. Again, as with the French
drain, a catch basin(s) must accompany each trench. The cost of the system
is. identical to that of the French drain with maintenance costs also being
similar (catch basin cleaning). Covered trenches are installed in the
central and southern parts of the county where the substrata is limerock.
Wide use of these facilities is possible due to the high transmissivity of
the shallow aquifer in Dade County. These systems handle water quantity
and hopefully improve water quality. They are thought to attenuate
pollutants through chemical reactions within the aquifer.
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FIGURE 6-10
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F[GURE 6-11
FRENCH DRAIN (EXFILTRAT]ON TRENCH), DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA
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FIGURE 6-12
TYPICAL SECTION, SLAB COVERED TRENCH, DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA
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In cases where pollutants such as oil and grease are expected in high
quantities, added protection is given to the groundwater through separation
devices built into the seepage system design. However, the verdict is not in
on any potential negative impacts these systems may have on the quality of
groundwater supplies. In Dade County, special attention is given to those
facilities lying in heavily industrialized areas and within the cone of
influence of a wellfield. Nevertheless, such procedures are not strongly
encouraged by the Department. on a general use basis. Unless pretreatment is
provided a case by case evaluation of the groundwater characteristics and the
probable effects given the constituents expected in the stormwater is
normally required.

The counterpart of the Dade County exfiltration system as applied in the
Orlando, Lake Eola watershed is illustrated by Figure 6-13. Notice that the
system shown at the top of the page includes a baffle or spliter as discussed
previously. The purpose is to divert the "first flush" or initial one-half
inch of runoff into the exfiltration system.

Also notice that the second system shown receives runoff directly from the
street. This circumstance is not normally recognized as a good idea from an
operation and maintenance persp-~tive. However, the city reports that
several of these systems have functioned without failure and with only
minimal maintenance for nearly ten years. Other jurisdictions have not been
so lucky.

Stormwater discharge that may include synthetic organic compounds such as ~
solvents should be monitored for several storms before design plans are made.
This precaution is particularly important in any area where the aquifer must
be protected. The absence or occurrence of any pollutants that might not be
treatable via filtration through the soil, sand or limerock should be
established prior to designing a treatment system. In these instances it is
always possible that the physical, chemical, and hydrologic properties of the
constituent may be known such that an effective scheme could be devised to
increase the effectiveness of the system to handle these exotic pollutants.

Runoff Filtering: To improve the length of time between major main-
tenance, grease, oil, floatable organic materials and settleable particles
should be removed from runoff water before it enters the infiltration
facility. These materials can take up storage capacity and reduce
infiltration rates. Runoff filtering devices such as grass borders or filter
strips, swales, sediment traps, and grease traps can be used to remove
objectionable materials. Figure 6-14 illustrates the concept of using a
vegetated area for these purposes as practiced in Maryland.

Design Criteria

Local criteria for the design of infiltration and exfiltration facilities
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FIGURE 6-13

Examples of Typical Underground Percolation Systems
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FIGURE 6-14

Example Application of a Vegetated Area for
Pretreatment of Runoff Prior to Exftltration in Frederick Co. HD
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should De followe~ when they exist. Since this practice may also De used for
flood control to some extent, local ~egulations may affect (increase) the
minimum design requirements established by the state for water quality
protection as discussed herein.

Storage Capacity: The size of an infiltration facility is dependent upon
its purpose. For pollutant removal purposes, the larger the storage capacity
the greater the removal efficiency. A storage volume to accommodate the
first half-inch of runoff or the runoff from the first inch of rainfall is
estimated to provide up to 80% annual removal efficiency.

To meet minimum state retention requirements, the trench must have the
capacity to retain the above volume without direct discharge. Storage
volumes may De calculated in the same way as other retention facilities.
These systems are usually located in highly impervious but rather small
watersheds. In these instances, the time of concentration usually will not
effect the overall storage capacity. Water from the most distant reaches of
the watershed will be delivered to the treatment facility within a few
minutes of water from down gradient. Consequently, the storage capacities
will not need to be significantly increased to maintain the desired level of
pollutant removal (i.e., 80% - 90%). Therefore, the effect of watershed
shape, size, and time of delivery may usually be ignored.

The storage volume required may be calculated very simply if exfiltration
from the system is not used in an attempt to reduce the size of the
facility.

Volume of Storage Required (ft3) = VsR

VsR = 1/2 in. X A (acres) X 43560 ft2 x I ft
AC        ~n.;Or,

VsR (ft3) = 1815 A

Void Space: Most infiltration facilities are designed with aggregate
fillers as shown in Figures 6-10 through 6-13. To estimate the available
storage volume, the designer must know the void ratio of the aggregate.
Generally, stone of up to 1.5-inch diameter is acceptable. Rounded stones
have higher void ratios than angular crushed stone.

In most areas of Florida, the volume associated with coarse aggregate is
computed based on 40% - 50% voids. The storage volume available in an
exfiltration trench without a distribution pipe (as illustrated by Figure
6-14) may be determined as follows:
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Volume Storage Available: VsA (ft3) = volume of void space.

VSAVsA = 0.5 0.5 WHL(i’e~3v°id ratio) x W x H x L; or,

where:

W : trench width (ft)
H : depth of trench or that part above the seasonal high

water table (ft)
L : trench length (ft)

In order to satisfy the general permit criteria in Chapter 17-25 F.A.C.

VsA must be equal to or greater than VsR

by substitution;

0.5 WHL = 1815A

In most cases the depth of the trench (H) and the width (W) are predetermined
or selected by the engineer. Trench dimensions of 4 ft. x 4 ft. or 3 ft. x 3
ft. are quite commonly Chosen by many designers. However, the equation may
be rearranged to solve for any of the three trench dimensions desired. To
determine the length of trench (L) required (most common situation) the
equation becomes:

L : 3630 A
WH

where:

A = contributing drainage area in (acres); and,

All other terms are the same as discussed in the previous
equation.

Open Space in Pipes: Facilities with perforated pipes for distribution
may include the area inside the pipe above the water table as available
storage. The equation for calculating the length of trench required given
this circumstance is derived as follows:

Volume of Storage Required (VsR) = 1815 A;
as before, VsR must = Volume of Storage Available (VsA)

VsA = pipe volume + [(trench volume - pipe volume) x (void
ratio)]
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Assume:

o L : trench length and gnat pipe length and ~renci~ length are
approximately equal.

° Void ratio of coarse aggregate in the trench surrounding the
pipe = .5

o trench volume = WHL

Given:

° Storage Volume in the pipe (pipe volume) = ~ d2 L ; and,
4

by substitution:

1815 A = ~d2 L         ~d2 L+ (WHL         ) (.5)
4           4

= ~d2 L + (WHL - .25~d2 L)
4         2

= ~d2 L + 2 WHL - .5~d2 L
4      4      4

multipling both sides by 4 the equation becomes:

7260 A = ~d2 L + 2 WHL m .5~d2 L
~2 WHL + .5~ L
~ (2WH + .5~d~) (L)

solving for L

L =     3630 A
WH + .25

where all symbols are the same as in previous equations or as discussed
above and d = pipe diameter in (ft.).

Example Problem

Given: A 4’ x 4’ exfiltration trench constructed for a 2 acre project.
W--~--is the length of trench required to retain the first half-inch of
runoff? Assume a 12-inch diameter perforated pipe is used to distribute
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runoff water evenly along the entire length of the system an~ that the
percent voids or porosity of coarse aggregate : ~.5 or 50%.

Solution

Working through the various factors in the equation previously discussed:

A : area : 2 acres
W = trench width = 4 ft.
H : trench depth : 4 ft.
~ : constant : 3.1416
d : pipe diameter = 12 in. or i ft.

substituting into the equation

3630 (2)     = 432.5 ftL (ft) : (4) (4) +    ~ (I)        "

4

If the 1 ft. diameter perforated pipe was not used for distribution or to
increase storage, the trench length required would have equaled 453.75 ft.
As may be seen, small diameter (I ft or less) pipe makes little difference in
trench length (slightly less than 5%). However, using 24-inch pipe can
reduce trench length to 379.3 ft. while 36-inch pipe reduces the system to
314.7 ft. or approximately 16% and 31% respectively.

Analysis of Drawdown Time: Similar to other retention systems, exfiltration
facilities designed to meet state pollution control requirements must also
demonstrate the capacity to percolate the required treatment volume (1/2"
runoff) within a 72 hour time frame. This factor may be checked with Darcy’s
Equation (Q = KiA) using the results of field percolation or infiltration
testing described in Appendix 6-2. The infiltration velocity "K" (length/time
increment) is equated to flow "Q" (volume/time increment) based.on horizontal
cross-sectional area "A" of the trench (width x length) with an assumed
gradient of unity (i : I).

The exfiltration rate calculated using this equation is subsequently divided
into the retention volume required to determine drawdown time. If the time
for drawdown exceeds 72 hours the length of the system is expanded and
rechecked until the final design meets both retention volume and drawdown
requirements. A safety factor of 2 is normally used, to double the above
result.

AlternatiYe Sizin~ Procedures: The method of sizing exfiltration systems
discussed above is strictly related to the department’s pollution control
requirements for stormwater. It is based upon a showing of a specific amount
of retention available in the trench above the water table regardless of the
infiltration which takes place during the course of a storm.
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Other procedures have been developed for sizing these facilities ~ which the
designer determines the time related inflow an~ infiltration. Tnes~ ~esigns
include consideration of both storage in the trench soil infiltration
inherent in the system.

The two major elements of these designs consist of a mass inflow or runoff
analysis for the project and an analysis of mass outflow (volume exfiltrated)
with time. A specific design storm (e.g., 3-year l-hour duration) is
sometimes stipulated by the regulating authority for these evaluations; or,
the designer may be asked to check a range of event sizes for the critical
storm (e.g., the one which requires the maximum level of storage). Storage
is usually provided within the trench for the difference ~etween inflow and
exfiltrat~on. The most often used sizing criteria of this type (developed by
the South Flor~da Water Management District) is based on a volume of storage
equivalent to 50% of the greater of the first inch of runoff from the total
project or 2.5 inches of runoff times the impervious acreage. The length of
the system is determined using a safety factor of 2 equating the runoff
volume generated from the ~esign event with the storage volume available in
the trench (50% voids assumed) plus the volume exfiltrated out of the trench
during the course of the storm (I hr.).

Obviously, there is a rather sizeable disparity between t~e treatment volume
required by the South Florida Water Management District (S~WMD) versus that
which is specified by the department. At a minimum the volume to be
exfiltrated is double the one-half inch treatment volume associated with
retention type systems permitted for other regions of Florida. Consequently,
it is logical to presume that trench systems constructed in accordance with
the SFWMD design equation would be larger and therefore more expensive than
those planned and built on the basis of the state criteria. This anomaly is
likely to lead most designers to question the w~sdom of using the SFWMD
procedure in any cases where it is not required.

However, as may ~e seen after an examination of the information in Table 6-3,
the larger volume of treatment does not necessarily result in longer
exfiltration systems. Trench lengths are inversely relate~ to an increasing
potential in the rate of percolation (e.g., hydraulic conductivity).
Likewise, the SFWMD method outlined in the Volume IV Permit Information
Manual results in a lowering of t~e amount of exfiltration trench required as
the percentage impervious acreage is reduced if all other factors are equal.
Consequently, when the potential rate of percolation is relatively high
(e.g., 12 in./hr, or greater) and as the percentage impervious area
approaches 70% or less, the designer may fair better using the alternative
procedure.

Given a system that can be expected to actually percolate and store the
volume of runoff required by SFWMD, these shorter facilities wou~d still be
expected to achieve a level of treatment equivalent to other systems that are
permitted by state regulations. However, the water management district staff
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TABLE 6-3

Breakpoint Evaluation
of the

Effect of Hydraulic Conductivity on Trench Length

(For 4’ trench, total depth 7’, H=6’, Hz=5’, Ds=2’, & Du=4’)

CRITICAL "K" (IN/HR) (1)
PERCENT                (2)          VOLUME          LINE
IMP (%)          FDER (L)          IV METHOD      SOURCE METHOD

70 3244              6.78            9.79

80 3244              8.12           14.01

90 3244                                           9.45                                  18.98

95 3244                                         10.11                                  21.75

ASSUMES: Depth of bore hole for perc test (hw) = total depth of trench.
re/rw = 30/.375 = 80
depth below water table of bore hole (he) = Ds.

NOTE:

1) Values less than K will result in Trench Length greater than FDER
Length Equation Values shown in Column 2. Values greater than K
will resul.t in Trench Length less than FDER method.

2) Based on W = 4’, H = 4’ above WT, A : 15 acres pipe diameter i ft.
and void ratio = .5 for one-half inch runoff storage.

L = 3630 A
WH + ~ d2
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recently complete preliminary research which demonstrates that the szan~ar~
t~ench design procedure referred to as the "Volume IV Method" has a
tendency to yield trench lengths that are too Short to accompllsn ~ne degree
of in#iltra~ion for which they were designed. In tests of two exfilZrat~on
trenches that were constructed at the district office in West Palm Beach,
computer extiltration rates obtained using the stan~ar~ (Volume IV) me~hod
were found to be greater than observed rates measured during t~e one hour
design period by 32% to 158% (SFWMD, 1988)

An alternate procedure "The L~ne Source Method" was also explored by the
district staff during the study. This method is most sophisticated in
accounting for transient conditions relative to changes in head and the depth
of the saturated and unsaturated zone, as well as the reduction in the
~ydraulic gradient which occurs after a storm ~egins and tne trench is filled
with runoff waters and groundwater or water table mounding begins to take
place. The procedure results in a lowering of t~e rate of percolation
projected during the course of the design storm. Consequently, a
concommittant increase in the length of exfiltration trench required is
projected. Table 6-3 also demonstrates the magnitude of difference in trench
length which resulted when the Line Source Procedure was used to size this
particular trench system.

The input data is slightly more rigorous to obtain, but the method shows
evidence of much improvement in accuracy. The alternate method was found to
provide estimates within 13% of measured rates in the study cited earlier.
The procedure currently is being considered for adoption by the district.~
Table 6-4 lists the results of an assessment that was performed to determine
the exact value in the soil hydraulic conductivity (K) by percentages of
impervious acreage which, if exceeded, would result in trench lengths less
than those required by the Department. The evaluation was based on the same
hypothetical trench configuration used to generate the data in Table 6-3.
The results show that the brea~ point or critical value of K ~s quite
variable depending on which sizing equation is used ~y the designer.

While not shown on the table, it should ~e noted that the break point
c~anges depending on the trench dimensions and water table configuration as
well as the size of pipe used in the trench. However, the gener~l
relationship between the three methods ~s static. As shown in Table 6-4, the
use of the L~ne Source Method serves to expand the range over which the SFWMD
procedures wil| produce trench lengths longer than those computed using the
DER method.

On the promise that the more storage provided in the trench the greater the
treatment capacity, it may be concluded that the information in Table 6-3 and
Table 6-4 demonstrates that either SFWMD procedure is likely to provide
treatment (pollutant removal) greater than that required by the state given
rates of percolation of six to ten inches/hour or less. In this particular
instance, the new Line Source Method would provide equal or better treatment
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TABLE 6-4

Comparison of SFWMD & FDER
Exfiltration Trench Sizing Equations

TRENCH LENGTH (FT)
IMP AREA                             HYDRAULIC                                LINE              VOLUME           DER

(%)                       CONDUCTIVITY (IN./HR.)          SOURCE               IV            METHOD

70                                           6.0                                         3852                3537              3244

80                                           6.0                                         4403                4043              3244

90                                           6.0                                         4954                4548              3244

95                                           6.0                                         5229                4801              3244

70                                         12.0                                         3009                2080              3244

80                                      12.0                                     3439               2378            3244

90                                      12.0                                     3869               2675            3244

95                                      12.0                                     4085               2823            3244

70                                         24.0                                        2296                1141              3244

80                                         24.0                                        2624                1304             3244

90                                         24.0                                        2953                1467              3244

95                                      24.0                                     3117               1548            3244

NOTES: The hydraulic conductivity (K) inches/hour was converted to
ft/sec and was used directly to determine length (L) in the Line
Source Equation shown in Appendix 6-3. The (K) value (ft/sec) wa
also used to determine (Qp) the inflow rate to bore hole (cfs) for
the Line Source Method percolation test.

The radius of influence (re = 30’) was assumed static for all
comparisons. The total depth of the bore hole (hw = 7’) was assumed
equal to total trench depth. The radius of the bore hole (rw =
.75/2) for all situations. The value of Qp was subsequently
substituted into the Usual Open Hole Test formula also in Appendix
6-3 to determine (KT,) the Volume IV discharge coefficient
(cfs/ft2 - ft Head)~’assuming H~ : 5 ft, Ds = 2 ft and d : .75’.
The value of K IV was used in t~e Standard Volume IV length equation

¯ to determine (L).
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over a wider range of soil condiiions with m~ximum (K) values from I0
in./hour to nearly 22 in./hour as the percentage of impervious acreage
increases from 70% t~ 95% respectively. Given a location with soil
conditions such that the hydraulic conductivity (K) woJld exceed 24 in./hour,
one may find that even the Line Source Method would resulZ in a lower level
of treatment. In this particular instance, a well drained sandy soil with
rapid internal drainage would have resulted in less treatment than a
similarly situated system designed according to the DER recommended
procedure. Nonetheless, this circumstance does not necessarily indicate that
the treatment level would be unsatisfactory. The potential percentage
removal associated with either of the two SFWMD design procedure has not been
established.

However, it is safe to conclude that the DER method, wherein the
infiltration rate is not a factor in sizing (except at rates less than
i in./hour) inadvertently works to ensure that facilities constructed in
areas with more porous soil conditions will achieve a greater level of
treatment than that associated with lesser permeable soils. Therefore, to
the extent that the department’s first half-inch treatment criteria can be
relied on to accomplish 80 - 90% removal given the more moderate rate of
percolation (e.g., 6 in./hr.), the DER method can be foreseen to result in
more trench length than may be cost effective under highly permeable soil
conditions (e.g., 24 in./hr, or more). Consequently, the (SFWMD) Line Source
Method would be a more appropriate design equation given these
circumstances.

A discussion of these procedures may be found in Appendix 6-3 at the
conclusion of this chapter. For more information the reader may wish to
refer to the SFWMD Permit Information Manual for the Management and Storage
of Surface Waters.

Information Required P1annin~ An Exfiltration System

Soils Analysis: A soils analysis should be submitted with the design
plans to ensure that the substrate is suitable for percolation. It is
recommended that the trench must have a percolation rate of not less than 0.6
inches per hour. Further evaluation should be made if the soils contain a
high percentage of fine particles, since such materials have a much greater
tendency to clog. Existing soil surveys may provide an estimate of per-
colation rates but it is helpful to have field tests performed in the
vicinity of a proposed trench or pit. It is important to evaluate the
permeability of all strata to a depth exceeding that of the proposed trench.

When using soil survey information, a site visit should always be conducted
by a professional soil engineer or the Soil Conservation Service (SCS) to
confirm the soil types and point out any obvious limitations to percolation
that may not be included on the survey sheet. It is important to note that
the SCS publications present a range of permeability values for any given
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soil type at a particular location. The designer should use the lowest v~lue
since the actual ~nfiltration capacity ot the soil has been shown to be c:ose
to the minimum rate listed in these publications.

Topographic Information: Sufficient information concerning elevation
changes land use, and cover must be available to perform a mass runoff
analysis when the more complicated sizing procedures referred to earlier are
used. On sloping lands these facilities must be built parallel to lines of
equal grade perpendicular to the plane of the hill. Otherwise, the sizing
procedures discussed previously would not apply. Facilities constructed
along the plane of sloping lands are likely to experience extreme problems
due to super saturation and potential piping of cover and fill material at
the down gradient end of these structures.

Construction Design Criteria

Trench construction criteria for three different soil and geologic conditions
are discussed below:

Trenches in Rock: Exfiltration facilities cut into permeable rock are
quite often used in the Miami vicinity. These trenches are the least
expensive infiltration system to construct; however, the following conditions
must be met:

i) The rock must be able to support a specified wheel load on a covering
concrete slab or other suitable cover.

2) The rock must be amenable to excavation without blasting, or the cost
becomes prohibitive.

The inlet to the system can be placed directly over the slab cover, with
discharge directly into the trench (see Figure 6-12). A more acceptable
method is to set the inlet and catch basin adjacent to the trench and pipe
the inflow to the trench. This technique lessens the introduction ot debrls
into the system. Manhole access must be provided to facilitate cleaning and
inspection.

Trenches in Stable Soil: In this type of trench, perforated or slotted
pipe is normally used as the conduit. Coarse aggregate between the pipe and
trench wall prevents side wall collapse and distributes collected water to
the trench walls. Whetherthe pipe is included or not, the trench is usually
4 to 5 feet in width and of sufficient depth to reach a permeable soil
layer.

Coarse aggregate or other free-draining material is generally placed in the
bottom of the trench and brought up to a specified pipe flowline grade,
generally a minimum of 2 feet. Perforated or slotted pipe is then placed in
the trench and the trench is backfilled with the coarse aggregate to the
design storage elevation. A typical Dade County installation sometimes
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includes a 6-inch thickness ot finer textured filte~ material or pea rock
placed over ~ne aggregate backfill as shown in Figure 6-!i. The trench will
normally be covered with a barrier consisting of building felt, tarpaper, or
other suitab|e material to prevent the sand or fill used for cover from
piping and possible surface subsidence.

THe trench cross-sections shown in Figure 6-11 and Figure 6-12 are typical of
most installations in extreme southern Florida. The configuration is
applicable in other areas where the soil or substrate is stable and provides
sufficient infiltration capacity. Even where infiltration rates are
margin~l, the system could supplement the drainage requirements of a positive
outfall system by storing, and infiltrating a portion of the storm water into
the soil; thereby reducing the downstream requirements of the positive
system.

Trenches in Cohesionless Soil or Sand: Although trenches in cohesionless
soil require a different type ot construction, the design, final shape, and
size are the same as for a trench in stable soil. However, side slopes of
1.5:1 or 2:1 may be required, it the walls are not shored during
construction. Filter cloth must be used along the periphery of the trench to
prevent migration ot soil fines into the coarse aggregate backfill.

In a trench system where perforated pipe is used, a non-perforated section
some 6 to B feet in length is used to connect the trench to the catch basin
or inlet. This procedure serves to prevent piping near structures and
subsidence around the inlet. A concrete slab is generally placed around the
catch basin or inlet.

In the design of a trench system, any one of the above types or combination
thereof, may be used. It is recommended that a positive overflow pipe or
bypass also be provided to allow for large storm events.

General Reconmendations:

Proper construction.and routine maintenance are extremely important for
successful trench applications. A substantial number of trenches have failed
shortly after being built, primarily due to poor construction practices,
inadequate field testing or because sediment was not filtered or trapped
before entering the trench. The discussion below highlights construction and
erosion control procedures that should minimize the risk of premature
clogging.

1) Before the entire development site is graded, the area planned for the
trench should be roped off to prevent heavy equipment from compacting the
underlying soils.

2) Diversion berms should be placed around the perimeter of the trench
during all phases of construction. Sediment and erosion control plans
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for the site should be oriented to keep sediment and runoff completely
away from the trench area. Otherwise, a:tual construction ot the trench
Should not begin until after the site is completely stabilized.

3) The trench should be excavated using a backhoe or trencher equipped with
tracks or over-sized tires. Normal rubber tires should be avoided since
they compact the subsoil and may reduce infiltration capability. For the
same reason, the use of bulldozers or front-end loaders should be
avoided.

4) Sediment control is critical. It is therefore important that sediment
and erosion controls be inspected following each storm to make sure they
still work. If a vegetated buffer strip is planned for pre-treatment of
runoff entering the facility, grass should be established immediately,
preferably by sodding. When hydroseeding is used, reinforced silt fences
must be placed between the buffer and trench to prevent sediment entry
before the buffer becomes fully established.

Trench Construction Specifications

Trench construction techniques will vary with local site conditions. Strict
adherence to OSHA’s Trench Safety Code or other local regulations relative to
acceptable construction practice, should be observed. Depending upon the
length and width of trench, either backhoe or wheel or ladder type trencher
may be used for excavation. Excavated material should be stored at least 10
feet from the trench to avoid backsliding and cave-ins.

Perforated or Slotted Pipe: When perforated pipe is used for conveyance
and distribution a liberal number of holes to ensure free and rapid flow in
and out of the wails of the pipe should be provided. Large-sized pipe adds
to total storage in the trench. The use of a pipe in the trench system also
allows for ease of maintenance as described in the next section. The pipe
serves as a catchment for sediment without reducing overall efficiency.

Pipes manufactured of plastic, steel, aluminum, concrete or other materials
are available for this application. Perforated metal pipes usually have
3/8-inch diameter perforation5 uniformly spaced around the full periphery of
a pipe. Specifications stipulate not less than 30 perforations per square
foot of pipe surface. Other perforations not less than 5/16 inch in diameter
or ,slots, are permitted if they provide a total opening area of not less than
3.31 square inches per square foot of pipe surface.

Tentative specifications for slotted concrete pipe with cast slots have been
developed based on field performance and cooperative testing by Florida DOT
and industry. Concrete pipe with 3/8-inch wide slots is usually specified.
Slots should be circumferential in direction, approximately 3/8-inch in width
and not less than 4 inches in length at the inside of the pipe. Four rows of
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slots are generally specifie~ for pipe 30 incrles in diameter or less. Six
rows are specifie~ for pipe 36 inches in diameter an~ larger.

Pipe Backfill: Coarse aggregate backfill material serves to support the
sides an~ top of an infiltration trench following construction. I: also
provides goo~ be~dlng for distribution an~ overflow pipes. Aggregates for
this purpose must be soun~ an~ comply with FDOT establishe~ specifications
for durability. The material must provide sufficient void space to allow for
the storage of the require~ volume of runoff. The designer should also allow
for the accumulation of the normally encountered fine sands, silts, silty
clays, and other materia~ in stormwater to pass through the perforations or
slots in the pipe conduit into the backfill during the expected life of the
facility.

Clean, washed stone aggregate should be place~ in the excavated trench in
lifts, lightly compacted to form the base. Unwasne~ stone has enough
associated sediment to pose a clear risk of clogging at the soil/filter cloth
interface. Granite, washed pea-gravel or r~ver rock is usually acceptable.
Where possible, the use of crushed limestone aggregate should be avoided
unless the limestone is washed, contains little or no phosphorus and is of
the "hard" variety.

Pea Rock or Gravel: This material is often placed in a 6-inch layer over
the top of the aggregate for the pipe backfi|l as illustrated in Figure 6-11.
This layer serves as a filter below the impervious barrier (builders felt).
The gradation for this layer should consist of 100% material passing the
1-inch sieve with not more than 5 percent passing the No. 4 sieve.

S~nthetic Filter Fabrics:

When fine native materials are encountered in the excavation, a filter cloth
envelope or wrap should be placed around the coarse aggregate backfill. This
practice serves to prevent migration of fine materials from the surrounding
soil that could result in clogging of the trench following reverse’flow
conditions resulting from high groundwater. A number of plastic woven or
non-woven filter fabrics can be used for this purpose. However, care should
be taken to prevent tearing or puncture of the fabric. Likewise, adjacent
sheets should be well overlapped and secured to prevent openings from
developing.

To ensure good performance, synthetic fabrics (either woven or non-woven)
must be carefully selected, based on the properties required. As with
aggregate filters, fabric filters must proyide two very important functions:

i) They must be able to prevent clogging of the drain by the migration of
erodible soil or other material from the substrate into the trench,
which could also result in erosion, piping, or other problems with the
facility being protected; and
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2) They must no% in~ibi% the tree flo~: ot water.

Care should be taken in selecting the proper kin~ of tilter fabric, as
available brands differ significantly in their permeabiI~ty an~ strength. If
desired, a six inch deep filter of clean, washed sand may be subs~ituteo for
filter fabric on the bottom of the trench.

Likewise, the use of filter fabric directly surrounding slotted corrugated
polyethelene pipe has recently become a popular derivation to the typical
exfiltration trench design. In t~ese facilities, sedimentation and filtration
of particulates larger than the silt/clay size range takes place within the
perforated pipe. Consequently, tne pipe is more prone to clogging and large
reductions in capacity will occur more often than usual. While this may seem
unacceptable, manufacturers point out that the pipe may be cleaned relatively
easy using high pressure hoses, vacuum systems, etc. On the other hand,
conventional designs require complete replacement when clogging occurs.

Observation Well

An observation well is recommended for installation in every infiltration
trench. The observation well will serve two primary functions:

I) It will indicate how quickly the trench dewaters following a storm;
and

2) It will provide a method of observing how quickly the trench fills iup
with sediments.

A simple observation well may consist of perforated PVC pipe, 4 to 6 inches in
diameter. It is usually located in the center of the facility and is con-
structed flush with the ground elevation of the trench as shown in Figure
6-15. The top of the well should be capped to discourage vandalism and
tampering.

The observation well is needed to monitor the performance of the trench. It
is also useful in marking the trench location. The drain time for a trench
can be measured by placing a graduated dip-stick down the well immediate{y
after a storm and again twenty-four and forty-eight hours later.

For the first year after completion of construction, the well should be
monitored on a quarterly basis and after every large storm. It is recommended
that a log book be maintained indicating the rate at which the facility
dewaters after large storms and the depth of the well for each observation.
Once the performance characteristics of the structure have been verified, the
monitoring schedule can be reduced to an annual basis, unless the performance
data indicate that a more frequent schedule is required.

A monitoring well in the top foot of stone aggregate wi~I be required when the
trench has a stone surface. Sediment build-up in the top foot of stone
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FIGURE 6-!5

Detailed Schematic of a Typical Observation Well

’ Trench

. Test Well of 4.6 Inch
Perlorated PVC P,pe

Filter
Undisturbed Soils with
Ic of 0.27 or Orealer

Rebar Used to
Anchor Test Well

Source: Schueler (1987)
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aggregates or the surface inlet should be monitored on the same schedule as
:he ooservation well. Sedlment deposited shall not be allowed :o build up
to the point where it will significantly reduce the rate ot infiltration
into the trench.

Overflow: Unless tne facility is designed to accommodate the total
amount of anticipated runoff from a large design storm, some provisions
should be made for overflow. In order to have maximum benefit in reducing
downstream flood peaks, these structures should be designed to overflow
before the total storage capacity is reached. There are many ways to
accomplish this. Pipes can be used, for instance, to connect a sequence of
infiltration facilities so that when the first one fills, it passes water
through to the next one, and so on. Generally, several smaller facilities
are more effective than one large one, though the latter may be necessary
when there are space limitations. The capacity and cost of overflow
discharge systems can be reduced by allowing temporary storage space above
the infiltration trenches.

Because of the small drainage areas controlled by the exfiltration trench,
an emergency spillway usually is not necessary. In all cases, however, the
overland flow path of any surface runoff exceeding the capacity of the
trench should be evaluated to preclude the development of an uncontrolled,
erosive watercourse.

Seepage Analysis and Control

An analysis shall be made to aetermine any possible adverse effects of
seepage zones when there are nearby building foundations, roads, parking
lots or sloping sites. Developments on sloping sites often require the use
of extensive cut and fill operations. The use of infiltration trenches on
fill sites with steep slopes is not recommended. Fill areas can be very
susceptible to slope failure aue to slippage along the interface of the
in-situ soil and the fill material. This condition could be further
aggravated if the fill material is allowed to become saturatea using
retention practices. The methods for seepage analysis and estimation of
infiltration,rates using Darcy’s law and flow nets can be used to conduct
the seepage analysis.

When exfiltration trenches are use~ in residential areas, special care must
be taken to prevent seepage from causing unstable soil conditions near
foundations. Trenches three or more feet deep shall be locate~ at least 10
feet down gradient from foundation walls.

Maintenance

Preventive maintenance is vital to the continued effectiveness of
infiltration facilities. The use of pretreatment measures to filter out
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suspended materials that might clog the facilities is necessary because once
void areas become clogged, maintenance entails a complete replacement of the
filler material. The use of filter fabrics over the surface ot an
infiltration trench that is open to tne surface for runoff can be most
effective in keeping objectionable material from entering the facility. Of
course, periodic cleaning or replacement of clogged filter fabric will De
necessary.

Routine Maintenance

The routine maintenance requirements of trenches are not great. However,
getting property owners to actually perform them may be very difficult.
Trenches are smaller and more inconspicuous than most other BMPs, and when
located underground, they may not be visible or accessible. As a result,
residents or homeowner associations are not likely to exhibit much concern
over trench maintenance as they might for more visible BMPs, such as
detention ponds. For these reasons, a public sector commitment to regularly
inspect privately owned trenches is a necessity. Property owners and
associations will need to be educated about the function and maintenance
requirements of the trench. A legally binding maintenance agreement should
be included with the property deed that clearly describes maintenance tasks
and schedules. Further, the agreement should grant access for reguIar
inspections, and enable the public sector to perform maintenance (and bill
the owners) if the trench has been neglected. Some of the normal maintenance
tasks for trenches are detailed below.

Inspection

The trench should be inspected several times in the first year of operation,
and at least annually thereafter. The inspections should be conducted after
large storms to check for surface ponding that might indicate local or wide
spread clogging. Water levels-in the observation weI~ should be recorded
over several days to check trench drainage. Surface .trenches.can be
inspected by hand by digging with a trowel down to the first layer of filter
fabric located one foot below the surface.

Buffer Maintenance

The condition of the grass buffer strips used in conjunction with trenches
should be inspected regularly. Growth should be vigorous and dense. Bare
spots, or eroded areas, should be reseeded or re-sodded. Watering and/or
fertilization should be provided during the first few months after the strip
is established, and may periodically be needed in times of drought.

Mowing

Grass filter strips should be mowed regularly to prevent the uncontrolled
growth o$ briars and weeds which make inspections dif$icult, as well as,
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reduce aestqetic values. Filter strips in residential or camr~e"cia’ ~re~s
will need to be mowed more frequently (i2 to 14 times per year). Filte,-
strip performance will be impaired i: the grass is cut too snort. To prevent
lawn clippings from clogging the ~rencn, mowers should be equipped with
baggers.

Sediment Removal

The pre-treatment inlets of underground trenches should be checked
periodically and cleaned out when sediment depletes more than 10% of
available capacity. This can be done manually or by a vacuum pump. Inlet and
outlet pipes should be checked for clogging and vandalism.

Tree Pruning

Adjacent trees may need to be trimmed if their branches extend over a surface
trench such that falling leaves would be likely clog the grate or top of the
facility. In addition, pioneer trees that start to grow in the vicinity of a
trench should be removed immediately thereby avoiding root puncture of the
f~Iter fabric through which sediment might enter the structure.

Non-Routine Maintenance

The primary non-routine maintenance task involves rehabilitation of the
trench after it becomes clogged. There is no reliable estimate as to how
long trenches will function before they clog. Emphasis throughout this
chapter has been on designs and procedures which minimize the likelihood of
clogging. However, it is probable that the longevity of trenches may be on
orde~ of ten years at best.

Clogging in surface trenches is most likely to occur near the top of the
trench, between the upper layer of stone and the protective layer of filter
fabric. Surface clogging can be relieved by carefully removing the top layer
of stone, removing the clogged filter fabric, installing new filter fabric,
and cleaning or replacing the top stone layer. The costs for rehabilitating
a surface trench would usually not be expected to exceed 20% of the initial
construction cost.

Clogging of underground trenches is a much more serious problem as it is
likely to occur at the bottom of the trench, at the filter fabric/soil
interface. Rehabilitation of an underground trench requires the removal of
the pavement or the topsoil/vegetation layer, the protective plastic layer,
the stone aggregate, and the bottom filter fabric layer. Then, the subsoil
layer must be tilled to promote better infiltration, and each layer must be
replaced. If pavement or concrete constitute the surface layer (instead of
topsoil/grass), the rehabilitation effort becomes more difficult and costly.
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Total Maintenance Costs

No reliable data is presently available to assess maintenance costs for
trenches. Routine maintenance costs will probably run higher for surface
trenches than underground trenches, primarily due to the frequency. As nosed
before, the opposite is probably true for non-routine maintenance tasks. It
is reasonable to assume that the cost of rehabilitating an underground trench
will be roughly equivalent to the initial construction cost. Surface trench
rehabilitation should be approximately 20% of the initial construction cost;
however, there are reasons to expect that the clogging of surface trenches
may occur more frequently.

If it is assumed that surface and underground trenches will need
rehabilitation every five to fifteen years, respectively, then an annual
maintenance set-aside of 5% - 10% (surface trenches) and 10% - 15%
(underground trenches) of the initial construction cost may be needed to
cover routine/non-routine maintenance expenditures. It must be emphasized
that these estimates are highly uncertain. Until more local experience is
obtained, the issue of trench maintenance costs remains largely
speculative.
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SW BMP 3.04

SWALES USED FOR EROSION
AND

POLLUTION CONTROL

Definition

A) Swales or grassed waterways are natural or constructed conveyances
shaped or graded to required dimensions and established in suitable
vegetation for the safe disposal and treatment of runoff.

B) Chapter 403 F.S. and Chapter 17-25 F.A.C. further defines the term
"swale" by requiring a cross-section with a top width to depth ratio
of 6:1 or greater or side slopes of three horizontal to one vertical or
flatter. In addition, these rules also specify that the conveyance must
only contain standing or flowing water following a storm, be planted with
or have stabilized vegetation, and be designed to prevent erosion and
reduce pollutant concentration.

Historical Perspective and Purpose

A) "Grassed waterways" are used primarily for erosion control as safe
outlets for conservation practices such as terraces in agricultural
areas.

B) It is the usual practice to use existing topographic draws and rework
when needed.

C) With slight modification, swales/waterways can be used for the
treatment and removal of pollutants from stormwater runoff in urban
situations.

Conditions Where Practice Applies

All sites where added capacity, vegetative protection or both are required
to control erosion and/or reduce the Pollutant load from concentrated storm-
water runoff; and, where such control can be achieved by the use of this
practice alone or in combination with others. Example uses include: as
outlets for diversions and terraces; as conveyances to or outlets from
surface and subsurface detention and filtration systems; to dispose of storm-
water collected along roadways or discharged from residential areas; to
rehabilitate or stabilize natural draws carrying concentrations of runoff to
provide for or improve percolation and treatment of stormwater; and as
pretreatment practices to reduce stormwater pollutant loads before conveying
stormwater to other management practices.
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Typical Residential Roadside Swale with
Drop Inlet Slightly Raised for Storage

Fringing Swale to. Provide Pretreatment of Runoff
Entering a Stormw_ater Detention Pond or Lake
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Plannin~ Considerations

The grass-lined waterway or s~ale is one of the basic conservation practices
historically used by farmers. When rainfall exceeds tqe rate or volume at
which the soil can take in and store moisture, surplus water wil! pass ove~
the land in the form of runoff. In agricultural areas this practice is pri-
marily intended for removal of this surplus water without undue erosion or
flooding. Conventional agricultural waterways can be slightly modified to
slow the runoff velocity such that sedimentation, filtration of the runoff
through vegetation, and percolation can take place thereby allowing swales to
provide stormwater treatment in urbanizing watersheds.

Generally the use of swales is limited to slopes of less than 10% and
drainage areas of less than 150 acres (60 hectares). Design and engineering
problems can be expected where the velocity or the volume of discharge is too
great so as to cause erosion or limit pollutant removal via sedimentation,
vegetative filtration, and/or percolation. In these circumstances the
gradient may be reduced and/or pollutant removal capability improved by the
introduction of spillways, check dams, elevated driveway culverts, or other
control structures designed to reduce the velocity between each section of
the waterway, making the grass lining more feasible and increasing the time
for percolation.

To be effective in removing stormwater pollutants, swales must not be sub-
jected to low flows of long duration nor kept wet for long periods. This
will kill the vegetation and saturate the soil reducing pollutant removal.
A tile drain beneath the channel or other means of providing drainage and
protecting the center of the waterway should be considered when planning and
designing swales for sites where a high water table or seepage problems are
expected.

The successful swale system is dependent on good stormwater treatment
throughout its watershed. Good management practices reduce the peak rate of
runoff and the volume of water to be carried, percolated, or filtered by the
waterway. The swale should be protected by using a combination of the
following steps depending on what best fits the needs of the site:

° Construct the waterway in advance of any other channels or facilities
t~at will discharge into it.

° Divert all flow from the waterway during the establishment period.

° Establish the vegetative cover according to recommended techniques.
See TEMPORARY SEEDING (ES BMP 1.65), PERMANENT SEEDING (ES BMP 1.66)
and SODDING (ES BMP 1.67).

- Protect the channel seeding with mulch (manure, stubble,
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straw, jute netting, or wired and staked mJl~h).

- Sod the channel.

- Use a portable or temporary sprinkler line t~ irrigate the
new seeding or sodding to ensure and hasten establishment.

o Reduce the required capacity by dividing the runoff between two or more
outlets when needed.

° Use stable natural topographic conveyances where possible.

° Maintain vegetative cover by mowing and performing other maintenance
work as needed.

The most satisfactory location for a waterway is in a well vegetated natural
draw. These locations should be used where possible since they have one or
more of the following advantages:

° Flattest grade in the immediate area.

° Most stable channel conditions.

° Soil and moisture conditions most favorable to vegetative growth.

° Usually are available for immediate use.

o Sufficient depth for outletting diversions, terraces or other treatment
facilities at grade.

The natural waterway into which the draw flows may need to be shaped,
enlarged and stablized to accommodate the increased flow delivered to it.
However, the natural waterway should not be altered without checking with
the Department of Environmental Regulation to see whether a dredge and fill,
stormwater or other permit will be required.

¯A grassed strip or border may be used in lieu of a constructed or natural
channel. However, the surface of such areas should be checked to ensure
that a uniform surface of adequate width is available to spread the flow,
and that the type and density of vegetation is adequate to withstand the
expected velocities and/or provide an adequate level of percolation for
pollution control.

An area of land parallel to the project boundary is frequently used to
provide an outlet for secondary conveyances that cannot be extended to a
natural draw. In all cases the outlet should be away from buildings or
other critical areas. The designer should always avoid the use of a gullied
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natural draw tna~ would be impractical to control. Likewise, existing
Gisches ~or the disposal of runoff water Should be checked to ensure ~nat
they nave adequate capacity. They snould be avoided unless the channel is
staple and in conformance with t~ese design requirements, state regulations
specified for this practice and overall stormwater treatment requirements.

Waterways are frequently planned where the slope is variable and where there
is a wide difference in the watershed area at various points along the
channel. In such cases, the waterway is mesigned in reaches. A reach is
usually a portion of the channel having a near-uniform slope and drainage
area. A point of significant break in slope is a point of division between
two reaches. The point of entrance of a diversion or other tributary where
the watershed area is significantly increased also may be a point of division
between two reaches. Where there is a significant difference in velocity or
capacity between adjoining reaches, it may be necessary to install a
transition section between them.

Design Criteria

Design for conventional purposes involves calculating the peak runoff
expected from a design storm (usually a ten year, 24-hour event) and checking
the velocity and channel discharge capacity to ensure that erosion and
flooding will be avoided.

Design for pollution control requires that the waterway also be capable of~
percolating a substantial amount of runoff. Therefore:

° Estimation of the percolation rate is critical to the design procedure.

° The state stormwater rule, FAC Chapter 17-25, requires that 80% of the
three year, one-hour design storm be percolated.

Typical w~erway shapes are illustrated in Figure 6-16.

Preliminary Design Needs or Basic Data

I) A survey must be performed to provide relevant watershed
information for locating and sizing the waterway.

2) Information obtained should include drainage area or watershed
boundaries of the contributory area, soil types, ground cover and
slopes.

3) The original ground surface should be profiled in enough detail
to permit dividing the waterway into reaches of uniform slope and
shape.
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F1 GUi~E 6-16

Typical Waterway Shapes and Mathematical Expressions
for Calculating Cross-sectional Area, Top Width, and

Hydraulic Radius

V - Shape
!

Cross-Sectional Area (A) : Zd2
Top Width (T) = 2dZ

Zd
Hydraulic Radius (R)

2~Z2 ÷ !

~arabol~c Shape

2
Cross-Sectional Area (A)

Top Width (T) = ~-

T2d
Hydraulic Radius =

1.5T2 + 4d2

Trapezoidal Shape

b

Cross-Sec:ional Area (A) = bd + Zd2
Top Width (T) -- b ÷ 2dZ

bd + Zd2
Hydraulic Radius =

b + 2d "~ Z2 ÷ I

;ource : USDA-SCS                                             I~0071154
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4) This survey should also provide data to enable the designer to
determine the adequacy of the o~tlet or receiving stream into
which the waterway discharges. Information should include the
slope and cross-sectional area of the receiving channel and notes
of the following:

A) Irregularities of the channel cross-section (i.e., lack of
uniformity)

B) Obstructions

C) Vegetation

D) Meandering

Adjustments should be made by the designer to account for such
situations.

Example Design Procedure

The design of a swale involves sizing for erosion control and then checking
to ensure adequate area is available for percolation to meet pollution
control objectives.

Suppose a system of swales is needed for a 10 acre (660 ft. x 660 ft.) single
family residential project with 1/4 acre lots. The site survey indicates
that the soils are in hydrologic soil group B (e.g. Orangeburg). The
pervious area consists of lawns in good condition, the slope is uniform at
3% (.03 ft/ft) and the project is located in Tallahassee. There are three
streets which span this small development. Swales are planned to provide
drainage and stormwater treatment on each side of all three streets.

Determine the size conveyance required to safely dispose of the ten year,
24-hour design storm without exceeding the channel capacity and the maximum
permissible velocity for the type of vegetative lining. Assume the slope
approximates that given for the project area and the ground cover desired is
bermuda grass.

Step #1: Determine the peak discharge expected from the ten
year/recurrence interval design storm.

Many methods are available to the engineer for estimating peak runoff as
discussed in Chapter 5. The procedures developed by the Soil Conservation
Service (SCS) for small watersheds up to 2000 acres would be suitable for
the example above. The Rational or Runoff Coefficient Method is another,
but only for small watersheds.

R0071155

6- 127



Description

Step #

I-1: Determine the magnitude of rainfall associated with the design
storm.

A) NOAA 24-hour maximum rainfall distribution charts are used in
the SCS procedure (Figure 6-17).

B) FDOT Intensity Duration Frequency (IDF) Curves are used in
application of the Rational Method (Figure 6-18). NOAA maps for
different return periods and IDF charts for each zone of
precipitation are included in Chapter 5.

When using the Rational Method for peak discharge calculations the
designer must first determine the time of concentration (Tc) in
hours. The storm duration which is viewed to produce the highest
peak discharge of runoff is the duration equal to "Tc" otherwise
known as the rainfall intensity averaging time. Procedures for
calculating Tc are also presented in Chapter 5. For this example
assume the time of concentration (Tc) expected after development is
approximately 18 minutes or 0.30 hours.

Example Question: Given that the project is located in
Tallahassee, what is the magnitude and intensity (’I)
of precipitation (P) associated with the ten year
design event?

Answer: P = 7.5 in. based on the NOAA map.
I = ~in./hr. based on the FDOT Intensity-

Duration Frequency curve for Zone 2/and Tc =
18 min. = duration

1-2: Determine the SCS curve number (CN) or the rational coefficient (C).

Tables of both CN and C can be found, in many references and manuals.
Table 6-5 lists a range of CN’s for various land use types and
hydrologic soil groups (HSG’s). Table 5-I found in the preceding
chapter lists appropriate values for the coefficient of runoff (C) for
various land cover classes.

Problem: Using Table 6-5 and 5-i determine the Curve Number
and the Runoff Coefficient for the project described
previously. Assume average antecedent moisture
condition II; Orangeburg = HSG-B for estimating CN.



FIGUKZ 6-17

NOAA Rainfall Map of Florida
Showing the I0 Year-24 Hour Storm Rainfall (inches)

[FOR ILLUSTRATION ONLY]
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FIGUILE 6-18

FDOT Rainfall Intensity-Duration FreQuency Chart for Tallahassee
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TABLE 6-5

R~moff Curve Ntmbers for Selected Land UsesI
CLIR~E ~ F~

COVER DESCRIPTIC~ HYDELOGIC SOIL GROUP
COVER TYPE ~D AVERAGE PEROZNT_
HYDROLOGIC O~DITIO~ II~ERVlOUS AREAZ A B C D
Fully developed urban areas (vegetation

established)
Open space (la~s,)Barks,4: golf courses,

cmmteries, etc.
Poor condition (grass cover < 50%) ................... 68 79 86 89
Fair condition (grass cover 50% to 75%) ................... 49 69 79 84
Good condition (grass cover > 75%) ...................38 61 74 80

Paved parking lots, roofs, driveways,
etc. (excluding right-of-way) ...................98 98 98 98

Streets and roads:
Paved; curbs and store sewers

(excluding right-of-way) ...................g8 98 98 98
Paved; open ditches (including

right-of-way) ................... 83 88 92 93
1 (i ig ....Grave ncluding r nz-o~-way) . .............. ... . 76 85 88 91

Dirt (including right-of-way) ...................72 8~ 87 89

Ccmmercial a~d business .... 85 ~8 92 94 95
Industrial .... 72 81 88 91 93

Resi(~ential districts by average lot si~e:
i/8 ac~e or less (toga houses) .... 65 77 85 90 92
I/4 acre .... 38 61 15 83 87
I/3 acre .... 30 57 72 81 86
i/2 acre .... 25 54 70 B3 85
I acre .... 20 51 68 79 84
2 acres .... 12 ~6 65 77 8~

N~ly graded areas (pervious areas
only, no vegetation) ................... /7 86 91 94

Idle lan~s (OW’s a~ ~etemined ,ruing
c~er t~e~ similar to ~ bel~)

Pasture, grassland, or range:
Poor (<50% gnmmd cover or heavily grazed) ......... 68 79 86 89Fair (50% to 75% grot~ld cover and not i! !ii!!I iii

~av~ly grazed) ........ 49 ~ 79 8~

only ~:¢as~nally grazed) ........... ~9 61 74 ~

~-~,~j ~1 ~’ally ~ ~or I~,: ................... ~ 58 71. 78
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TABLE 6-5 (03NTINLED)

Rmoff Curve Numbers for Selected Land UsesI
UJHV~ NLI~cKb ~’LI~

COVER DESCRIPTI~ HY~CLOGIC SOIL ~ROLP
I.~I~K I TI~I" ~ AVI’K.~ F’l~,{.,~i I ,~
HYDRO_OGIC CONDITI~ II~ERVIOUS AREAL A B C D

l~rusn-(~-usn-~grass mlxture w~tn
brush the major elene~t:
Poor (<50% ground cover) ...................... 48 67 77 83
Fair (50% to 75% gromd cover) ...................... 35 56 70 77
Good (>75% ground cover) ...................... 30 48 65 73

~ grass conbination with 50%
and 50% grass (pasture) cover.

Other conbinations of conditions may
be computed fron the CN’s "for woods
and pasture:
Poor ...................... 57 73 8~ 86
Fair ...................... 43 65 76 82
Good ...................... 32 58 72 79

Woods:
Poor (Forest litter, small trees, and

brush are destroyed by heavy grazing
or regular burning) ............. 45 66 77 83

Fair(Woodsaregrazedbutnotburned ii iii i i i ".
an6 s~ forest 1 i tter c~ t.~ ~l .......... 36 ~ 73 79

Good (Woods are protected fron grazing
and litter and brush adequately cover
the soil) ...................... 30 55 70 77

1Average runoff condition, and Ia = 0.2s.

2The average percent impervious area sho~n was used to develop the conposite CN°s. Other
ass~nptions are as follows: impervious areas are directly connected to the drainage systen,
inpervious areas have a CN of 98, and pervious areas are omsidered equivalent to open space
in good hydrologic condition. Ol’s for other conbinatims of conditions must be conputed.

3CN’s sho~ are equivalent to those of pasture. Composite CN’s may be cmputed for other
co~inations of open space cover type.

(Source: LBDA. Soil Conservation Service, ~R-55, Second Ed., Jme 1986)
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Solution: CN :    75

C : 0.30-0.50 (Sinale Family Resi~erlta! ,Areas)

Larger more complex areas or watersheds require the designer to determine
a weightea average CN. In the example below, the curve numbers shown are
for hydrologic soil group C. This information is presented to illustrate
tne averaging procedure. The resulting value is not intended for use in
the sequence of example problems which follow. CN = 75 will be used in
these instances.

CURVE
LAND USE                                PERCENT NUMBER PRODUCT

Detached houses with lot size 1/4 acre      50       83    4,150
Streets with curbs, plazas, etc.            25       98    2,450
Townhouses with lot size 1/8 acre           i0       90      900
Open space, parks, etc.                     15       74    1,110

8,610

Weighted CN : ~f~.: 86

1-3: Determine the depth of runoff by using Table 6-6 which lists the
solution to the SCS runoff equation for a range of CN’s and rainfall
amounts. Given that rainfall equals 7.5 inches and the Curve Number
equals 75, what is the total amount of runoff (RO) expected?

Answer: (RO) = 4.6 in.

1-4: Determine the maximum discharge expected from the design storm.

A) When using the Rational Method the peak discharge is calculated
according to the following equation:

Qp = CiA

The appropriate input value for the rainfall intensity (i = 6.0
in./hr.) and the range of the runoff coefficient (C o
0.30 - 0.50) was specified in step I-1 and 1-2 of this example. Be
conservative in selecting (C). In this case presume that C = 0.50.
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TABI,E 6-6
RUNOFF DEPTH IN INCHES FOR SELECTED CN’S AND RAINFAI.L AMOUNTS



Substituting the values for "C" and "i" into tne equation, this
(10-acre) project would De est~mate~ to have the following
associated peak discharge:

Qp : 0.50 x 6 in./hr, x I0 ac : 30~
(Note: 1 ac.in./hr. : I cfs)

However, this value would be divided uniformily among each of
the six swale systems serving the project. The designer may
proceed to step #2 at this point.

B) If using the SCS procedure the designer must first determine the
unit peak discharge (UPD) expected from the design storm. The most
simple and easily derived projections may be accomplished by using
Figure 6-19. This graphical solution to predictive equations for peak
discharge was developed by the SCS to calculate the unit peak
discharge for uniform watersheds where the runoff can De represented
by one curve number.

The input requirements for the Graphical Method are as follows:

1) Time of concentration "Tc" (hrs.)

2) Drainage area (sq. mi.)

3) Appropriate rainfall distribution (Type I, IA, II, or III)

4) The 24-hour rainfall (inches); and

5) Curve Number (CN)

If pond and swamp areas are spread throughout the watershed and
are not considered in the Tc computation, an adjustment for pond
and swamp areas is also needed.

In this example the value of Tc = 0.30 hours was determined in
step 1-1B. The drainage area of ten acres (previously
specified) must be converted to square miles. The appropriate
rainfall distribution may be determined based on the geographic
boundaries shown on Figure B-2 of TR-55 (SCS, 1986). In this
instance the location (Tallahassee, Leon County) lies along the
boundary for the Type Ill rainfall distribution. The 24-hour
rainfall value (P = 7.5 inches) was specified in the example for
step 1-I(b). Lastly, the curve number (CN = 75) was previously
established during step 1-2.

To use Figure 6-19, the designer must first determine the
initial abstraction (la) from Table 6-7 based on the curve
number. The decimal ratio la/P is then computed.
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TABLE 6-7

Ia Values for Runoff Curve Numbers

CURVE Ia CURVE Ia
NUMBER (IN) NUMBER (IN)

40 3.000 70 0.857
41 2.878 71 0.817
42 2.762 72 0.778
43 2.651 73 0.740
44 2.545 74 0.703
45 2.444 75 0.667
46 2.348 76 0.632
47 2.255 77 0.597
48 2.167 78 0.564
49 2.082 79 0.532
50 2.000 80 0.500
51 1.922 81 0.469
52 1.846 82 0.439
53 1.774 83 0.410
54 1.704 84 0.381
55 1.636 85 0.353
56 1.571 86 0.326
57 1.509 87 0.299
58 1.448 88 0.273
59 1.390 89 0.247
60 1.333 " 90 0.222
61 1.279 91 0.198
62 1.226 92 0.174
63 1.175 93 0.151
64 1.125 94 0.128
65 1.077 95 0.105
66 1.030 96 0.083
67 0.985 97 0.062
68 0.941 98 0.041
69 0.899

In this example the value (la/P = .67//.5 or O.Og) ~s outside the
range of curves included with Figure 6-18. Consequently, the graph
(la/P = .10) should be used.

The unit peak discharge per square mile per inch of runoff is obtained
from Figure 6-18 by using Tc = 0.30 hrs., rainfall distribution type
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III, and la/P ratio = .i0. Assume that pon~ing is not a factor in the
watershed following development. Select the appropriate Tc (0.3 hrs.)
and proceed vertically up the chart to where the line crosses the curve
(la/P = .i0), then read the value of discharge recorded on the ~eft.
Note that the units are in cfs/square mile of drainage area/inch of
runoff (csm/in.).

Unit Peak Discharge (UPD) : 500 csm/in.(approximately).

C) To calculate total ~eak discharge, convert acreage of the project
to square miles (mi:).

Note: Acreage : mi2, therefore, 10 A¢.    : 0.016 mi2

640                    640 Ac/mi2

Determine total discharge by using the following equation:

mi2 x RO (in.) x UPD (cfs/mi2/in.)=Total Peak Discharge (cfs)

Total Peak Discharge - 37 cfs.

This value represents the minimum design discharge capacity for a
single waterway at the outlet. However, in regard to each lateral,
the drainage is to be evenly divided between six swales each 660 ft.
long. Consequently each reach must be capable of handling only 6.2
cfs without exceeding the erosive velocity.                    ~

Step #2

Both the capacity of the channel and the velocity of flow are functions of
the channel lining, its cross-sectlonal area, and its slope. The task of
the designer is to determine a channel section and lining which will have
sufficient discharge capacity and be stable for a given slope.

Two equations are used to calculate the flow in open channels. They are:

(1) Mannin~’s Equation,    V = 1.49 R 2/3 S 1/2

Where,

V = the average velocity in the channel (ft/sec)
n = Manning’s roughness coefficient, based upon the lining

of the channel
R = the hydraulic radius (ft)
S = the slope of the channel (feet/foot)
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(2) Continuity Equation,    Q : AV

Where,

Q = flow in the channel (f~3/sec)
A = cross-sectional area of the channel (ft2)
V = average velocity in the channel (ft/sec)

Manning’s Equation and the Continuity Equation are used simultaneously
to determine flow capacity and velocity in the channel. The methodology
is suitable for determining a cross-section and lining for straight,
uniform channel reaches with a constant slope.

The following is a step-by-step procedure for designing a stormwater
conveyance channel using the Manning’s and Continuity Equations:

Description

Step #

2-i: Select a channel cross-section shape and lining and determine the
slope.

A) Select a Channel Cross-Section: The three most commonly
used channel cross-sections are vee, parabolic, and
trapezoidal shapes. Figure 6-11 gives mathematical formulas
for determining the area, hydraulic radius and top width of
these shapes. Parabolic shapes are the most common and
generally are the most satisfactory. It is a more natural
shape and low flows are less likely to meander. Trapezoidal
sections tend to revert to parabolic sections over time. For
this exercise assume that the designer has selected a
parabolic shape cross-section.

B) Select a Channel Lining: For design purposes, erosion
resistance is a function of flow velocity in the channel.
There are a number of possible linings to choose from.
Commonly used channel linings include grass, riprap and
concrete.

Concrete and similar structural linings generally do not
erode and their design is not restricted by maximum
permissable flow velocities. However, these areas cannot be
counted as a part of the functional treatment component of a
swale since they lack capacity for pollutant removal. Riprap
and grass-lined channels do have maximum permissible
velocities beyond which they will erode. It was specified
earlier that the lining selected would be bermuda grass.
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C) Determine Channel Slope: The slope of the channel is
generally fixea by the topography and proposed rouze of the
channel. However, slope modification may often need to be
considered to allow greater percolation to meet pollution
control objectives.

The slope was noted earlier to be 3% (i.e., .03 feet/foot).

Therefore:

A parabolic waterway with a bermuda grass lining and a 3%
slope represents the design conditions.

2-2: Determine the maximum permissible velocity (V) for the grass to be
used (Table 6-8). Enter the table in the appropriate slope category
(0-5%) and read the maximum rate recorded opposite the type of cover or
lining to be used (bermuda).

Permissible Velocity (V) = 6    ft/sec

2-3: Determine an initial channel size (area (A), top width (T), and depth
(d). Initial estimates of the cross-sectional area follows:

A = Q/V or 6.2 cfs/6 (ft/sec)

A = 1.03 ft2

However, an area larger than 1.0 ft2 should be assumed initially since
the capacity and velocity will be calculated with different roughness
coefficients. Try A : 2 square feet.

To complete the evaluation the designer must also specify the top width
(T) and depth (d) of the conveyance. Assume an initial top width. In
this case try T : 4 ft. The depth (d) can be determined from equations
listed on Figure 6-16. Use the information listed for parabolic shapes.

T - 1.5 A      Therefore:    d : 1.5 A
d                    T

In this case d = 0.75 ft

To be in compliance with state stormwater treatment criteria outlined in
17-25 F.A.C., parabolic and "V" shaped swales must have a top width to
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o~ ra~io of 6:1 or larger. Therefore, i~ the designe~ aesires ~. noi~
top width (T = 4 ft), ~i~e aeptn (d : ~ in.) must be use~ to satisfy

~te criteria.

~ven these dimensions then:

A = 2/3 Td : 1.8 ft2

2-4: Calculate the hydraulic radius (R) of the channel (e.g.
cross-sectional area divided by the wetted perimeter). Equations are
listed with Figure 6-16.

Hydraulic Radius (R) :       T2d
1.5 T~ + 4d2

R : ~4)2 (0.67)    = 10.72
i~5 (4)~ + 4 (0.67)2     25.80

R = 0.42 ft

2-5: Use Table 6-9 and Figure 6-20 to determine n. Assume a retardance
Class B for calculating capacity and a retardance Class D for checking
velocity.

Note that in using Figure 6-20 you must first determine the product of the
permissible velocity and hydraulic radius (R).

V x R = 6 fps x 0.42 ft = 2.52 ft2/sec
n = 0.087 (retardance Class ~-for checking capacity)
n = 0.043 (retardance Class D for checking velocity)

2-6: Check capacity against required discharge capacity determined in Step
1-4.

Q = ’1.49 (R)2/3 (S)I/2 A
n

= 1.49    (0.42)2/3 (0.03)1/2 (1.8)

Q : 3.0 cfs, which is less than 6.2 cfs required.

2-7: Check velocity against permissible velocity (6 ft/sec)

V = 1.49 (R)2/3 (S)1/2
n

1.49     (0.42)2/3 (0.03)1/2
0.043

= 3.4 ft/sec
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TABLE 6-8

PERMISSIBLE VELOCITIES GRASS-LINED CHANNELS

PERMISSIBLE
CHANNEL SLOPE         LINING                                     VELOCITY

0-5%              Bermudagrass ............... 6 ft/sec
Bahia ............... 5 ft/sec
Bluestem (broomsedges) ............... 5 ft/sec
Grass-legume mixture ............... 4 ft/sec
Sericea lespedeza ............... 2.5 ft/sec
Annual lespedeza ............... 2.5 ft/sec
Small grains ............... 2.5 ft/sec

(temporary)

5-10%             Bermudagrass ............... 5 ~t/sec
Bahia ............... 4 ft/sec
Bluestem (broomsedges) ............... 4 ~t/sec
Grass-legume mixture ............... 3 ft/sec

TABLE 6-9

CLASSIFICATION OF VEGETATION COVER AS TO DEGREE OF RETARDANCE

RETARDANCE
CLASS     COVER                          CONDITION

A      Bluestem (broomsedges) ...... Excel. stand, tall (average 36")

B Bermudagrass or Bahia ...... Good stand tall (average 12")
Native grass mixture (blue-. ..... Good stand, unmowed

stem, vasey grass and
other long and short wet
prairie grasses)

Lespedeza sericea ...... Good stand, not woody, tall
( average 19" )

C Bahia ...... Good stand, uncut (6-8")
Bermuda grass ...... Good stand, mowed (average 6")
Centipede grass or ...... Very dense cover (average 6")

St.Augustine

D Bermudagrass or Bahia ...... Good stand, cut to 2.5" height
Lespedeza sericea ...... After cutting to 2" height.

Very good stand before cutting.

E       Centipede grass or ...... Good stand, cut to 1.5" height
St. Augustine

Source: USDA SCS-FL
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V = 3.a ft/se¢

In t~is case tne permissible velocity (6 ft/sec) ls not excee~e~ bug
swale must be redesigned since it w11] not have the require~ conveyance
capacity.

Try a new parabolic cross-section with a top width of 6 ft. and a depth of
1.0 ft.

Return to Step 2-4.

R :    T2 d    = 36,, : 36 : .62
1.5T2 + 4d2 (i.5)(36) + 4(i)2 58

Proceed to Step 2-5

V x R : 6 x ,62 : 3,72
n : ,072 (for retardance Class B)
n : ,038 (for retardance Class D)

Recheck capacity as in Step 2-6,

Q = 1,49 (R)2/3 (S)1/2 A
n

New A = 2/3 Td = 2/3 (6)(1) = 4,0 sq, ft,

Q : 1,49. (,62)2/3 (,03)1/2 (4/0)

Q = 10,4 cfs which is greater than 6,2 cfs required capacity

Recheck permissible velocity

V :      1.49     (.73) (.17)

= 4.9 ft/sec which is less than 6 fps

Final swale Oesign for erosion control is a parabolic cross section that
is. i ft. deep and with a 6 ft. top width.

Channel dimensions may also be determined using procedures and charts for
waterways outlined in Chapter 7 of the Soil Conservation Service
Engineering Field Manual. A discussion of these SCS procedures and the
appropriate tables and figures may be found in Appendix 6-4 at the end
of this chapter.
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Step #3

As required by Chapter 17-25, once the conveyance has been sized to safely
transport the required flow of water, the design must be checked to
determine the swale’s ability to percolate water.

Several studies conducted by the University of Central Florida tot
Florida Department of Transportation document the importance of percolation
as the primary mechanism for pollutant removal in roadside swale areas.
Other research by the United States Geological Survey in Dade and Broward
counties, the Tallahassee Leon County 208 program and Brevard County 2U8
program support this finding. Anderson (1982) states "Favorable soil
conditions which enhance substantial infiltration are controlling criteria
for swale system placement. Varying soil moisture affects runoff curve
numbers, so~l moisture storage depletion capacity and infiltration
capacity. The combination of the above site-specific parameters determines
the applicability and effectiveness of swale systems for stormwater
quantity and quality control". He further concludes that an appropriate
input to swale design methodology is a specific quantity of precipitation
which must be subject to treatment. Section 17-25.025(1)(d) F.A.C. advises
an applicant of a specific set of sizing criteria for swales based on the
infiltration capacity of the soil and a specific design storm event. These
standards are intended to encourage the use of swales or waterway systems
in areas where the soil infiltration capacity is high and runoff is low.
Conversely, they should discourage the use of this practice as the sole
treatment mechanism for a project where the opposite condition exists and
the level of efficiency (pollutant removal) would be insufficient to meet
state requirements.

Wanielista (1981) notes that swale systems must be able to percolate at
least 80% of the yearly runoff waters to be consistent with the performance
levels of some of the other practices which Chapter 17-25 F.A.C. requires
(i.e., retention devices). He also notes that the estimation of the
percolation rate and volume is critical to good design procedures. These
publications conclude that percolation of 80% of the three year l-hr.
design storm should be sufficient to accomplish this objective. Therefore,
this is the design criterion currently specified in the state stormwater
rule.

Channel Size for Pollutant Abatement

Several mechanisms including sedimentation, plant filtration, vegetative
uptake and percolation through the soil usually function in the removal of
undesirable substances from runoff waters subjected to treatment via a
swale or grassed waterway. It may be possible to size a system which can
be expected to obtain a specified level of treatment based on all of these
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processes. However, removal efficiencies associated with sedimentation,
plant filtration and vegetative uptake are difficult to estimate.

Dr. Martin Wanielista of the University of Central Florida has developed a
simplified design procedure which, in most instances, may be used tO size
these facilities. The methodology regards a waterway as a treatment system
that removes pollutants primarily by percolation. Therefore, estimation of
the rate at which water can be taken into and transmitted through the soil is
critical to the design procedure. In this respect the designer is sure to be
confronted with many judgement decisions. Sometimes referred to as percol-
ation rates by sanitarians or as rates ot permeability in soil surveys, the
movement of water into and through Florida soils may range from I00 inches/
hour for some coarse sands to less than .005 inches/hour for a few of the
clay soils of the panhandle.

Information published by the Soil Conservation Service pertaining to perme-
ability rates in conjunction with detailed soils maps may be used to estab-
lish an estimate of the system’s capacity for percolation. However, a site
survey by a professional soil engineer or SCS personnel should be requested
to confirm the soil types and percolation in the project area prior to
design. To ensure that the swale is properly designed, field testing of the
percolation rate is preferred. Care must be taken to ensure representative
testing locations and climatic conditions. The double ring infiltrometer
type of field test is recommended over the more conventional standard
"borehole type percolation test" for these evaluations.

Avellaneda (1985)discusses the results of tests pertaining to the
infiltration capacity of swale systems in Central Florida. He notes that
soil types in the vicinity of the experimental systems included Leon fine
sand, 0-2 percent slopes; Blanton fine sand, 0-5 percent slope; and Iberia
clay loam. The SCS permeability (in./hr.) was listed as 10-20 for the Leon
series and 5-10 for the Blanton/l.beria complex. Most-importantly, based on
the results of twenty-two experiments at five sites, he concludes that:

i) Emphasis must be made on predicting a reasonable rate of
infiltration because it has the greatest effect on the accuracy of
the design.

2) The SCS values for permeability represents a wide range of values
which makes it difficult for the designer to predict a value that
accurately describes the infiltration behavior of the swale.
Therefore, the designer should use the most conservative value for
the infiltration rate.

R0071174

6- 146



Tne longitudinal slope is a very important parameter t~ be
considered, because the steepe- the s;ooe, the less predi~ta~:e zne
infiltration rate from permeability data.

4) If the double-ring infiltromete- is used, a value of infiltratlon
rate equal to one-half of tne val~e obtained with the double-ring
method is recommended. If the lab permeability can be obtained, also
a value of one-half of the permeability should be used as tne
infiltration rate.

5) When few estimates are available, the lower of each estimate should
be used to determine how each value would affect the geometry of the
swale, and then the proper selection for the final design should be
made.

The steps in the design of swales for stormwater pollutant removal may be
summarized as follows:

Description

Step #

3-I: Determine the simplified rational method hydrograph for the three
year one-hour design storm based on procedures illustrated in Chapter
It should be noted that the time of concentration (Tc) of the
contributory area must be estimated to determine the shape of the
hydrograph. In most instances, projects using swales will be composed
of a single reach or a number of reaches wherein Tc will~ be one hour or
less.

Example

Determine the discharge associated with the three year one-hour design
storm for a lO-acre project located in Tallahassee (FDOT rainfall
intensity - duration frequency curve, Zone 2, Figure 6-18). Assume the
developed project has a rational runoff coefficient equal to 0.5 and the
time of concentration is 20 minutes.

The peak discharge for the inflo~ from the three year one-hour storm
is:

Qpl = CiA Where, C = 0.5
A = ~0 AC
i = 2.5 in/hr
Tc = 20 minutes

Qpl = O.S x 2.5 in/hr x 10 Ac

Qpl -112.5 Ac in/hr or 12.5 cfsI
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The volume of runoff associated With the inflow hydrograpn mJst also oe
determined.

Vol. Inflow VI (ft3) = Qp!(D) x 60
= (12.5) (60) (60)

VI 45,000 ft3

Where,

VI : Vol. Inflow (ft3)

Qpl = Peak discharge from inflow hydrograph (f~3/sec)
D = Duration of rainfall (minutes)

60 = Conversion factor (60 sec./min.)

The simplified inflow hydrograph for this example is illustrated, see
Figure 6-21.

3-2: Percolation from a swale will produce an associated infiltration
hydrograph. The volume of infiltration expected to occur during the
duration of the runoff hydrograph must be determined in order to check
the swale’s ability to percolate at least 80% of the runoff volume
(VI) from the three year one- hour design storm.

The volume (VF) associated with the infiltration hydrograph (shown
superimposed on the inflow graph with Figure 6-21) may be determined by
calculating the peak rate of percolation associated with the swale (QpF)
and multiplying by the value of the rainfall duration plus the extra
time required until the receding leg of the inflow hydrograph and the
infiltration hydrograph intersect each other. For lack of a better term
this expression is shown as (DF) in the figure. Mathematically the
equation for the relationship may be written:

VF : (QpF x DF x 60)

Where all terms are as discussed above and 60 is a conversion
factor for minutes to seconds.

The value of DF may be considered equal to (D+Tc-x) as shown.
In this example problem the values of D and Tc are known to equal
60 minutes and 20 minutes respectively. The value of (x) may be
determined from the principle of proportional triangles as
follows:

R0071176

6- 148



FIGURE 6-21

Typical Sh.I)lifled Inflow and Infiltration Ilydrograph fo=" the
3 yr-! hr Design Storm (Tc = 20 m|m=tes)
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x = Tc     or     x = Tc (QpF)
Qp--F Qp’--T              Qp I

Tnerefore; substituting this value into the two relationships discussed
above,

DF : (D + Tc - x) : D + Tc - Tc (QpF)
Qpl

and;

VF : QpF x DF x 60 : [QpF] [D + Tc - Tc (QpF)] x 60
Qpl

Where,

VF = Volume of Infiltration (ft3)
QpF    Peak rate of Infiltration (ft3/sec)
Qpl = Peak rate of inflow (ft3/sec)

D = Duration rainfall (minutes)
Tc = Time of concentration (minutes)
60 = Conversion factor

In the above expression .all values except QpF are known or have been’

previously determined. QpF may be calculated assuming the percolation
rate of the soil is known and the swale area has been predetermined.

Example

Assume the project is 10 acres as noted earlier. Further presume that
the watershed is relatively square, 660 ft on each side and the design
calls for swales (6 ft wide) along both sides of each of three streets
through the subdivision. A total of 3,960 ft (660 x 6) of swales is
planned for the project.

Question: Will 3,960 ft of swale be sufficient to percolate 80% of the
three year one-hour storm, assuming the SCS soll permeability
is listed at 6-12 inches/hr.?

The rate of percolation (K) to be used is: 6 inches or 0.5
ft/hr

Maximum swale area (A) available for percolation equals length (L) x
wetted perimeter (P). In equation form this relationship may be
expressed as follows:
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A=LxP

In tnis instance the swale length is (L = 396Oft)as noted above. The
appropriate value for P is dependent on the geometry or swale shape that
the designer proposes. Vee shape~ and parabolic swales are commonly
used in residential areas. Trapezoidal shapes are used by the Flo~ida
Department of Transportation along roadsides.

The trapezoidal shape is the most proficient from an infiltration
standpoint. More soil/water contact area (A) is available per given
unit of top width and depth when using this swale configuration.
However, as noted in previous sections of tnis discussion trapezoidal
shapes tend to revert to parabolic or "V" shaped conveyances. The
available surface area associated with parabolic swales is intermediate
and should be used given these circumstances.

Tne following equations may be used to calculate the appropriate value
for the wetted perimeter (P).

P = 2 i~ d (Vee Shaped)

P : b + 2d i~ (Trapezoidal)

P = T + 8d2/3T (Parabolic)

All terms are the same as discussed earlier. For an illustration see
Figure 6-16 regarding the individual shapes.

In this example assume the swalesystem is a parabolic design as
discussed previously.

T : 6 ft and d = 1 ft

Therefore:

R0071179

6-



P = T+ 8d2/3T : 6.44 ft

A : Lx P = 3960 ft x 6.44 ft = 125,502 sq.ft.

Infiltration Rate (QpF) = KiA.
Assume i : i (conservative assumption) then
QpF : 0.5 ft/hr x i x 25,502 ftz

: 12,751 ft3/nr x 1 hr./3600 sec.

QpF : 13.54 ft3/sec. I
Volume of Infiltration

VF : [QpF][D + Tc - Tc (QpF)] x 60
.Qpl

Where QpF = 3.54 ftJ/sec
Qpl 12.5 ft3/sec (Step 3-1, Example)

D = 60 minutes (i hour storm)
Tc = 20 minutes (Step 3-I, Example)

VF = (3.54) (60 + 20 - 20 (3.54)) (60)
12.5

VF = 116~/89 ft3I

Is the value of VF, 80% or more of VI (from
Example: Step 3-i)?

~ix 100 =~x i00%- ~

As may be seen in this example the designer has not provided enough
swale area to accomplish the treatment requirements specified by Chapter
17-25 F.A.C. With the possible exception of those areas of Florida
where the percolation rate is extremely rapid it is highly unlikely
that any swale can be designed to infiltrate eighty percent of the
rainfall excess from a three year one-hour storm event. Since this
design is short on area or percolation capacity it would be per-
missable to incorporate smal! check dams into the swale system or
elevate the culverts crossing the swale at driveways so that storage
is provided for the difference in volume between 80% VI and VF.
Likewise, since swales are primarily conveyance systems which remove
pollutants by perco|ation, a tile drain beneath the channel or other
means of providing drainage could be considered.

Our example system could not provide sufficient storage even if it
were completely blocked and built on a perfectly flat gradient. In
these circumstances it would usually be advantageous for the engineer
to consider the system as a linear retention/detention facility. In
this manner it is possible to use check dams and/or other structures
such as elevated outlets or spillway pipes in order to hold the first
half inch of runoff. Thereby, the swale area may be capable of
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satisfying other general permitting provision c~nt~ined in Chapter 17-25
F.A.S. pertaining to retention or detention wit~ filtration.

Plannin~ a Swale System or Waterways

Surveys Required: As noted earlier sufficient topographic, vegetative
cover and soil survey information is needed to determine drainage area size,
runoff magnitude and velocity, significant changes in elevation or direction
of flow; the location of natural draws and depressions; and the percolation
rate at the site.

Equipment Needs: If tne swale or waterway must be crossed or maintained
with large equipment, consideration should be given to the need for increased
width and flat cross section. Large mowing equipment may require a
significant increase in width over that needed for hydraulic capacity and
freeboard. This problem deserves careful study in each project area so that
the proper modifications are made in swale width and side slopes to meet the
needs of equipment common to the locality.

Construction

Equipment: Many kinds of farming and construction equipment are adapted to
the construction of waterways and swales. However, it may be necessary to
use equipment that can load and transport the excavated material to locations
where it is needed. These points of need might be low spots in the
surrounding area or w~shes in the conveyance that need filling. Small
scrapers that can be "pulled by farm tractors are satisfactory units for
construction. However, large scrapers, bulldozers and motor patrols are
excellent types of equipment for constructing these systems and may be used
when needed.

Site Preparation: The waterway should be staked for construction. All
trees, stumps, brush and similar material should be removed from the site and
disposed of in such manner as to not interfere with proper functioning of the
system. Design and construction survey notes should be kept according to
standard engineering practice.

Excavation: The soil removed from the waterway should be deposited where
it will not interfere with flow of water into the waterway. Normally it can
be used to fill low spots or build diversions to keep runoff from the swale
during vegetation establishment.

The topsoil should be saved and spread in the constructed waterway if
necessary for obtaining a good vegetative cover. When this is done, the
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waterway should be over-excavated t~ allow for replacement ~f the topsoil
without encroaching on tne design cross section.

Establishin~ Vegetation: Vegetation is established usually by see~ing or
by planting the roots or other vegetative parts of the selected plants. In
the more critical sections of some waterways it may be desirable to provide
immediate protection by transplanting a complete sod cover.

Jute, plastic, or paper mesh and straw or hay mulch may be used to protect
the center portion or entire width of a waterway or swale until the
vegetation becomes established.

All seeding, planting and sodding should conform to sound agronomic
recommendations (see ES BMP 1.65, 1.56 and 1.67).

The swale and its outlet shall be protected against erosion by vegetative
means as soon after construction as practical and before diversions or other
channels are connected to them. Consideration should be given to sodding the
channel to provide erosion protection as soon after construction as possible.
The following steps will help to ensure good vegetative cover:

1) Grade and smooth as needed and feasible to permit the use of
conventional equipment for seedbed preparation, seeding and
mulching.

2) Install other needed erosion control practices such as berms,
diversion or interceptor ditches to protect the area during
establishment of vegetation.

3) Apply fertilizer and lime in accord with applicable standards

as determined by a soil test.

4) Prepare a good smooth seedbed. Incorporate fertilizers and
lime into the top two or three inches of soil. Firm with
cultipacker before seeding.

5) Select a suitable plant species. Apply seed uniformly with
cyclone seeder, drill cultipacker seeder or hydroseeder. If
hydroseeder is used the slurry will contain the seed and
fertilizer.

6) All vegetative channels or outlets should be mulched. See

MULCHING (ES BMP 1.75).
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7) Where feasiDle, temporary diversions or ot~er erosion control
practices should De used to dispose of runoff water during period
of estaDlishing vegetative cover.

8) If soil moisture is deficient when planting, apply adequate
water for seed germination and plant emergence. Continue to
irrigate as needed until plants are wel~ estaDlished and have
provided adequate ground cover to protect the area.

Operation and Maintenance

Timely maintenance is important to keep a swale in good working condition.
Fertilizing and mowing should be done frequently enough to keep the
vegetation in vigorous condition. The cut vegetation should be removed to
prevent the decaying organic litter from adding pollutants to the discharge
from the swale.

Vehicular traffic should be excluded from the waterway. Following heavy
rainfall always inspect the area for failures and make necessary repairs,
replacements, or re-seeding within the planting season. If complete
re-seeding is necessary, apply half the original recommended rate of
fertilizer with a full rate of seed.

Many residents in areas which use swales find these areas to be convenient
sites for the disposal of leaf litter, grass clippings, and other types o~
refuse. The proper operation of these facilities from both a hydraulic and
treatment standpoint is dependent on the integrity and knowledge of the
residents the system serves. A few careless individuals can result in an
outlet getting plugged with debris. These circumstances .Iead to abnormally
high levels of organic material being delivered to downstream waters, and
sometimes flooding of a neighbors property. Public education programs
should be undertaken, as necessary, to ensure that swales are not used as
trash disposal areas.

SWALE BLOCK DESIGN

These appurtenances may appear to be simply mounds of soil piled across a
swale. However, for proper operation and stability the use of suitable
procedures for sizing and spacing is imperative. A swale block system that
is not designed to store the runoff from the appropriate design storm (three
yea~ne-hour) and which does not consider overflow will not only fail to
provide for the intended level of treatment; but, it is also sure to lack
structural integrity. Such facilities may be expected to wash out after
several consecutive storms. Consequently, the over-all performance of the
swale system in terms of its capacity to percolate runoff, promote improved
sedimentation, and thus remove pollutants is highly dependent on the proper
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mesign and installation of these rather illnocuous structures. Several
researchers a~ the University of Senzra! Flo~ida nave workee ~e ~evelop
design p~ocedures whi:h may be used to assist in swale block sizinm and
spacing (Rehmann-Koo, 1984; Wanielista et.al., 1985; and Wanielis~a et.al.,
1986). Essentially, rainfall excess as well as the geometry of the swale,
its’ slope and the infiltration capacity of the soil will de~ermine ~ne size
and ~ne distance between swale blocks.

Calculatin~ the Volume of Storage:

The volume of storage that must be provided can be determined in one of two
ways. The first was illustrated in the example problem discussed previously.
As noted earlier, the method consists of estimating the volume of runoff
associated with the three year one-hour storm. Its’ eightieth percentile
value is then compared with the amount of water which can be infiltrated by
the swale during the course of the design event. The excess runoff (i.e.,
80% runoff volume minus the swale infiltration volume) must be stored behind
swale blocks for percolation following the storm.         ’

In similar fashion, the second procedure also involves compiling an estimate
of runoff (R) for the design rainfall. However, a swale volume runoff
coefficient (Cv) is used to translate the watershed runoff volume into swale
discharge according to the following equation:

S : CvR - 3630 CvCPA

where:

S : swale volume of discharge (cu.ft.)
CV = swale volume runoff coefficient (dimensionless)

R = 3630 cPA
c = watershed area runoff coefficient from Table 5-1 (dimensionless)
P = rainfall depth (inches)
A = watershed area (acres), and

3630 = conversion factor (ac.in. to cu.ft.)

The value of (S) is subsequently subtracted from the value of (R) to
determine the volume of swale infiltration (F).

F = R-S; or
F = R - (CvR) = R(1-Cv)

The volume of storage (Vs) which must be provided in the swale block pool
may be determined as follows:

Vs = .8R-F
Vs = R(.8 - (1-Cv))
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Therefore, swales with a volume runoff coefficient (~v) exceeding a value
.2 will require some degree of storage (Vs).

Selectin~ the Appropriate Swale Volume Runoff Coefficient (Cv):

Experiments clearly indicate that the higher the value of the beginning water
content of the soil profile, the smaller the value of the infiltration rate.
Therefore, the coefficient (Cv) increases as the moisture content
increases, and the coefficient of discharge decreases as the length of swale
is increased.

Unfortunately, very little data is available to the design engineer that is
suitable for the purpose of obtaining an accurate estimate of Cv. Since
there is a wide variety of watershed conditions, each location must be
examined individually. The results of ten field experiments to evaluate the
water flow characteristics for several (three) swale areas in central Florida
(Wanielista, 1985) show values of Cv ranging from 0.0 to 0.74. The median
and mean value recorded were 0.59 and 0.52 respectively. A conservatively
high value of Cv : 0.70 was recommended for subsequent design problems
pertaining to road-side swale systems.

Spacin~ Between Swale Blocks:

Since the slope of the channel is generally fixed by the topography the
spacing of swale blocks is predominantly determined by the longitudinal
slope(s) along the proposed route of the channel and the maximum depth of i
storage (d) determined at the descretion of the designer. Values of d are
generally limited to two feet or less for reasons of safety in residential
developments. Similar restrictions are normally followed for both public
safety and road bed protection reasons when swales are associated with
highway construction.

Therefore, as an example if the slope or grade of the swale is equal to .5
feet/lO0 feet (i.e., s = .005 ft./ft.) and the maximum depth is limited to
(d = 2 ft.), the optimum spacing (i.e., greatest amount of storage per
structure) would be achieved when the distance between structures (L) is
equal to 400 feet. This value is determined as follows:

L : d/s

where:

L = optimum length of swale pool (ft.)
d = depth of storage (ft.)
s = longitudinal slope or grade of the swale (ft./ft.)
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FIGURE 6-22

SWALE BLOCK ISOMETRIC FOR CALCULATING STORAGE VOLUMES

W

V-SHAPE
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By substituting t~e previously derived values for slope and depth into the
equation:

L - 21.005:[400 ft~

Estimatin~ the Number of Swale Blocks Required:

Depending on its spacing, a swale block is viewed to produce a pool of water
similar in shape to either a pyramid or a frustum of a pyramid (see
Figure 6-22).

The available storage can be estimated for various cross sections and slopes
of swales using the equation given below:

S : (~/3) (A + a + Aa)

where:

~ = truncated length of swale block (feet)
L = total or optimum length (feet)
S = Volume at end of swale (cubic feet)
A = Cross-sectional area at berm (square feet)

(W) (H)/2 "V-Shape", bd + Zd2" Trapezoidal", and 2/3 Td
"Parabolic"

a = Cross-sectional area upstream of berm if obstructed upstream
(square feet)

W&T = Top width of swale at berm (feet)
H&d = Maximum depth of swale at berm (feet)

b = bottom width of swale (feet)
Z = side slope ratio feet horizontal/foot vertical rise

Example Problem:

Continuing to expand on the hypothetical situtation and data generated
in the preceding section, the use of this design procedure is
illustrated in the following discussion. However, since it has already
been established that the previQus swale system has no possibility of
providing the level of storage required, for illustrT~ion lets presume
that the swale cross-section is expanded and that the longitudinal slope
is much more flat. In this instance suppose the swale is parabolic but
that the top width (T = 12 ft) and depth (d = 2 ft) are double their
earlier values.

Assume the longitudinal slope of the swale system is 0.5% or .005 ft/ft
as discussed earlier in this example. Further presume that runoff is
split evenly between the six branches of the system, and that swale
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blocks are planned at the outflow and in tne middle of each reach. ~
total of twelve swale Dlozk pools will De created and each must handle
an equal proportion of the total runoff (i.e., 45,000/12 cu.ft.) as
calculated in the previous proDlem. Since each reach is a constant
slope with similar landuse and other hydrologic conditions the designer
can design the structures for one branch and this configuration w111
also be applicable to the other five sections of the system. The value
(R : 3/bO cu.ft.) may De used to size each of the twelve elements in
tnis project.

Experience shows that it is desirable to limit the swale block height
(d) to no more than 1.5 feet from a safety and maintenance viewpoint.
To begin the analysis the designer should first determine the maximum
length (L) of the swale block pool given the desired depth or height of
the swale block. As noted earlier:

L : dis

Where;

d : height of the swale block

= 1.5 ft (presumed)

s = longitudinal slope

= .005 ft/ft (given)

Therefore:

L = I 300 ft. I

Since the value of (L) is less than the s~acing desired (i.e., 330 ft)
the swale pool is not truncated and (L =~). Using a swale volumetric
runoff coefficient Cv of 0.70 as recommende~ in the previous section of
this document the following calculations for swale design result.

Volume of storage (Vs) which must be provldeO In the swale block pool
for each cell:

Vs = R (.8- (i - Cv))
Vs = 3750 cu.ft. (.5) or

VS =F~’~’-~’~
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The Volume of Storage (S) Available:

S : (L/3) (~)

Where;    A = 2 Td/3 and,

T = 6d (as specified by rule)
d = 1.5 ft.

A = 9 sq.ft.

L = 300 ft (previously calculated)

By substitution:

S = (300/3) (9) or,

S = { 900 cuftI

The result shows that the proposed configuration does not provide sufficient
storage to satisfy the designer’s objectives. There are other options,
however. The most simple course of action is to reduce swale block spacing
and increase the number of cells within each reach.

Suppose, that four swale blocks are used~ Each pool would be (660
ft/4 = 165 ft) in length. The volume of storage which must be provided ’
in each pool is one-half its former value or (Vs = 1875/2 = 937.5 cu.ft.).
Since the spacing is now less than optimum where (L = 300 ft) each pool will
be truncated forming a frustrum of a pyramid in shape. The designer must
determine the upstream area (a) to determine available storage (S) in
comparison to (Vs) required.

The upstream depth (d2) must first be determined. It may be calculated as
follows:

d2 = dI - (~ s)

Where;

d2 = upstream depth (ft)
dI = height of swale block

= 1.5 ft.
{ = truncated length

= 165 (ft)
s = longitudinal slope

= .005 ft/ft

d2 - 1.5 - (165 x .005)
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The area (a) may now be determined.

a : 2 Td/3 as before,

Where:

T : 6d and
d : d2 : .675 ft.

Therefore;

a : (2) (6 x .675) (.675)/3 or,

a : I z.82 s

Solve the Storage Equation to Determine (S)

S = (~/3) (A + a + Aa)

Where:

~ = 165 ft (from above)
A = 9 sq.ft. (calculated previously)
a = 1.82 sq.ft. (from above)

Therefore:

S : [ 1496 cu.ft. I

Since the value of (S = 1496 cu.ft.) is greater than the storage volume
required (Vs = 937.5 cu.ft.) the designer may use this design. However, this
system exceeds design capacity by a substantial amount. Consequently, the
engineer may wish to continue these iterations until a more optimum
configuration is derived.

Details for Swale Block Construction

Swale blocks may be constructed using a variety of materials including wood,
concrete, asphalt, metal, natural soil or a mixture of each. The most common
application is the use of native in place soil fashioned in the form of a low
berm. Regardless of the material or materials chosen to form the
restriction the designer should take proper precautions to ensure that the
facility is not subject to undercutting and erosion especially along its
toe.

A typical cross section of a berm type system is shown below. (See Figure
6-23). Research conducted by the University of Central Florida indicates
that three swale block systems constructed in accordance with the
specifications shown still existed for more than two years after their
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con3truction. Wash oJz ~i~ not occur even though tnre~ s%grm~ g~eater than
three inches were re~or~e~ ~u~n~ tn~s period.

These researchers suggest that swale block heign~ should be li~e~ to 1.5
feet for public safety and roadway subgrade protection. I~ ~s also
recommendeC tnat tne follo~ing guidelines be applied to ensure good
structural integrity and easy maintenance (mowing).

I) The front and back slope of the structure should not be steeper than
ten feet horizontal to 1 ft vertical unless pavement or other
equally stabile material is used to protect the berm from erosion
during overflow conditions.

2) Berms should be constructed of clean stable material suitable for
the construction of embankments. The material should be free from
tree roots, construction debris and other extraneous material.
Clayey sand, Unified Soil Class (SC) which was mechanically
compacted was used by the UCF researchers. Inorganic silts, (ML and
MH), organic silts (OL), and organic clays (OH), as well as peat or
other highly organic soil (PT) should not be considered. The
designer should also be aware that cover (i.e. grass) may be hard to
establish when using material of high permeability in classes (SW)
and (SP) for example.

3) Sod should be used to protect these embankments from erosion.
Protection should be provided extending at least two feet from the
toe of the berm along both the face and back slope of the
structure.

Figure 6-23

TYPICAL SWALE BLOCI( CROSS SECTION
(NOT-TO SCALE)

SOD ENTIRE BERM AND
EXTEND SOD Z’ MINIMUM
EITHER SIDE. I0

u~
~O uJ

SWAL£ FLOW LIN~E COMPACTED SOIL MATERIAL TO |
SUPPORT SOD       ,,~
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SW BMP 3.05

PARKING LOT STORAGE

Definition

Providing temporary surface storage and controlled release of stormwater
runoff on paved (impervious) parking areas or within parking lot landscaped
islands.

Purpose

To reduce the adverse impact of runoff from impervious parking surfaces on
receiving waters.

Conditions Where Practice Applies

Where portions of large, paved parking lots can be temporarily used for
stormwater storage without significantly interferring with normal vehicle and
pedestrian traffic. Shopping centers and large employee parking areas are
likely places for use of this measure. Wherever parking lot landscaped
islands are required.

Plannin~ Considerations

Paved parking areas can have a significant impact on downstream receiving
waters. The impervious-surface which often replaces natural vegetative cover
causes increases in the volume .and peak rate of runoff and also provides a
place for traffic-generated residues and airborne pol_lutants to accumulate
and become available for washoff.

Detention of stormwater on paved parking surfaces or within recessed
landscaped islands is a technique used in many localities to deal primarily
with the problem of increased runoff peaks from relatively minor storms.
This practice in itself can also contribute to a decrease in nonpoint source
pollution for the following reasons:

i) In areas with combined sewers, the reduction in peak runoff rate can
contribute to a reduction in the frequency and magnitude of sewer
overflows.

2) In areas without combined sewers, the reduction in runoff peak can
contribute to decreased stream channel erosion and subsequent sediment
pollution downstream.



By temporarily pondine runoff tne~e is an increased opportunity for
particulate matter to settle o~;.

4) The first flush o~ smock loading effect of the polluted rjnogf is
decreased because the stormwate~ is released over a longer period of
time.

5) By placing raised storm sewer i~llets in recessed landscaped areas, some
infiltration and settling will occur before the stormwate~ is conveyed
by the storm sewer.

Parking lot ponding is usually accomplished by using specifically designed or
modified inlet structures w~ich cause stormwater to temporarily pond in
specially graded areas of a parking lot. An illustration of a typical
parking lot storage system cross-section is shown in Figure 6-24.

The effectiveness of parking lot storage for nonpoint source pollution
control can be increased by routing ponded water over infiltration areas
and/or trenches. An easy way of promoting infiltraiton is to place raised
storm sewer inlets witl~in recessed landscaped areas. Curb cuts will allow
runoff to enter the mini-retention/detention area where ~nfiltration can
occur before the stormwater rises to the elevation of the inlet.
Infiltration allows a certain amount of t~e ponded water to be purified by
the soil. Before using infiltration techniques in conjunction with parking
lot storage a determination must be made as to the possible effect upon
groundwater. The Exfiltration Section (SW BMP 3.03) contains relevant
information on this topic. Other infiltration practices such as porous
pavement, concrete grid and modular pavement, grassed waterways, filter
strips and seepage areas can also be used in conjunction with parking lot
storage to reduce nonpoint source pollution.

Design Criteria

Wherever they exist, local criteria for the design of parking lot storage
systems should be followed. If no local criteria exist, the following may
be used as design guidelines:

Storage Volume and Release Rate: Design of the storage volume and
release rate is dependent upon the purpose of the system. In parking lot
detention systems, the storage volume is usually limited by the size and
grade of the parking lot and the proximity of ponding areas to structures
and traffic routes. There will seldom be enough storage volume to control
moderate or major flooding downstream unless additional storage volume is
provided.

For nonpoint source pollution reduction, a slow release rate is needed (i.e.,
0.1 inch per day to 1 inch per day). Detention times in excess of 30-40
hours are most effective. Unfortunately, stormwater detention for such long
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FIGURE 6-2~

-"a.-i:ir.c         ’c~ .~ Det:_ntio~ Co,"=,_curazions~

THROUGH A TYPICAL PARKING LOT STORAGE ARF,A

STORM SEWER INLET RAISED
ABOVE GRADE

CURB CUTS

PERIMETER SWALE

RECESSED LANDSCAPE AREA WITH RAISED
STORM SEWER INLET AND CURB CUTS

PARKING LOT
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oerio~s of time is not desirable on a parking surface. ~ gooc ~!;e,’native
i~ to design the parking lot storage sy~;em in conjunction v,i~n a su~su~faze
~e:ention/detention system such as infiltration ~’enches and/or mi~s. The
subsurface system can be ~esigneG ~o collect a small initial volume of runoff
while t~e surface ponding system can be designed to control a specific mesign
5~Orm at a pre-development level.

Minimum Slope: The storage area s~oulm have at least 0.5 to I percent
slope toward the outlet to assure complete drainage following a storm.

Maximum Depth: The maximum depth of water within the pond area is not
recommended to exceed 7 inches.

Location: The portion of the parking lot where runoff storage is planned
shoul~ be located so that there will be minimum interference with pedestrian
and vehicular traffic during a storm. Remote perimeter areas of large
parking lots are usually best suited,

Overflow: The parking lot storage system should be designed so that
overflow from storms larger than the’design storm will not cause excessive
damage or inconvenience. Specifically, there should be no potential for
flooding of nearby buildings, major throughfares or other important
facilities.

Warnin~ Signs: Ponding areas should be well marked with signs or
pavement markings advising users to avoid these areas during storms in order
to protect their vehicle brake linings from wetting and to prevent
inconvenience to themselves.

Maintenance

Discharge control structures should be inspected periodically and following
each storm. Accumulated debris and litter should be removed as necessary to
assure proper functioning.

Parking lot surfaces must be cleaned following storms to provide a reasonable
level of pollution control and reduce accumulation of litter, debris,
traffic-generated residues and. other nonpoint source pollutants. Sweeping or
vacuuming is recommended.
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Sw BMP 3.06

POROUS PAVEMENT

Definitions

The use of a porous asphaltic paving material and a high-void aggregate base
that allows for rapid infiltration and temporary storage of rain falling on
or runoff delivered to paved surfaces. As described herein, porous asphaltic
paving material consists of an open graded coarse aggregate cemented together
by asphalt cement into a coherent mass, with sufficient interconnected voids
to provide a high rate of permeability to water.

Pervious concrete consists of specially formulated mixtures of Portland
Cement, uniform open graded coarse aggregate (FDOT #8 or #89, 3/8 inch to no.
16 or no. 50 recommended), and potable water. This material may be combined
with certain water reducing and retarding or accelerating admixtures along
with air entraining agents. When properly handled, and installed pervious
concrete has a high percentage of void space which allows rapid percolation

of liquids through the pavement.

Purpose

l) To reduce volumes and peak rates of runoff normally associated with
urban-type development, thereby reducing the potential for combined
sewer overflows and for downstream channe~ erosion and subsequent

sediment pollution.

2) To improve water quality by filtration and bacterial action.

R0071196
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Parking Lot of Pervious Concrete Near T~a International Airport

Conditions Where Practice Applies

Theoretically, applicable as a direct substitute for conventional asphalt
and concrete pavements wherever on-site detention is necessary to control
runoff rates, volumes, and/or quality. However, this practice is most
popular for low-volume traffic areas such as parking areas, where stable
subgrade soils having at ]east moderate permeability exist. The practice
should have a wider range of application in areas with very sandy soils.

Plannin9 Considerations

The use of porous pavement in place of conventional impervious paving
material is quite new and represents a significant departure from con-
ventional pavement design. Extensive laboratory testing and some limited
field testing and experience seem to indicate that this practice has good
potential for a wide variety of applications. However, a number of
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questions have been raise~ concerning the potenzial ~enefi~s verses possi~,.
shortcomings of tilese :nate~ials wilich reqJire fu~t~er consideration an~
analysis. Tne f~llowiqg is a discussion of some of ~ne major factors which
should be considere~ in determining the applicaDility of thi~ practice.

Possible Problems

i) Wet Sub~rade: A wet subgrade is inherent to porous pavement. If
the subgrade soil cannot support the design load under saturated
conditions, this practice would not be applicable without first
replacing the subgrade with a suitable material.

2) Water Strippin9 (Asphalt): Generally, open-graded mixtures may be
considered more prone to water stripping than conventional dense
aggregate mixtures because of water access. However, tests have shown
that if the aggregate is dried adequately and the asphalt is properly
designed and mixed, stripping should not be a problem. Stripping
prevention is discussed later under Construction and Materials
Specifications.

3) Pressure Head on Slopes: Rapid subsurface drainage on steep slopes
may create water pressure at low points of the pavement. This problem
can be alleviated through the use of spaced collection pipes which can
capture subsurface flow on slopes and direct it away from the
pavement.                                                                     ~

4) Pore Clogging: On pavements with high-volume traffic and heavy
use or those located in particularly dirty environments, such as near a
sandy beach, particulate matter as well as grease and oil may clog void
spaces quite readily, thus reducing the infiltration capacity of the
pavement and restricting its intended function. Clogging can be
prevented through periodic vacuum cleaning. This problem is not as
evident on low-volume, light use pavements. To preclude premature
clogging porous pavement should not be placed into service until all
areas that contribute stormwater ru-~noff to the on-pavement retention
system have been effectively stabilized.

5) Groundwater Pollution:. The asphaltic oils that could be leached
from hot-mix asphalt pavements during the first several weeks
following placement as well as motor oil drippings and gasoline
spillage have the potential to pollute groundwater. However, these
systems may be less prone to problems than more conventional re-
tention ponds or trenches since the pollutants are not collected in
a small area for treatment. Stormwater along with the pollutants it
carries should wash through to nature’s own treatment plant, the soil.
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Organic materials and any o%ne~ Dioeegrada~ie waste sho~i~ ~nen b~
metabolized by soil bacteria.

Possible Benefits

i) Reduced Stormwater Management Requirements: Under most condizions,
porous pavement can significantly reduce or eliminate surface runoff
from the areas it covers. Where separate storm sewers already exist or
are to be installed, use of porous pavement could produce substantial
cost savings. With existing separate sewers, the use of porous
pavement could alleviate the need to install additional capacity when
the present storm sewer capacity is fully utilized. For future
installations, the use of porous pavement would allow reduction in the
design capacity of the storm drainage collection system installed.
Catch basins could be reduced in size or number. Consequently, the
volume of septic sludge which builds up in them would be reduced,
lowering the cost of having them cleaned periodically.

2) Safety Improvement:

a) Skid Resistance: Porous pavement overlays (friction courses)
on conventional surfaces have been found successful in preventing
wet skidding or hydroplaning. Other research has shown that
conventional dense paving material consistently exhibits dry skid
resistance better than or equal to that of porous pavement
installation, but porous pavements are clearly superior under wet
conditions. In fact, conventional pavements exhibit a decline in
their coefficients of friction when wet, while porous pavements
seem to exhibit an increase in their coefficients of friction when
wet.

b) Enchanted Visibility: Visibility of pavemen~ markings during
rain is expected to be improved because of rapid removal of water
and because of the marking material penetrating the voids to
present an-oblique view. Research has shown white marking paint
slightly superior to yellow paint on these surfaces. Enhanced
visibility of pavement markings could be an important factor in
accident mitigation during storms.

3) Water Quality Improvement: A permeable subgrade and a sufficiently
deep water table below the pavement surface provide an opportunity for
a significant amount of infiltration to occur. Depending upon soil
type and water table depth, this increased infiltration can lead to a
significant reduction in the annual pollutant load associated with
these surfaces versus non-porous pavement.

4) Preservation of Vegetation: Plants and vegetation along
conventiona| roads, particularly in areas of high pavement densities,
are often starved for water because the dry soil under the road tends
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to rob their s~pply. Porous pavement would restore natural moisture,
to the bene~i~ of roadside vegetation.

5) Reduced Puddling: Use of porous pavemen~ eliminates inconvenient
surface puddling and provides for pavement drainage with no crown slope
necessary. Tne pavement can be laid perfectly level, presenting a
pleasing appearance.

6) Color Infusion: Porous pavement is adaptable to color infusion
through the use of colored aggregate or colored roofing granules
applied to the surface.

7) Noise Reduction: Porous pavements have been found to be slightly
less noisy than conventional pavements.

Potential Regulatory Conflicts

The sizing of storm sewerage systems is determined by ordinance in most
municipalities. However, porous paving is a relatively new development, and
few local regulations contemplate its use. Consequently, flood control
authorities may not permit any reduction in the size of storm drains or other
drainage structures. Such restrictions eliminate the economic advantage of
porous pavement. Local regulations may need to be revised to permit the use
of practices like porous pavement that may have wide-ranging environmental
benefits.

General Design Criteria

Porous pavement installations should be designed and constructed according to
applicable standards and specifications of local, state or national
standard-setting agencies or organizations such as the Federal Highway
Administration, the Florida Department of Transportation, the local Water
Management District, the City or County Public Works Department, the Asphalt
Institute, the National Crushed Stone Association, the National Sand and
Gravel Association and the Florida Concrete and Products Association. The
following guidelines should also be used.

Retention Storage Volume Needed to Satisfy State Stormwater Quality
Regulations

In order to provide a level of pollutant removal equivalent with other
practices recommended for use in Florida the pavement must have the necessary
reservoir capacity to store and percolate the first half-inch of untreated
runoff from the parking lot or roadway and any other contributing area
within a 12-hour time period. The ability to store and percolate at least
80% of the runoff from a three year one-hour design storm may also be used to
demonstrate equivalency in lieu fo the former criteria.
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To satisfy state criteria the storage volume required (Vr) may De ca!cula~ed
in the same manner as other retention devices. The mathematical expression
is:

Vr = (1/2 inch x A x 43,560 sq.ft../ac x 1 ft/12 in.) or,
Vr : 1815 A

where:

Vr = Volume of Storage Required (cu.ft.)
A = Size of the facility plus any additional contributing area

(Ac)

The nature of each individual site will determine the design of the porous
pavement to be placed on it. A thorough prior examination of the site is of
primary importance to the proper functioning of the pavement. Each case is
different depending upon site and particularly soil conditions, the wear
expected on the surface itself, and the objectives of the designer in regard
to the particular use for the porous surface.

Estimating Available Storage

Calculation of Void Space: Void space should be calculated according to
the testing procedure recommended in Federal Highway Administration Reporb
No. FHWA-RDo74-2. The volume of the sample should be measured mechanically
rather than calculated from a water displacement method because a great deal
of water is absorbed. This error might affect the computation of reservoir
capacity.

As of this printing a consistent statewide policy has not been established in
reference to credit for storage volume within the voids in the pavement and
the coarse aggregate base (when used). The Department (FDER) normally allows
an applicant to consider storage within the pore spaces of both. This policy
is consistent with that for other subsurface retention facilities supported
by open graded material (e.g. exfiltration trench storage criteria). The
agency will also count the capacity to hold water over the pavement if the
facility is curbed and all potential outlets are elevated for storage.

Most other local, regional and state permitting authorities will also allow
up to 6 inches of available surface storage credit for flat parking areas
ringed with curb and gutters under similar circumstances. However, most
agencies differ in their opinion as to the appropriate percentage of credit
to be given for storage below the surface. The level may range from 0% to
100% depending on jurisdiction.

When designing these facilities the engineer is urged to contact the
appropriate agency for a determination. FDER or the appropriate local Water
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Management District with delega~_d stormwater permitting authority should be
contacted for water quality treatment purposes. Tne city, county, water
management district or FDOT Should be consulzed for drainage connection
purposes.

In defense of the various agencies that have failed to reach a concensus
regarding this technology, the designer should realize that ti~e major concern
with porous pavement is that its’ quality, and permeability appear to be very
sensi:ive to batching and installation techniques. Among other factors, the
water to cement ratio which is used in the mixing operation and how carefully
the material is placed by the contractor will impact the available void space
associated with the pavement. Consequently, it is difficult for the designer
or review authority to predict the exact amount of storage space which will
be available within the matrix of the material.

Couple these uncertainties with a tendency for the void space to become
filled over time with sand, silt and clay carried and deposited on the
pavement by automobiles, and one can begin to understand the reason for the
divergence of opinions that the designer must currently cope with. Counting
only storage which can be achieved on top of the pavement alleviates this
problem.

However, the storage available (Vs) would be calculated in the following
manner presuming that the designer were to be given credit for storage
available within the pavement and the open graded aggregate subgrade mater~al
(if used):

Vs: A x dI x Pl/100 + A x d2 x P2/lO0

where:

Vs : Available storage in the pavement and subgrade matrix (ft3)
A : Area of the pavement (sq.ft.)

dI : Thickness of pavement (ft.)
d2 = Thickness of subgrade base if used (ft.)
P1 = Percentage pore space or voids in pavement
P2 = Percentage pore space or voids associated with the subgrade

if used.

Example:

Suppose a developer is building a 20 acre shopping center. The soils are
fine sand and the topography is flat. Assume that project is 85% buildings
and parking lot and that 10 acres or 50% of the project is paved with porous
pavement. How much storage is available within a six inch thickness of
pavement plus an open graded subgrade course of equal dimension?
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Assume that fiel~ testing of tne pavement mix to be used ha~ bee:~
pe~forme~ an~ were availaale from the supplier. The resalts indicate
that the void spa~e coulC De expected t.3 range fro~ 12% - 22%. Presume
that the subgrade was estimated to have 40% pore volume.

The storage volume may be determined as follows:

A = 10 ac x 43,560 sq.ft./ac orI A = 435~600 sq.ft. I

The pavement depth and subgrade depth are said to be equal. Each is

noted to be six inches thick. Therefore, I dl = d? : .5 ft. I
T~e pore space or percentage voids in the pavement (Pl) ranges from

12% to 22%. Be conservative, use I PI = 12%1

The subgrade coarse is presumed to contain 40% voids by volume in this
problem. Consequently the value of (p2) is known

I PP : 4o I

Substituting these values into the equation:

Vs = 435,600 x .5 x 12/100 + 435,600 x .5 x 40/100

I Vs = 113~256 cu.ft."]

This value (Vs) would be compared with the 1/2" storage volume required (Vr).
Should the relationship (Vs - Vr) be a negative number the designer would
need to provide on pavement storage for the remainder or increase the
pavement or coarse aggregate base thickness to provide the additional
storage.

In this instance, presume the entire 20 acre project contributed runoff
via the parking lot. The storage required may be determined as noted earlier
[ Vr = 1815A = 36,300 cu.ft.]. The value (Vs - Vr) is not negative..
Therefore, the facility would have much more capacity than needed.
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Storage Volume Recovery

In accordance with state criteria these facilities must be capable of
recovering their storage volume (primarily through percolation) within 72
hours following a storm.

This capacity is evaluate~ in the same manner as other retention facilities
by a simultaneous solution of "Darcys" and the "Continuity Equation".

Q : KiA

where:

Q = Rate of recovery (cfs)
K = Hydraulic conductivity or percolation rate of the soil

(in/hr)
i = Hydraulic gradient (usually assumed = i, conservatively)
A = Area of the pavement (Ac)
[NOTE: 1Ac in/hr = 1 cfs]

The value determined for (Vr) is subsequently divided by the value of (Q)
from the preceding equation to determine the recovery period (Td) in
seconds.

[Td = Vr/Q]

Assuming that Td/3600 ~ 72, the design would be acceptable.

SITE SURVEYS AND INFORMATION REQUIRED

The type of surveys and information required is ~imilar to other retention
facilities. At a minimum a soil survey and drainage area map should be
prepared. The topography of the site before development and after
construction is completed will be of interest and should be provided.
Similar to other retention areas the location should be examined to provide
permitting authorities with an estimate of the seasonal high groundwater
elevation as well as any sensitive geologic conditions that could result in
groundwater contamination due to inadequate treatment. The latter is
discussed more thoroughly in RETENTION (SW BMP 3.07).

Survey and Investigations

Soil Borings: Test borings should be taken to determine the character
and permeability of the soil. The ability to transmit the water passing
through the pavement is crucial to the treatment efficiency of these systems.
In some cases, where soil permeability is poor, an alternative approach to
the removal of water from the base reservoir is required.
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Percolation Tests: Tne double ring infiltrometer zest would normally
be ~ile metnoa of choice for this type of installation. However, when
substantial excavation is contemplated, tne. ~es~ing procedure ~nat is
used should be capamle of characterizing the infiltration capacity of
the appropriate soil layer on whi;h the pavement will actually rest
when completed.

DESIGN AND PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS

Sub~rade: Water continually in contact with silty or clay types of
subgrade soils will saturate and decrease the strength of the subgrade and,
in turn, lower the load-carrying capability of the roadway. Therefore an
ideal soil for use as a subgrade must have adequate load-bearing capacity wet
and dry. The ideal soil must be well-drained; tnat is, the water table must
be so far below the surface that the rise of water by capillary action will
not come close to the surface. Tne soil must be permeable to water so that
water is transmitted relatively quickly down through it. Finally, it must be
quite porous so that it has the capacity to imbibe large quantities of water
in its surface layers.

Likely soils to meet these requirements would be a sand to sandy clay loam
some distance above the water table. Soil types classified under the Soil
Conservation Service hydrologic soil group (HSG) category A or B are
recommended for consideration. The particles for this type of soil ranges’
from sand to clay, but the clay content must be low enough to leave good void
size and permit capillary flow downward at a suitable rate. If too clayey,
the soil compacts very well and carries the load when dry, but porosity is
lacking and transmission of water through the clay is very slow. Likewise,
clays may also absorb more than enough water to fill their voids, thereby
swelling and becoming very low in load support value. This situation is
relatively common following excavation into HSG-B soils in North Florida.

Drainage: If tests.indicate that the subgrade is too impermeable to
drain the bBse course reservoir within a reasonable amount of time, it will
be advisable to provide a supplementary stormwater system. There are a
number of popular stormwater practices capable of adequately removing the
water remaining in the base course. These include:

1) Rock Filled Trench: This system uses coarse open-grade
rock in trenches that are interconnected with the base (reservoir)
course which supports the pavement (see Figure 6-25(a,b,c).
Drains are located along the edges or in laterals spaced evenly
beneath pervious parking areas or roads. The subgrade (soil)
is sloped toward the trench such that excess water is conducted
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laterally through tqe coa-se aggregate base and possi2",’ via the
pavement surface to the collection system.

Although not illustrated in Figure 6-25(a), these aopurzenances
would usually be directly connected to the p,’ima, v.
(e.g., drainage ditch, canal or stormsewer) by a posizive outfall
pipe covered with hardware cloth or other type wire mesh screen.
The screen is intended to prevent the coarse aggregate from washing
~nto the pipe. A perforated underdrain pipe (Figure 6-25b, c)
sometimes covered with a filter fabric sock is another popular
means to provide for recovery of the base reservoir storage
capactiy within the time frame desired by the designer.

The latter would usually be sized by using tecnniques for
estimating the diameter of tile drains required given a specified
rate of removal (see UNDERDRAIN, SW BMP 3.10). The former may be
sized in the same manner as estimating orifice area required for
drawdown (see DETENTION SW BMP 3.05).

In either instance, the designer should be aware that these systems
only provide for temporary attenuation of runoff. These positive
drainage systems will not provide a substantial improvement in the
quality of water discha-’~-~ed versus conventional pavement.
Consequently, these systems must be emptied into a properly
designed wet detention pond or other suitable treatment system
prior to discharge off-site.

2) V-Trench Water Removal to Pond: Another positive method of
removlng water from the base reservoir is to use the base material
as a drain for transport to a relatively shallow V-trench at a low
point in the cross-section of the roadway. If a heavy volume of
water is expected or an appreciable gradient is involved, it would
be advisable to pave the trench or size the facility such that the
erosive velocity for the soil and cover is not exceeded. (See
SWALE SW BMP 3.04). The V-trench shown in Figure 6-25(d) must also
be emptied into a wet detention pond or other suitable treatment
system prior to off-site discharge.

3) Sand Underdrain: With this type system a sub-base is provided
as a filter medium. The coarse open rock drain layer (base) is
underlain by a suitable filter layer (sub-base) such as clean
concrete sand, approximately 6 inches in depth. The subgrade
(soil) is sloped toward a single peripheral or a series of evenly
spaced trenches beneath the pavement. Water is collected by a
perforated pipe installed near the bottom of the trench. Provided
that the minimum distance that water must travel through the sand
before reaching the perforated pipe (Figure 6-25e) or reaching
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FIGURE 6-25

Examples of Porous Pavement Drainage Systems

a. b.

Source: Investigation of Porous Pav~nents for
Urban Runoff Control, Thelen et al

(after Virginia State Water Control Board, 1979. "Urban Best Management
Practices Handbook’)
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zne gravel envelope surroundinQ the underdrain (Figure 6-25f~ is
2-feet or more, tnes: systems currently woula not reqJire
additional treatment. Methods for sizing un~erarain systems anG
tne state criteria pertaining to sand filters are discussed in SW
BMP 3.10. The designer should be thoroughly familiar with the
requirements and drawbacks associated with stormwater filtration
devices before making the decision to use this type of system for
stormwater management.

A99re~ate Gradation and Quality: The gradation required to obtain a
porous asphalt or concrete pavement is of the "open" graded type as
contraste~ to the "dense" graded type which is capable of close packing.
However, not just any coarse aggregate of suitable grade will work well.
Experience with some locally available material consisting of crushed
limestone has not been completely satisfactory.

Designers should avoid using relatively "soft" aggregate especially in
pervious concrete applications. The capacity of this material to absorb
substantial quantities of water seems to result in difficulties obtaining an
acceptable and consistent water to cement ratio. As a consequence several
applications experienced raveling that was so severe that the original
treatment scheme was abandoned in favor of a more conventional approach.

The aggregates selected for porous pavement construction should be of the
recrystalized type which will not hydrate. It should be hard and durable.
The material should not contain phosphate or calcium florappatite within
its matrix. The appropriate (ASTM) testing standards for these purposes
are listed in the section entitled "Construction and Materials".

Factor of Safet~ in Design: Some pavement designers have suggested that
because open graded mixes are not as strong as dense graded mixes, the
pavement thickness needs to be increased. However, with normal and proper
construction practices, sufficient subgrade compaction should be achieved
so that with a well-drained subgrade a California Bearing Ratio (CBR) of
six or seven could be used quite safely. These CBR values would permit
pavements to be considerably thinner than normally specified.

The design of porous pavement roadways equivalent to conventionally
constructed roads has been found to depend primarily on the load-bearing
capacity of the subgrade, the expected traffic volume and the reservoir
capacity of surface and base. Specifications of the Asphalt Institute have
been used to design the porous pavement roadwaysillustrated in Table 6-10.
Most, if not all, applications in Florida thus far have been for "light"
duty service as mentioned earlier.

Because of the low load-bearing capacity of a wet subgrade, a v~ry poor
subgrade (CBR = 2) has been assumed in establishing these designs. Traffic
volumes are indicated by the Design Traffic Number (DTN), which is the
average number of e~uivalent 18,000 pound single-axle loads per day
expected in the heaviest traffic lane during the design period (normally
20 years). The method of calculating the DTN is given in detail in
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the Asphal~ institute Manual Series No. I, "Tnickness Design." Tne
classifications are as follows:

DTN                        TRAFFIC CLASSIFICATION
1 -     10                  Light (parKing lots, residential streets)
i0 -    100                 Medium (city business streets)
100 - i0,000                  Heavy (highways)

TABLE 6-10

THICKNESS REQUIREMENTS FOR SURFACE AND BASE COURSE FOR POROUS PAVEMENT

SURFACE         BASE             RESERVOIR CAPACITY
THICKNESS     THICKNESS       (INCHES OF RAINFALL)

CBRa DTNb      (INCHES)C     (INCHES)C      SURFACE BASE    TOTAL

2       1         4          6             .60    1.80     2.40

2      10         4          12             .60    3.60     4.20

2      20         4-I/2      13             .66    3.90     4.56

2      50         5          14             .75    4.20     4.95

2       100           5            16                .75     4.80      5.55

2      1000           6            20                .90     6.00      6.90

2            5000                       7                         22                               1.05          6.60            7.65

a California Bearing Ratio, a measure of the soil support value.

b Design Traffic Number, a measure of traffic volume.

c Asphalt Institute specifications assume a dense graded mix.

Source: Investigation of Porous Pavements for Urban Runoff Control,
Thelen, et,al.

Porous pavement must be designed and built to support the heaviest traffic
volumes and loads for a particular application. By increasing the depth of
the base course, loads are spread conically over large areas, thus reducing
the loading intensity until the subgrade will support the load without undue
deformation.
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Volume of Retention Storage Available

The base course ~epth can and will provide for ~he load and also ac: as a
water reservoir. The reservoir capacity figures given in Table 6-I0 are
baseG upon an assumed average void space of 15% for the surface course and
30% for the base course. These are average values from a number of tes:
results. The percent pore space and the resultant reservoir capacity can be
quite variable as mentioned earlier. Consequently, when estimating available
storage the engineer should use the lowest percentage voids associated with
any particular pervious cement or asphalt and aggregate mixture offered by
the supplier.

The owner or manufacturer should retain an independent testing laboratory.
The testing laboratory shall conform to the applicable requirements of ASTM
E-329 "Standard Recommended Practice for Inspection and Testing Agencies for
Concrete, Steel, and Bituminous Materials as Used In Construction" and
ASTM C-I077 "Standard Practice for Testing Concrete and Concrete Aggregates
for Use in Construction, and Criteria for Laboratory Evaluation". A minimum
frequency of one test for each day of placement is recommended to verify the
rodded weight of material as delivered. The test shall be conducted in
accordance with ASTM C172 and C-29. The mix shall be within (+5) five pcf of
design unit weight. If outside this range, mix proportions sh~ll be modified
to comply.

CONSTRUCTION AND MATERIALS SPECIFICATIONS

General: The following section provides construction standards and
materials specification associated with each of the two basic categories of
porous pavement currently being used in Florida. The section begins by
presenting information associated with the installation of porous asphaltic
paving material. These standards are followed by recommendations associated
with the manufacture and placement of pervious concrete. Requirements
associated with other forms of pervious pavements (e.g., turf block) may be
found by referring to CONCRETE GRID AND MODULAR PAVEMENT (SW BMP 301).

Porous Asphalt

Thus far the application of porous asphaltic paving material has been
minimal in Florida. Only a very limited number of installations have
been reported to date. The technology remains predominantly untried,
therefore, the standard discussed herein represent suggestions obtained
from other regions of the United States where the procedure has had more
popularity. This technique has been most extensively used in Maryland.
The following discussions and recommended standards were established by the
state of Maryland to help ensure the longest possible function of these
facilities. The reader should refer to (Figure 6-26) for an illustration
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POROUS ASPIIALT SURFACE COURSE
112" to 3/4" Aggregate
asphaltic mix

2.5 to 4" thickness typical

FI L-T~ COURSE
]/2" Aggretate
2" lhick~ess

RESERVOIR BASE COURSE
]" to 2" Aggregate
Voids volume is (lesigf~e(l for
ru,~of f Retentio~

Thickf~ess is based on storage
required

¯ FILTER FABRIC

I1[ I~=’--IIIi~=:~11111~11Ill -~ ¯ EXISTING SOIL
~llll-_.~lll~----~llll~-:tlll~lll~ IIl~JI Mini,hal compact ion to retain

I)OrOsiLy alld permeability

FIGURE 6-26

POROUS ASPIIALT PAVING TYPICAL SECTION

Modified after Dtniz, 1980 and City of Rockvtlle, Maryland, 1982



snowing the types of materials used in these installations, their relative
location within the matrix and the tnizkness associ:~:~._~ with a typical
cross-section of porous asphal; Davemen;.

The design shown is typical of most installations permitted by the City of
Rockville, Maryland. The material is composed of four layers as described
below:

I) Minimally compacted subbase consisting of undisturbed existina
soil. Auxiliary drainage structures (French drains, pipe drains,
etc.) may also be required for soils with slower infiltration
rates.

2) Reservoir base course consisting of one to two inch diameter stone
aggregate. The thickness of this reservoir layer is determined
from runoff storage needs, the soil load bearing strength and the
traffic load.

3) Two inches of 1/2-inch aggregate to stablilize and fair the
reservoir base course surface.

4) Porous asphalt concrete surface course with a thickness that is
based on bearing strength and pavement design, requirements. For
most applications, light duty applications 2-i/2 to 4 inches have
been found to be sufficient.

In addition, a layer of engineering filter fabric is recommended between the
soil and the reservoir base course, as shown in the typical porous asphalt
pavement cross-section presented in the figure.

Porous asphalt paving is used to recharge groundwater supplies and reduce
stormwater runoff and water pollution from paved, low-volume traffic areas by
providing a bearing surface having adequate strength to accommodate vehicles
while allowing infiltration of surface water and filtration of pollutants.

Sub~rade Preparation

1) Alter and refine the grades as necessary to bring subgrade (soil
profile) to required grades and sections as shown in the drawings.

2) The type of equipment used in subgrade preparation construction
shall not cause undue subgrade compaction. Use tracked equipment
or oversized rubber tire equipment - DO NOT use standard rubber
tired equipment. Traffic over subgra~ll be kept at a minimum.
Where fill is required, it shall be compacted to a density equal to
the undisturbed subgrade, and inherent soft spots shall be
corrected.
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Aggregate Base Course (Reservoir Course)

i) all stone used shall be clean, washed, crushed sZone, meeting
Florida Department of Transportation specifications.

2) The aggregate shall be of two sizes, The reservoir base course
shall be to depth as noted on drawings of 2-inch to I-inch
aggregate (FDOT No.3) or equivalent. A two inches deep top course
of 1/2" aggregate (FDOT No. 7) is also reco~nmended.

3) Aggregate base course shall be laid over a dry subgrade covered
with engineering filter fabric to a depth shown in drawings, in
lifts to lay naturally compacted. The stone base course shall be
compacted lightly. Keep the base course clean from debris, and
sediment.

Porous Asphalt Surface Course

1) The surface course shall be laid directly over the I/2" aggregate
base course and shall be laid in one lift.

2) The aggregate selected for porous asphaltic pavement construction
should meet requirements of the standard specification for "Crushed
Stone, Crushed Slag, and Crushed Gravel for Bituminous Macadam Base
and Surface Courses of Pavements", ASTM D-693-71, with one
exception and one addition. The exception requires the gradation
to be of the open graded type for the reasons described
previously. The addition should be a requirement for a soundness
test as specified in ASTM D-694-62, "Crushed Stone, Crushed Slag,
and Crushed Gravel for Dry-Bound or Water-Bound Macadama Base
Courses." This is required to determine if the aggregate is
susceptible to disintegration by water.

The aggregate grading shall be of a type (FDOT No. 7 or similar)
wherein the majority (60% by weight) of material is concentrated in
the 1/2" to 3/8" size range. All stone used shall be clean washed
crushed stone containing less than 2% silt clay and organic matter.
Any material finer than No. 4 shall be of uniform distribution.

3) The asphalt grade shall meet AASHTO Specification M-20 for 50 to 65
penetration road asphalt as a binder in the southern United
States. The suggested viscosity grade of asphalt cement to be used
is AC-20 of AASHO M-226-73 I. This grade is to be considered a
tentative starting point because test results obtained from the
design process may indicate an advantage or a necessity to alter
the asphalt grade.
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4) For ~oaO paving duraPili~y ana to prevent Zoo rapid nardenine ~:
the asphalt, it is desirable zo have the highest asphalt content
possiDle in the mix. Too muc~ aspnal~ would separate out unde~
traffic, so that maximum asphalt content is generally limited by
that factor. Experience has shown that 5.5% by weight is the
minimum recommended aspnalt content. Asphalt content should be
determined according to the testing procedure recommended in
Feaeral Highway Administration Report No. FHWA, RD-74-2, Design
of Open-Graded Asphalt Friction Courses.

5) The mixing plant shall certify the aggregate and the asphalt
content in the mix. The asphaltic mix shall be tested for its
resistance to stripping by water using ASTM D 1664. The asphalt-
coated aggregate should retain an estimated 95% of the coated
area after water immersion of the mix for 16 to 18 hours at 77°F
(25°C). If this standard is not met, then anti-stripping agents
are added to the asphalt. Many designers, however, feel that this
specific testing procedure is not very reliable. Federal Highway
Administration Report No. FHWA-RD-74-2 includes a test for
resistance to water (Immersion Compression Test) which may also be
used for determining whether stripping might be a problem.
However, the best insurance for avoiding stripping problems is the
use of aggregates and asphalts that are compatible with one
another.

6) To ensure that the individual aggregate particles are completely ,
surrounded by asphalt, and that the asphalt is tightly bound to
each particle, temperature of mixing at the hot mix plant must be
rigidly controlled. Too low a mixing temperature will result in
inadequate asphalt binding-and coverage of the aggregate, while
too high a mixing temperature will allow asphalt to drain from
the mix, resulting in a lower asphalt content and decreased
strength. Suitable mixing temperatures range from 230° - 260°F,
with the recommended temperatures at the lower end of that range
(230° - 240~F).

The minimum air temperature of 50:F, is recommended to make sure
that the surface does not cool prior to compaction.

7) Compaction of surface course shall be done while the surface is
cool enough to resist a 10-ton roller. One or two passes by the
roller is all that is required for proper compaction. More
rolling could cause a reduction in the surface course porosity,
damage the aggregate, and break the bonding between particles
which would shorten the pavement life.

8) Transporting of mix to site shall be in a clean vehicle with smooth
dump beds that have been sprayed with a non-petroleum release
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agent. The mix shall De covered during transportation to control
cooling.

9) Experience has shown the need for clese control of contractor
vehicles on newly installed areas or porous pavement. Damage to
pavement porosity results chiefly from abuse during the early life
of the pavement. Normally, paving is done wnile heavy construction
or earth moving is continuing in an area. T~e new pavement is thus
subjected to mud and dirt from contractor vehicles for up to
several months, and the continual passage of these vehicles
compacts the dirt into the pores. Only if caked mud is cleaned
from vehicle wheels and the pavement is cleaned daily by sweeping
and high-pressure water washing can porosity be retained. Clogging
can be further minimized by proper use of curbing to prevent
surrounding soils from washing onto the pavement surface.

CONSTRUCTION AND MATERIAL SPECIFICATION (CONTINUED)

Pervious Concrete

Introduction: Pervious concrete contains a large percentage by weight of
aggregate larger than the number four sieve (0.185 inches). Pervious
concrete is also referred to by several other names such as open graded mix,
gap graded mix, draincrete, popcorn mix, no fines mix or porous concrete.
Pervious concrete has a high void space, at least 15% is required and a
coarse surface texture. The water-cement ratio is low, 0.20 - 0.40, and the
slump is extremely low, often zero.

Excessive amounts of water yield a paste which is too fluid and flows off
the aggregate particles, reducing cohesion and filling the voids in the lower
part. Too little water results in a paste which does not adhere to the
aggregate particles, leading to insufficient cohesion. The quantity of
cement paste and water is considered sufficient when it coats the coarse
aggregate with a shiny film, giving it a metallic gleam. A typical mix
provides a permeability of about 2.3 gallons per minute per square foot.
Higher percolation rates are possible with higher void contents, but higher
void contents also produce lower strengths.

Compressive and flexural strengths of pervious concrete are somewhat lower
than those of conventional portland cement concrete, due to the higher void
content and lower unit weight. Compressive and flexural strengths are
dependent on the water-cement ratio, aggregate-cement ratio, unit weight,
void content and aggregate shape and size. The flexible nature of this
pavement means that the subgrade condition is extremely important to the
performance of the pavement.

The method of handling and placing are different from other types of
concrete. Only concrete firms and contractors familiar with the intricacies
of porous concrete should be used and then only if a Professional Engineer,
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wit~ training and experience in porous concrete, is present during tne time
of paving. Pervious concrete is placed into location and not poured as is
conventional concrete. The time lapse between hatching and---~’lacement should
be kept as short as possible. Due to its lov,’ water-cement ratio, hydration
of the cement will proceed faster and strengths may be impaired from delays
in placement. Pervious concrete is placed with a minimum of handling. Best
results have been obtained by using a vibratory s~re.d~     ~ , or vibratory
bullfloat for small jobs. These may have to be modified by adding extra
weight. For uniform compaction it is advisable to have an inch of material
along the base of the screed, while moving it over the concrete surface.
Hand troweling or finishing is neither required nor desirable, as this will
close up the voids and impair the drainage characteristics.

When a vibratory screed is used, its forward movement over the concrete
should not be stopped unless the vibrating mechanism is also stopped.
Otherwise, there will be variations in the surface texture of the concrete.
A straightedge for manual screeding should be available on jobs using a
vibratory screed. In the event of machine breakdown, this will permit
uninterrupted unloading of the mixer truckL and avoid extended mixing with
attendant loss in voids and change in consistency.

The screeding operation must be followed by two passes with a garden roller.
This is to assure that any loose particles are becoming well embedded in the
pavement surface.

Curing is a very important factor with pervious concrete. With the high void
percentage, rapid drying is a far more serious problem because the dry paste
fails to bond the aggregate particles together. Therefore, adequate moist
curing is essential. The pervious concrete should be sprayed shortly after
screeding, with a light mist so as not to wash the cement paste off the
aggregate. It is then covered with impervious sheets for at least the first
three days, and preferably for a longer period.

A typical cross-section of porous concrete as installed in south Florida is
illustrated by Figure 6-27. These installations are different from pervious
asphaltic pavement, primarily due to the type of cementing agent that is used
in the surface course (e.g., portland cement as opposed to asphalt).
However, it is also noticeable, that the pavement is placed direclty on the
shaped and graded existing sandy soil (pervious subgrade).

Retention storage of up to six inches maximum depth is provided on the
surface of the pavement as well as within the voids in the concrete. The
load bearing i/2-inch aggregate base, the open graded coarse aggregate
subbase, and filter fabric that were shown with the pervious asphalt
cross-section (Figure 6-26) are often not used. When a subbase is required
for stability, up to six inches of clean durable quartz sand (FDOT 902 Fine
Aggregate) or equivalent is substituted for crushed stone. The concrete is
then placed directly on this lightly compacted subbase.

However, the manufacturer of the patented porous concrete paving process
includes both the 1/2-inch bearing course and the open graded subbase in
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FIGURE 6-27

PERVIOUS CONCRETE PAVEMENT
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their design. A layer of compacted sand is used between the subbase and the
existing soil to prevent the migration of fine material in the surrounding
media from migration into the subbase. Certainly this design would provide
for more strength and stability and would be preferred in anything exceeding
light duty applications.

A manual relating to mixing, hauling, placing, testing and suggested design
procedures for use of pervious concrete is available through the Florida
Concrete and Products Association at a nominal fee. This comprehensive
Manual will assist material suppliers, contractors, specifying agencies and
design professionals in the proper procedures used to place portland cement
pervious pavements.

At a minimum the following interim specifications.should be followed for the
manufacture and placement of pervious concrete pavement.

I) Materials:

Locally available materials having a record of satisfactory
performance are recommended.

a) The cement used for these facilities shall be Portland Cement
Type I or II conforming to ASTM C-150 or Portland Cement Type
IP or IS conforming to ASTM C-595. Fly ash conforming to ASTM
C-618 may be used in amounts not to exceed 20% of total
cementitious material. Ground iron blast-furnace slag
conforming to ASTM C-989 may be used in amounts not to exceed
50% by weight of total cementitious material.

b) Use Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) No. 8 coarse
aggregate (3/8 inch to No. 16) ASTM C-33 or No.89 coarse
aggregate (3/8 inch to No. 50) ASTM D-448. For designs
incorporating fine aggregate, it shall conform to FDOT
Specifications 902. Other gradation of-aggregate may be used,
subject to approval.

c) Air Entraining Agent: Shall comply with ASTM C-260.

d) Admixture: Type A water reducing

Type D water reducing and retarding
Type E water reducing and accelerating

In accordance to ASTM C-494

e) Water: Potable or shall comply with FDOT Standard
Specifications, Section 923.
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2) Proportions:

a) For pavements subjected to other than light vehicular traffic,
the total cementitious material shall not be less than 600 Ibs.
per unit.

b) T~e volume of aggregate per unit shall be equal to 27 cu.ft.
when calculated as a function of the rodded unit weight
determined in accordance with ASTM C-29.

Fine aggregate, if used, should not exceed 3 cu.ft. (rodded
unit weight in accordance with ASTM C-29) and shall be
included in total aggregate volume.

c) Admixtures shall be used in accordance with the manufacturer’s
instructions and recommendations.

d) The quantity of mix water shall be such that the cement paste
displays a "wet-metallic" sheen, without causing the paste to
flow from the aggregate. Insufficient water will result in a
~l’l-appearing paste of inadequate consistency.

3) Sub~rade Preparation and Formwork:

a) The top six inches of the subgrade shall be composed of
granular or gravely soil that is predominantly sandy with no
more than a moderate amount of silt or clay.

b) Prior to placement of Portland Cement Pervious Pavement, the
subgrade shall be tested for rate of permeability by double
ring infiltrometer, or other suitable test of subgrade soil
permeability.

c) Subgrade Support: Material shall be placed and compacted in
.layers of a thickness that can be compacted to a minimum
density of 94 + 2% of maximum density as determined by
AASHTOT-180. ~ minimum Limerock Bearing Ratio (LBR) of 20 + 2
shall be obtained in the top six inches of the subgrade.

d) Subgrade Moisture: The Subgrade shall be in a moist condition
with no free standing water prior to pavement placement.

e) Forms: Forms may be of wood or steel and shall be the depth of
the pavement. Forms shall be of sufficient strength and
stability to support mechanical equipment without deformation
of plan profiles following spreading, strike-off and compaction
operations.
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f) !f require~, control (contraction) joints shall De installe~ at
60 foo~ intervals to a de~th of i/~ ~na ~avement ~nickness. No
raveling of the surface will be per~it~e~ ~uring the joint
in~tallation ~rocedure. Isolation (expansion) joints will not
~e useG, except when pavement is abutting building slabs or
other adjoining structures.

5) Testin~ and Inspection:

a) It is strongly suggested that the owner retain an independent
testing laboratory. The testing laboratory shall conform to
the applicable requirements of ASTM Eo329 "Standard Recommended
Practice for Inspection and Testing Agencies for Concrete,
Steel, and Bituminous Materials as Used in Construction" and
ASTM C-I077 "Standard Practice for Testing Concrete and Conrete
Aggregates for Use in Construction, and Criteria for Laboratory
Evaluation" and shall be inspected and accredited by the
Concrete Materials Engineering Council, Inc., or by an
equivalent recognized national authority.

The agent of the testing laboratory performing field sampling
and testing of concrete shall be certified by the American
Concrete Institute as a concrete field testing technician Grade
I or by a recognized state or national authority for an
equivalent level of competence.

b) A minimum frequency of one (1) test for each day of placement
shall be conducted to verify the rodded weight of material as
delivered. The test shall be conducted in accordance with ASTM
C-172 and C-29. The mix shall be within (+5) five pcf of
design unit weight. If outside this range~mix proportions
shall be modified to comply.

c) At seven (7) days from placement, a minimum of three (3) cores
for each placement shall be taken in accordance with ASTM C-42.

¯The cores shall be used for verification of pavement thickness.
Subsequent to thickness verification, core ends shall be
trimmed to facilitate volume determination. Core unit weight
shall be calculated based on weight results when tested in
accordance with ASTM C-140 paragraph 14.1 (disregard suspended
weight).

Pavement acceptance shall be based on the average unit weight
of cores being within +5 pcf of design weight. The thickness
of the pavement recommended is five (5) inches for light
traffic loadings. Additional thickness will be required for
pavement subjected to frequent heavy axle loadings.
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4) Mixing, Hauling and Placing:

a) T,uck mixers shall be operated at the speed designed as mixing
speed by the manufacturer for 75 to 100 revolutions of the
drum.

b) The portland cement aggregate mixture may be transported or
mixed on site and should be used within one (1) hour of the
introduction of mix water, unless otherwise approved by an
engineer.

c) Each mixer truck should be inspected for appearance of concrete
uniformity according to preceding Section (2d). Water may be
added to obtain the required mix consistency. A minimum of 20
revolutions at the manufacturer’s designated mixing speed shall
be required following any addition of water to the mix.
Discharge shall be a continuous operation and shall be
completed as quickly as possible.

d) Placing and Finishing Equipment: Unless otherwise approved by
the Owner or Engineer in writing, the Contractor shall provide
mechanical equipment of either slipform or form riding with a
following compactive unit that will provide a minimum of 10 psi
vertical force. The pervious concrete pavement will be placed
to the required cross-section and shall not deviate more than ~
1/4-inch in 10 feet from profile grade. If placing equipmen~
does not provide minimum specified unit weight, a full width
roller or other compaction device that will provide a
compactive effort to meet unit weight requirement will be used
immediately following strike-off operations. After mechanical
or other approved strike-off and compaction operation, no other
finishing operation will be allowed. If vibration, internal or
surface applied, is used, it shall be shut off immediately when
forward progress is halted for any reason. The Contractor will
be restricted to pavement placement widths of a maximum of
fifteen (15’) feet unless Contractor can demonstrate competence
to provide pavement placement widths greater than the maximum
specified to the satisfaction of the Engineer.

e) Curing procedures shall begin within twenty minutes after final
placement operations. A fog mist shall be applied prior to
covering all surfaces and exposed edges with a 6-mil thick
polyethylene sheet for a period of five days. Covering shall
be held down securely to prevent dislocation due to high winds
or adjacent traffic conditions.
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Maintenance

Routine maintenance involves removal of debris tha~ is too coarse to be
washed through the pavement system. Vacuuming pavements is required to
remove particulates that are fine enough to be carried into the pavement but
too large to pass through, thus clogging the void space. ~orous pavements
require no more repair maintenance than conve~tional pavements, so
maintenance problems can generally be reduced to better "housekeeping"
practices on the part of area residents and more efficient street cleaning
procedure in municipalities.

To preserve the high filtration rate of the pervious paving, routine
inspection and maintenance is required. The surface should be routinely
visually checked (preferably after a prolonged storm event) for evidence of
debris, ponding of water, clogging of pores and other damage. Any debris
should be immediately removed. An annual cleaning program should be
instituted that requires a street sweeper with a vacuum to thoroughly cleanse
the surface.

Cleaning: It has long been recognized that maintenance and cleaning of
porous pavements to prevent or alleviate clogging would be a factor in the
application of such pavements. Sections of porous pavement which have been
clogged have been cleaned by various methods. No method has been
satisfactory on fully clogged pavements, however, and, only a superficially
clogged section showing a water penetration rate of 0.1 inches per second i
compared to a normal water penetration of 0.38 inches per second can be
restored to normal operation. The best method for cleaning is brush and
vacuum sweeping followed by high pressure water washing of the pavement. In
Maryland it has been determined that vacuum cleaning alone, once the pavement
is clogged, will be largely ineffective. The oils, especially in porous
asphalt, bind dirt, and, only an abrading and washing technique can be
effective in its removal. Clogging to a depth of 0.5 inch is sufficient to
prevent water penetration.

If, during visual inspection, any ponding or clogging is noticed, the
following program should be followed to correct the problem. First, a street
sweeper with a vacuum would be used. If ponding persists, steam cleaning
with a biodegradable substance can be applied, then vacuum. If the clogging
is at a depth greater than I/2-inch, holes, 1/4-inch in diameter and one (1)
foo~ on-center, can be drilled through concrete pavement. Hand drilling or
tandem drill rigs may be used. All drilling debris should be vacuumed from
the pavement.

Replacing Clogged Pavement: Once a large area of porous pavement is
fully clogged and it cannot be adequately cleaned, the paving must be removed
to a depth where the clogging is not evident and new porous paving filled in.
In extreme cases, the affected area must be removed and new topping put down.
Since these materials are relatively new, obtaining a patching mix suitable
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to match the installed pavemeqt may be difficult. Available patching
material is usually dense graded at present. If the subbase becomes ~logged,
the pavement must also be saw cut and removed. Six t~ twelve inches ~f the
subbase will usually need to be replaced wi~n clean sand, then proof rolled.
Pervious paving will then need to be filled in.
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SW BMP 3.07

STORMWATER RETENTION BASINS

Definition

The use of infiltration basins (usually dry) to retain stormwater on site
thus reducing pollution and improving downstream water quality.

Purpose

To incorporate pollution control and groundwater recharge concepts into the
design and construction of storage areas for the percolation of stormwater
runoff so that the adverse impact of urban type development on receiving
waters can be reduced.
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Conditions Where Practice Applies

Applicabili%y of this practice is primarily dependent upon the availability
of an adequate site for a retention area or for modificatior~s of an e×istir~g
system. Geologic, topographic and soils conditions must be considered in
dezermining site suitability. The most significant limiting factor in many
cas~s is the availability of sufficient land area to provide the necessary
storage volume. This is particularly true in densely urbanized areas where
land is scarce and property values are high.

The soil and water table conditions must also be such that the system can, in
a maximum of 72 hours following a stormwater event, provide for a new volume
of storage through percolation and/or evapotranspiration. Retention systems
do not release stored waters for surface discharge.

Planning Considerations

Retention ponds are often designed and constructed for a number of purposes
other than nonpoint source pollution control. The purpose may be recreation,
water supply, recharge, flood protection, aesthetic improvement or any
combination. Incorporating pollution control concepts into the design and
construction of such impoundments or in modifying existing impoundments can
provide added benefits in improved downstream water quality. All elements’of
any impounding structure must be designed, modified, and/or constructed and
operated in conformance with good engineering practice.

Basins are generally open excavated depressions of varying size. They can be
located in excess land areas within a road right-of-way, within open land
areas of developments, within recreational sites such as playgrounds or
athletic fields and within natural or landscaped depressions. Designed for
storage and infiltration, these basins can be a practical and economical
means of disposing of road or subdivision surface water. Their principle
drawback is that they require considerable space. However, where space is
available, they may be the least expensive recharge system to construct per
unit of water handled.

Retention systems are suitable over much of Florida, but they are
particularly desirable in areas with deep sandy soils. Areas in which
impermeable or semi-impermeable lenses protect underlying sources of
gro~ndwaters may be equally suitable locations. Tests performed as a part of
the statewide and regional nonpoint source management programs during the
late 1970°s show that a substantial amount of the pollutants carried in
stormwater including suspended solids, oxygen demanding materials, heavy
metals, bacteria, some varieties of pesticides and nutrients such as
phosphorus are removed as runoff percolates through the vegetation and soil
profile.
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Recently, ~e percolation of stormwater using on-site rete~zion systems i~as
gathered acceptance. Thei- appeal is neightene~ by a wieela re¢ogni:ed need
to p~omote the recharge of groundwater to prevent salt ~ater int-usion in the
rapidly urDanizing coastal areas of the state. The impa~t o~ the quality of
underlying groundwaters is a prime concern of the Depar~me~t. This ~otential
impact must be fully considered in planning a retentio~ syste~ to prevent
groundwater contamination. While only a handful of studies have found
measurable effects on groundwater quality from infiltratio~ systems, few if
any studies have been conducted to eval~ate the full range of constituents
that may be found in stormwater runoff. Therefore, protection of groundwater
remains a primary consideration in the design of retention systems.

As stormwater percolates through the soil into underlying geologic form-
ations, the form and concentration of pollutants will be subject to
alteration by a variety of physical, chemical and biological processes.
Unless these interactions are well understood and considered in the design
of infiltration and seepage facilities, the possibility of groundwater
contamination and/or surface water degradation through lateral transmission
is always a threat.

The following recommendations should be followed when planning and designing
a retention system:

i) Lateral distances between seepage structures and surface waters should
be maintained as large as possible (e.g., at least 100 ft. or more)
depending upon site conditions.

2) Treatment practices should take greater advantage of the unsaturated
zone for attenuation of pollutants. Where feasible, swale conveyances
are preferable to curb and gutter systems.

3) "Source controls" of stormwater runoff and its associated pollutants
should be used whenever possible. These are easier to maintain and
have less potential for problems than do large structural treatment
and storage devices which concentrate runoff at the downstream end of
a project prior to discharge. As the name implies, source controls
are designed to control pollutants before theyenter the storm sewer
or other conveyance system. To ensure adequately diffused pollutant
concentrations once they enter an aquifer it is wise to avoid con-
figurations which concentrate pollutants. A number of small retention
facilities would be preferable to a single large facility in areas
where the aquifer is shallow and relatively unprotected from materials
which can percolate down from the land’s surface.

4) When possible, the bottom of retention facilities should be at least
three feet above the mean high water table elevation and any limestone
or other water conducting strata. This will ensure sufficient
vegetation and soil to promote pollutant removal and i~rove the
hydraulic capacity of the system.
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5) Seepage systems should not De located in close proximity to ~i~kinc
wa~e~ supply wells. Cnapte~ 17-22, F.A.C. requires stormwazer t,’ea~ment
facilities t~ be at least i0~ fee~ from any publi~ water supply well.

6) Industrial and commeraial land uses may have unusual contaminants ~n the
stermwater runoff. This can lead to uncertainities about the ameunt and
type of constituents this water is likely to contain and the control
practices t~at may be necessary. Stormwater disc~arges that include
synthetic organic compounds such as solvents (e.g., from ma~ine
maintenance areas, airport, etc.) should be monitored for several storms
before final stormwater management plans are made. This is particularly
important in any areas where the aquifer is shallow and must be
protected. The presence or absence of pollutants that might not be
treatable via filtration through the soil, sand or limerock should be
established prior to designing a treatment system. In such instances
the physical, chemical and hydrologic properties of the pollutant may be
known and an effective scheme could be devised to increase the
effectiveness of the system to treat it. For example, pollutants that
may be soluble but volatilize rather quickly in aerobic conditions could
be prevented from entering the groundwater system by increasing the
turbulence associated with the conveyance system prior to reaching the
retention facility.

7) The use of sinkhole depressions to provide stormwater treatment should
be avoided. There are several areas in Florida where active subsurface
erosion of the underlying geological formations is common. Experience
shows that large deep impoundments may experience problems with sudden
and unexpected collapse. The result is a direct discharge of stormwater
pollutants directly to the aquifer. Therefore, using areas which are
showing signs of Karst activity for stormwater disposal would be unwise.
The state groundwater rule (Chapter 17-4.245, F.A.C.) specifies that
stormwater must be treated to primary and secondary drinking water
standards prior to direct discharge to groundwater.

Special Plannin~ Considerations for Karst Sensitive Areas

The Floridian aquifer is the drinking water source for much of the population
of Florida. In parts of the state the limestone that contains this aquifer
is near the land surface, only a few inches or feet away from potential
pollutant sources and possible contamination from stormwater containing
metals, bacteria, and petroleum products.

The Floridian aquifer has a greater potential for contamination from surface
pollutant sources in portions of some counties than within the rest of the
state. The hydrogeology and geology is the basis of this sensitivity. These
areas are sometimes referred to as "Karst Sensitive Areas". Karst is a
geologic term used to describe areas where sinkhole formation is common and
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the landscape or topography is strongly influenced by the solJtion of
limestone.

Tne highly porous limestone formations whi-h make up the Floridian aqui=er
are usually overlain by tens to hundreds of feet of sanOs, clays, and other
material. This cover acts as a buffer, isolating the Floridian aquifer
from surface pollutants. Surface water seeps through this material slowly
which allows filtration, adsorption and biological removal of contaminants.

However, in the "Karst Sensitive Areas" the limestone which contains the
Floridian aquifer exists at, or very near the land surface (Figure 6-2~).
The absence of cover material allows rapid movement of surface water into the
aquifer with little treatment. These regions are areas of high recharge for
the Floridian aquifer.

A factor which makes the "Karst Sensitive Areas" particularly prone to
stormwater contamination is the formation of a unique type of geologic
condition called a solution pipe sinkhole. Solution pipes are common in
Florida and they form due to the collapse of surficial material into existing
long, vertical cavities that have been dissolved in the upper portion of the
limestone. In most cases, the solution pipes are capped by a natural plug of
sand~ and clays as illustrated in Figures 6-28 and 6-29. However, if the cap
is washed out or it collapses, the resulting solution pipe sinkhole
(Figure 6-30) can act as a direct avenue for the movement of stormwater into
the Floridian aquifer.                                                   ~

Solution pipe sinkholes often form in the bottom of stormwater retention
basins where the capping plug is thinner due to partial removal. The storage
of large quantities of stormwater in the basins can also ~ause a greater
hydraulic pressure which can promote washing out the plug in the solution
pipe. The resulting cavity acts as a natural drainage well capable of
evacuating large stormwater basins within a few minutes to several hours
following a storm.

Experience has shown that the installation of stormwater facilities in Karst
areas requires special site information and design features to assure
protection of the groundwater system. Additional site survey information
recommended is discussed later in this write-up (see "Surveys and
Investigations Required"). Special design considerations that should be

followed are listed below:

I) A minimum of three feet of unconsolidated soil should be provided
between ~’he surface of the limestone bedrock and the bottom and
sides of a retention basin. As a substitute the designer may wish
to use an impermeable liner or excavate and backfill with suitable
soil. These provisions can give reasonable assurance of adequate
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FIGURE 6-28

Generalized Geologic Section in Karst Sensitive Area
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FIGURE 6-29

Karst Sensitive Geo|oglc Profilelliustratin9 Conditions
Fo||owin9 Excavation of a Retention Basin
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FIGURE 6-30

Generalized Geologic Proftle lllusLraLIn9
Solut|on Pipe S|nk Hole Format|on Associated with ReLent|on Pond Operation

Source: St.Johns River Hater Ha~ ement DIstrtct, Hay 1988.



trea:ment of the stormwater befDre iz enters tqe aquifer or e~sure
that the stormwate~ is iso!ateJ from ~ne groundwater.

2) Tne basin depth should be as shallow as possible with a flat bottom
(no deep spots). The maximum depth recommended is ten feet. This
reduces the potential for solution pipe sinkhole formation ca~ed
by a large hydraulic head. If limestone bedrock is within ti~irteen
feet of land surface the requirement listed in #I above will apply.
This criteria (#I) will restrict maximum basin depth to less than
ten feet in many cases.

In areas where peak discharge controls are also in effect to reduce
the potential for down gradient flooding, a dual pond system is
preferred. The first flush of runoff should be treated in shallow
(generally less than two feet deep), grassed retention areas.
These retention areas should be incorporated into a project’s open
space/landscaping. Rather than concentrating the runoff into one
large retention ~rea, several small retention areas should be
used.

3) The side slopes and bottoms of all dry retention basins must be
fully vegetated. Vegetation plays a critical role in the removal
of contaminants from stormwater and stabilization of side slopes.
However, in the "Karst Sensitive Areas" droughty, highly alkaline
soils are common. These conditions may prevent successful
establishment of commonly used grasses such as bahia.

Saint Augustine grass can tolerate high alkalinity and brief
inundation. However, it is not drought resistant and irrigation
will be required to foster a-’~althy cover during dry periods
between storms.

Bermuda grass can grow in alkaline conditions, is drought
tolerant, and can stand brief inundation. It is also a low
maintenance species which provides excellent cover and soil
stablilization. Bermuda grass grows in a thick mat, eventually
covering all exposed soil. It recovers quickly after extended
periods of low rainfall. Mowing is rarely required because bermuda
creeps laterally rather than growing vertically. Seed is available
commercially and is inexpensive.

4) Pretreatment for stormwater prior to entering the retention basin
should be designed into the system whenever possible. Pretreatment
of stormwater by using sheet flow, swales, off-line landscape
infiltration areas, or other measures can remove a large percentage
of the pollutants (up to 90%) that are contained in stormwater.
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5) Projects in areas zoned for industrial land uses shall assure Lhat
industrial pollutants Qo not enter the. stormwater systems or come in
contact witq g~odnd#ater, Developments permitted in areas zone~
fOr indust~’ial land use shodld receive more detailed review to
assure that they comply with these requirements.

Design Criteria

General: All facilities which either temporarily or permanently impound
runoff waters shall be designed to be stable during construction, and
operation. The facility should be safe against overtopping during the
appropriate design flood (including consideration of wind and wave action)
established according to the damage potential classification, size, height
of embankment and so forth. The design procedures, criteria, and manuals
currently used by the United States Army Corps of Engineers, the USDA Soil
Conservation Service, the U.S. Department of Interior Bureau of Reclamation,
or others approved by the Department or local Water Management District may
be used for appropriate references in performing these analyses. Seepage
forces through the embankment foundation and abutments should be evaluated to
ensure against internal erosion and sloughing.. Likewise, the design should
include provisions to protect the upstream slope, crest and downstream slope
of earth embankments from erosion due to rain, wind and wave action.

Calculating Retention Volume

Retention facilities built in accordance with Chapter 17-25, F.A.C. must h’ave
the capacity to store and percolate either the runoff from the first inch of
rainfall or (a minimum of) the first one-half inch of runoff within 72 hours.
Small watershed areas (e.g., those of 100 acres or less) are only required by
the department to provide for the minimum first one-half inch level of
retention. However, some local review agencies may require greater retention
levels.

a) Storage and Treatment of the First One-Half Inch of Runoff: The use
of a retention facility is usually associated with some sort of diversion
system, usually controlled by hydraulic techniques, thus requiring no energy
consumption. Since retention depends primarily on soil percolation rates,
the soils in the vicinity of the pond must be tested to determine
infiltration rates and to locate the water table depth. Procedures to
determine the infiltration rate are discussed in Appendix 6-2.

Most often, the design of retention systems is based on a specified diversion
volume. Based on extensive field investigations and simulations using 20
years of rainfall data, average yearly pollutant removal efficiencies were
estimated for fixed diversion volumes for on-site (small) watersheds as
presented in Table 6-11. The diversion depth is the depth of runoff water
which must be stored and percolated from the total watershed (contributory
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area) to a~hieve the treatment level.

Table 6-11
Efficiency Percent Vs Retention Volume

% Eff/Ret               Diversion Depth (DI) in.

99                               1.25
97                               1.00
95                     0.75
90                               0.50
80                               0.25

Assuming that a retention basin will percolate stormwater before the next
storm event, a volume of storage can be calculated using the following
formulas:

Vm " A x DI
12

where:

Vm = minimum basin volume (acre-feet)
A = contributing watershed area (acre)

DI = diversion volume from Table 6-11 (.5 inches as specified by

17-25 F.A.C.)
12 = conversion factor (in/ft)

Example Problem: What is the minimum retention volume in acre-feet
for a watershed’ of 24 acres if the diversion depth is one-half inch?

The Volume is:

Vm i0..5) (24)

Vm = 1 Ac..Ft.

b) Storage and Treatment of the Runoff From the First Inch of Rainfall
(Rational Method): The prevlous procedure is used for small projects
less than 100 acres in size where the value of DI required to satisfy state
retention storage requirements is one-half inch. Larger projects with a runoff
coefficient greater than (C=0.5) would calculate storage volume a
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little differently. In tnese instances, t~e volume of storage may be
computed from a modified form of the basic rational fo~mJla:

CARVm : ~

where:

Vm is the required volume of basin (acre-feet)
C is the rational runoff coefficient as defined in Chapter 5
A is the contributing drainage area (acres)
R is the total rainfall (inches)

To meet state stormwater rule requirements, the value of R is equal to one
inch.

The two sizing procedures discussed above are simplistic, easy to use
procedures. They provide the engineer with the minimum basin volume that is
required to satisfy the intentions of state stormwater treatment standards.
However, it should be noted that the procedures were developed quite sometime
ago (1977-1978) during the initial phases of the state nonpoint source
pollution control program. The initial evaluation of pollutant removal
efficiency and diversion volume required to achieve water quality objectives
was based primarily on statistical analyses of rainfall event magnitude and
duration. The results, summarized and illustrated in Table 6-11, were viewed
as a first indication that high efficiencies of pollutant removal were
possible by diversion and retention of the first one-half inch of runoff or
the runoff from the first inch of rainfall.

While it may outwardly appear that this high degree of treatment can be
ensured by simply providing storage for the first inch of rainfall, it should
be recognized that these efficiencies and criteria are valid only to the
extent that all storms equal to or less than the stated amount will be stored
and treated. Likewise, a facility must treat the initial runoff volume from
those events exceeding the treatment level and only that amount in excess of
this first flush may be discharged without treatment. A number of factors
including the method of calculating runoff, antecedent moisture condition,
the infiltration rate, the time variability between rainfall events, the size
of the watershed and the basin depth (deep basins require a longer time to
drain) affect the actual treatment efficiency and thus the storage volume
required for a basin to actually achieve 80% treatment. Consequently, Dr.
Wanielista, of the University of Central Florida later developed a series of
design equations, based on water quality and quantity research actually
conducted in the field. These procedures are suitable to estimate storage
volumes needed to achieve 80 to 90% pollutant removal for a wider range of
watershed sizes and conditions.
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c) Storage Volumes Based on Wanielista Design Equations: The followi,~g
design equations were oevelope~ for shallow basins (5 ft. Seep) and two
removal efficiencies.

TYPE A SOILS

80% efficiency VI : 0.016 A1.28 for impervious watershed

90% efficiency VI = 0.046 A1-18 for impervious watershed

V5 = VI(0.59 + 0.37 CN/IO0) for composite
land use

Volume requirements can be reduced for basins less than five deep. The
following equation is based on values of V5 for composite land use
areas or VI for totally impervious projects. It should be noted that
the value of Vm for the appropriate treatment efficiency or diversion
volume as determined from Tabel 6-11 must also be calculated when using
the following equation:

VD = Vm + ( V_~ - Vm)(D_l) when 1 _< D <_ 5
4

VD = Vm.when D < 1

where:

VI = basin volume at 5 foot depth for impervious areas
(acre-feet)_

VD = basin volume at depth D (acre-fee~)
Vm = minimum basin volume (acre-feet)
V5 = basin volume at 5 foot depth for composite land use

area (acre-feet)
D : basin water depth (feet)
A = drainage area (acres)

CN = average curve number (soil moisture II condition).

Example Problem:

A project has 30 acres of watershed area and a composite CN number of 80. Using
the Wanielista Design Equations, calculate the size (acre-feet) of a 5 foot deep
retention pond necessary to provide up to 90% treatment.

Step #1: Determine the v@l~ of 2(VI)
90%: VI = 0.046 (30)~- = .55 ac.ft.
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Step ~2: Calculate (V5) for tne composite land use situation

90%: V5 : 2.55 (0.59 + 0.37 (80/100)) : 12.26 ac.ft.I

Similar equations were developed for Class D soils. However, the data base
used to derive this formula was severely restricted due to the inherent
unpopularity these systems enjoy in areas where percolation is restrictive.
In such circumstances, land area required to stay within drawdown limits
usually will render such systems non-cost effective. Soil replacement with
more permeable material, underdrains or stormwater filtration facilities, or
wet detention systems are economically more feasible in most urbanizing
situations with such soil conditions. As a result, the equations for this
circumstance are not included in this write-up.

Dr. Wanielista’s design equations for low runoff potential (Type A) soil
conditions were used to evaluate how the "rational method" and "SCS CN
Method" and the one-half inch treatment criteria compare in respect to
providing the storage volume estimates needed to ensure 80 to 90% treatment
capacity. The results are illustrated in the following table. The analysis
was based on the assumption that a rational coefficient of .64 is equivalent
to curve number (CN) of 75, AMC-II.

Storage Volume (Acre - Feet)

(I)          (2)                   (S)                                 (4)                         (5)
Area    80%    90%    Rational Formula    SCS CN Method    Vm i/2"

10    0.26 0.60         0.53               0.025          0.42
50     2.08    4.03          2.67                0.125           2.08

100     5.04    9.14         5.33               0.25           4.17

1) Vol. (Ac. Ft.)..for 5’ deep pond, composite land use, 80% efficiency
Design-Equation

2) Vol. (Ac. Ft.) 5’ deep pond, composite land use, 90% efficiency Design
Equation

3) Volume with Rational Formula (e.g~, 0.64 x 10 ac. x 1 in. rain x 1 ft/12
in. = .53 Ac.Ft.)

4) Vol. = Runoff depth for 1 in. rainfall (R) x Area (Ac) x 1/12; where,
[R=(P-.2S’):/P+.SS’] & IS’ = (IO00/CN)-IO] & [P = i inch] (e.g., .03
in. x 10 Ac. x 1Ft/12 in. = .025 Ac.Ft.)

5) Vm = Retention volume associated with the first 1/2-inch of runoff
(minimum basin volume)
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As can be seen, both the rational method and tqe nal~ in~n di,~ersion crite-ia
~,: - t!~e watershedgenerally work to ensure 83 to 90% removal. H~_ve., as

increases in size to the I00 acre cutoff, ti~e half incq ~i’~ersion requirement
gradually begins to fall short o~ pro’~iding sufficient storage volume to
satisfy the 80 to 90% treatment intende~ by Chapter 17-25 F. C    Therefore
the half inch diversion volume procedure for sizing retention areas is
allowable for drainage areas up to and including i00 acres in magnitude.
Larger areas with (C) values in excess of (.5) must provide storage for the
runoff from the first inch of rainfall as calculated with the rational
method.

Use of the SCS composite curve number method for sizing these systems results
in a greatly undersized basin as illustrated in the table. Therefore, this
procedure is not allowable for these purposes.

The Wanielista Design Equations can be used for watershed sizes up to 500
acres in size. Beyond 500 acres a linear relationship can be used which
relates size of retention in multiples of those calculated for 500 acres.
The designer should also be advised that whenever the value of Vm, based
on 90% treatment (e.g., DI = i/2" from Table 6-11) exceed the value of VI
calculated using the design equation, the designer should consider Vm
equivalent to the minimum basin volume allowed for any depth and abandon use
of the equation in favor of the more simplified approach.

The Wanielista design formulas and the rational formula do not consider the
shape or the time of concentration of a watershed. However, the spatial
variation of time of concentration can be an important parameter in the
routings of stormwater runoff, and the level of treatment expected given a
specified diversion volume, especially for larger watershed areas. As the
first flush of stormwater pollution from the upper reaches of a watershed
mixes with runoff from the longer reaches, it is generally diluted. This is
because the first flush from the lower reaches has already passed by and the
runoff from the lower watershed area is now relatively "clean". The design
of a stormwater drainage system should take into account the implications of
routing of the first flush to the retention pond. This evaluation can also
be beneficial in the site selection process of the pond itself.

Large narrow watersheds can be expected to have a long time of concentration
compared to more compact drainage areas. They may also be expected to
produce long, drawn out hydrographs. Due to the extended time it takes water
from the upper reaches of the drainage area to reach the outlet, only a small
percentage of the runoff waters are contributing to flow at any point in
time. During a storm, such watersheds display the unit hydrograph
characteristics illustrated for the curve marked K = 0.1 in (Figure 6-31).

Other watersheds are more effective in their delivery processes. At any
point in time during a storm, the ratio of flow at the point of interest when
compared to the total instantaneous runoff from the entire watershed or
contributing area will be much higher than in the first instance. These
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watersheds nave hydrograph shape sha~acteristics similar to curve K = 0.45.
Nearly 90% of the runoff from the entire wa~.,sn~d may be observed at the
outlet during the first fl~sh producing period.

+ ~ in
The important point to consiOe~ in this discussion is ~h. follow

If it is determined that 80% pollutant removal must be a;heived, then
75% of the first 1.25 inches of runoff (0.94 inches) must be retained
for the watershed with the unit hydrograph described by K = 0.1 (Figure
6-31). However, for the watershed with a unit hydrograph described by K
= 0.45 only 25% of the runoff (0.31 inches) must be retained to yield
the same pollutant removal efficiency. This analysis is based on the
assumption that nearly 100% of the pollutant mass will be removed by
retaining 1.25 inches of runoff as illustrated in the small graph at the
top of Figure 6-31.

Research is needed to develop design aids that will enable the engineer to
easily determine the probable inflow unit hydrograph shape associated with
any individual retention facility. In this manner, more detailed information
similar to that illustrated with this figure may be developed for various
land use types and regions of the state. Such data could be used to obtain a
better estimate of storage requirements needed to accomplish an intended
level of treatment.

Estimatin~ and Evaluatin~ Drawdown Time Requirements

The state regulation specifies that retention facilities must be capable o~f
providing a new volume of storage within 72 hours following a storm. For
facilities designed for multiple purposes (recreation, open space, etc.) this
time should be a maximum of 24 to 36 hours, however.

For systems in which the water table elevation is below the bottom of the
retention basin the drawdown time (T) may be estimated very simply.
Percolation or infiltration in a retention basin produces an infiltration
hydrograph (time-variable) which describes the draining of the .basin. The
rate of outflow will be in accordance with Darcy’s Equation which is
discussed in more detail in the FILTERS AND UNDERDRAINS (SW BMP 3.20). The
equation may be written as follows:

Q - KiA

where:

Q = rate of seepage or percolation from the facility
K = hydraulic conductivity or percolation rate associated with the

soil in the vicinity of the facility
i = hydraulic gradient or the loss of hydraulic head per unit

distance of flow
A = area of the soil profile through which infiltration is occurring
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When the water table is below t~e bottom of t~e basin, the entire surface
area of the facility is available for percolation. The average area (A)
may be determined by dividing tne volume by the depth of tne ~olding area.
Assuming a hydraulic gradient of unity (e.g., i : i), wi~ich is a conservative
assumption, the rate of outflow may be calzulated once the permeability (K)
is established using appropriate field testing procedures. A discussion of
these tests is included in Appendix 6-2. The final or constant rate
established from these testing procedures must be used, not the initial rate
encountered shortly after the beginning of a test run.

Subsequently, drawdown time (T) may be determined by dividing the storage
volume required for the facility (e.g., one-half inch runoff volume or other
appropriate value) by the rate of percolation (Q) from the facility as
established from Darcy’s formula. The appropriate expression is shown below
where all terms are as previously discussed in this paragraph.

T : Vm/Q

Special Procedures for Estimatin~ Drawdown Time in High Water Table Areas

There are many areas in Florida where retention is not an economically
feasible alternative. The most common limitations are restrictive soil
layers in combination with flat terrain, poorly defined surficial drainage
systems, and limited elevation differences which severely restrict the
movement of water. In most instances, designers elect to use wet detention
systems or filters and underdrains to provide the prescribed level of    ~
stormwater quality treatment. However, there are always those who, for one
reason or another, wish to try anything including retention in high water
table areas. The following excerpts and figures from the document titled
"Underground Disposal of Stormwater Runoff, Design Guidelines Manual,"
(FHWA, 1980) will serve to illustrate a method for evaluating outflow for
lateral flow cases. It also, very vividly, demonstrates some of the problems
one may expect to encounter in these situations.

Darcy’s Law and flow nets are two useful methods for analyzing potential
~nfiltration rates when the permeabilities of the formations are
reasonably well known. Some theoretical solutions to seepage problems
may be too rigorous for the assumptions that are made in the derivations
and may fit actual cases only approximately. Most engineers experienced
in seepage calculation feel that it is far better to make use of an
approximate method than to rely on a rigorous theoretical formula that
is not easily understood and which represent only a crude approximation
of true conditions due to questionable assu~tions. Some simplified
procedures illustrated in Figure 6-32 are discussed in the following
paragraphs.
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a. Vertical Flow Case

In Figure 6-32a an infilzration basin is show~ in soil f~rmations
having a vertical permeability (K) of i ft/day (3.5 x ID-~

cm/sec). An impervious stratum is locate~ at 20 ft. deD:h (6.1 ~),
and a natural water table at 10 ft. (3.05 m). What is t~e
capability of the site for vertical discharge of water? From
Darcy’s Law, Q = KiA, the flow can be estimated fro~ tile vertical
permeability of i ft/day (3.5 x 10-4 cm!sec) an~ a ~ownward
hydraulic gradient of 1.0 (conservative assumption). _Hence;
Q = 1.0 ft/day (1.0) = 1.0 ft/day/sq ft (3.28 m!oay/m2).
For a 300-ft (91.5 m) wide basin, the)possible Q is 300
cu ft/day/linear foot (27.54 m3/day/m .

b. Lateral Flow Case

Many sites that are capable of relatively large disposal rates when
the underlying water table is low, become relatively useless if the
water table is high and flow is lateral. Figure 6-32b illustrates
the flow conditions at the edge of a basin where the groundwater
mound has risen to the bottom of the basin. The flow net gives the
shape factor n/_~f_Z~.zL, which is used in the following expression
to estimate ~ateral seepage:

q - kh(nf/nd)

The equation is the conventional formula for estimating seepage
quantities with flow nets. The seepage quantity per linear foot is
q, under net head h, while nf is the number of flow channels in
The flow net, and.~L is the number of equipotential drops. In
this example, assumlng a horizontal k = 5 ft/day (1.53 m/day), and
a head of 20 ft (6.1 m), with the shape factor of nf/nd =
1.1/20, the seepage quantity is:

q = ~h(nf/nd) = (5 ft/day)(20 ~t)(i.1/20)
5.5 cu ft/day/foot (0.50 m~/day/m)

The potential for lateral flow from this basin is only about 2% of
the vertical flow capability; even though the assumed lateral k is
5 times the vertical k. When estimates of infiltration are ma~e,
designers should recognize that they are only approximate and
should try to use conservative assumptions so as not to
overestimate the capabilities of infiltration systems.

Surveys and Investi)ation$ Required

At a minimum it will be necessary to determine the infiltration rate of local
soils using procedures defined in the Appendix 6-2 of this chapter. This
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FIGURE 6-32

Schematic of Flow Characteristics
Associated with Infiltration From Retention Ponds

During Low and High Water Table Conditions (After Hannon 1980)

RETENTION                     POND

~ [SATURATED FLOW DOWNWARD] /

GROUND WATER M 0 U ND    ~    ~ -- --

IMPERVIOUS ZONE

a) An example of downward flow from a retention basin in an area where the,
seasonal high water table (SH WT) is well below the pond bottom.

RETENTION BASIN

_ ........... .....
.--.~_.-..--._-.~

#

0 100 200’

b) An example showing the flow net diagram associated with lateral flow
during conditions when the water table is high and above the pond
bottom.
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information is needed to evaluate drawJown time. Provided zne lo~ation of the
trea’~ent facility is flexible, this type of data is also valuable for
situ.iqg the facility where it may fun£tion the most aavant~geously.

For large watersheds, it is advisable to develop a disci~arge time relations!tip
for the drainage area. In order for this task to be accomplished, sufficient
topographic information and data pertaining to the type and condition of the
vegetative cover at the site must be available in order to estimate the time
of concentration of the watershed. This information is required in order to
evaluate the effect which hydrograph shape may have on treatment efficiency as
discussed in the preceding section of this write-up.

In areas of active sinkhole formation natural depressions should be used for
stormwater management only when hydrogeologic evidence shows that the
suDgeologic structure and soils are stable and unlikely to form a conduit that
creates a direct connection to the groundwater. Soil boring information
and/or supplemental data such as ground penetrating radar may be required to
verify the geologic stability.

A complete hydrogeologic survey is recommended for the entire site with
emphasis on potential locations of swales and especially excavated basins. A
map depicting limestone outcroppings, sinkholes, solution pipes, and general
depth of soil to limerock can help to avoid problem areas when locating the
components of the stormwater treatment system. Borings taken in potential
locations of swales and basins should be made to the limestone and then an
additional ten feet deep. The overburden material shall be characterized and
this information should be used to site swales and retention areas in
locations with the most protective soil profile and the "strongest"
limestone.

The site survey should be in sufficient detail to allow the permitting
authority to be able to fully assess the potential for groundwater
contamination that may be associated with a proposed project. In most cases
the applicant should be prepared to submit:

1) Geologic sections describing the substrate through the retention basin
area.

2) A description of any existing limestone outcrops and any Karst features,
(i.e., sinkholes or solution pipes) at the project site.

3) A description of all groundwater levels and flow at the site.

4) A description of the site’s topography before and after the project
construction including information on any surface water drainage
features.

5) An inventory of existing wells within a 1000 foot radius of the
stormwater basin.
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Construction and Design Considerations

General

Both surface and below ground retention systems axe co:n~on in Florida. ~
schematic of an off-line retention pond with a diversion is shown in
Figure 6-33. Exfiltration trenches (SW BMP 3.03) are the most common
subsurface retention device currently used in various regions of the state.

Regardless of the type of infiltration system to be constructed, careful
consideration should be given to the effects that the design work sequence,
construction techniques, and equipment employed will have on future operation
and maintenance of the system. Serious problems can be averted, or in large
part mitigated, by the adoption of relatively simple measures during the
design and construction phase.

Surface Percolation (Retention Pond) Construction and Design
Considerations

The sequence of various phases of basin construction has an identifiable
relationship to the overall project construction schedule. An ideal program
would schedule rough excavation of the basin for the rough grading phase of
the project to permit use of the material as fill in earthwork areas. The
partially excavated basin may serve as a sedimentation basin to assist in
erosion control during construction. However, basins near final stages of
construction should never be used prematurely for runoff disposal.
Stormwater from untreated, freshly constructed slopes within the watershed
area will load the newly formed basin with a heavy concentration of fine
sediment. Such circumstances seriously impair the natural infiltration
characteristics of the site. Specifications for basin construction should
state the earliest time that stormwater may be directed to the basin, and the
means by which this delay in use is to be accomplished.

Runoff from surrounding land should be intercepted to prevent erosion of the
side slopes. Establishment of .turf on the basin sides and floor is
recommended. A dense stand of turf will not only prevent erosion and
sloughing, but will also provide a natural means of maintaining relatively
high infiltration rates through the surface. When the basin is adequately
maintained, removal of accumulated sediment is a problem only at the basin
floor. Little, if any, additional maintenance is normally required to
maintain the infiltration capacity of the slope areas.

In design, prevention of scour at the inlet is mandatory as it reduces
maintenance problems and aids in establishing a cover crop. Reduction in
water energy by providing hydraulic structures and an apron on which water
can flow into the pond are effective in reducing scour. A paved stilling
basin before discharge into the pond is also effective. If possible, after
excavation Or earth moving for pond construction, runoff waters should not be
permitted to flow into the pond until a cover crop has been established.
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Off-Line Treatment System

Figure 6-33

Runoff From S~te

"Smart Box" . For Water Quality

Detention Pond For
Flood Control

¯ For Pre-Peak Discharge

"Smart" Box Schematic

R0071246

6- 218



Maintenance of sloe s!opes is important. Slopes greater than 2 horizontal to
i vertical are time consuming, expensive, and dangerous to maintain.

Initial basin excavation should be carried to within ! ft. (0.3 m) of the
final elevation of the basin floor. Final excavation to ti~e finished gra~e
s~ould be deferred until a!l slopes in the watershed have been seeded and
protected with an interim treatment. The final phase excavation silould be
performed carefully to remove all accumulated sediment. Relatively light
equipment is recommended for this operation to avoid deep compaction of the
basin floor. After the final grading is completed, the basin floor should be
deeply tilled with rotary tillers or disc harrows to open the soil pores and
provide a well-aerated, highly porous surface texture for seeding or
sodding.

Basin shape depends largely on the configuration of the available site. The
shape providing the greatest area will infiltrate water most rapidly.
However, an increase in basin floor area may not necessarily bring about a
corresponding increase in the rate of infiltration. After operation begins,
lateral drainage through the basin wall may become more rapid than vertical
percolation should the bottom become less pervious as silt deposits build
Up.

Some designers tend to compensate by proposing to use deeper facilities since
increased depth can provide greater lateral infiltration area. However,
basin side slopes should be 3:1 or flatter to prevent erosion, improve
appearance and promote easy maintenance. Moreover, deep installations in.
residential areas should be fenced, and the bank slope should be 4:1 or
flatter to allow a point where exit would not be difficult should someone
fall into the basin by accident.

As noted earlier, detention or sedimentation basins can be used prior to
infiltration basins so that suspended solids will settle out before the water
is released into the infiltration basin. These ponds must be large enough to
hold storm runoff for a sufficient settlement time. This could vary from one
or two hours to a day or more depending on soil type and particle size.
In north Florida, where the soil contains considerable amounts of fine
textured material of low settling velocity, a sedimentation pond may be
larger and shallower than the actual infiltration basin.

Landscaping of infiltration basin facilities creates a pleasing appearance
that should always be considered whenponds are .located near residential
areas. Without landscaping and maintenance, these devices will accumulate
the inevitable old tires, shopping carts, broken g!ass, and trash thus
becoming a community nuisance. The landscaped basin can be used as a park or
recreation area. However, such a project requires plants, trees and shrubs
capable of withstanding temporary inundation. Basin sides should be gently
sloped to giave a park-like appearance.
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FIGURE 6-34

Typical Inline Landscaped Retention Area
Used in Conjunction with a Pond for Flood Control

A typical park-type installation is shown in Figure 6-34. It consists of a
very shallow well landscaped basin for infiltration of stormwater followed by
a detention pond for peak discharge control. During summer months, the grass
in these park basins may need to be sprinkled and additional inflow may occur
from domestic watering or irrigation.

Infiltration basins are sometimes lined with material to help prevent the
build-up in impervious silt deposits on the soil surface. A 6-inch (0.15 m)
layer of pea gravel on the basin floor can serve to effectively screen out
suspended solids and keep infiltration rates high. The gravel layer can be
replaced or cleaned when it becomes clogged. However, planting of grass is
probably a more economical alternative. This practice has been shown to
extend infiltration efficiency, keep the soil pervious, reduce maintenance
due to clogging and prevent erosion.
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Grass serves as a good filter material, particularly the Bermuda variety
wnic~ is extremely hardy and can withstand several d~ys of submergence.
Well established BermJd~ on a basin floor will grow up through silt deposits
forming a porous turf and thus preventing the formation of an impermeable
layer. Bermuda grass infiltration works well with long narrow basins along
the fringes of parking areas and highways. Bermuda requires little attention
besides summer irrigation during the period of establishment.

Coarse organic material (such as cotton boll hulls, leaves, stems, etc.) is
sometimes specified for discing or spading into the basin floor to increase
the permeability of clayey soils. The basin floor should be soaked or
inundated for a brief period then allowed to dry subsequent to this
operation. This is thought to induce the organic material to decay rapidly,
loosening the upper soil layer.

Maintenance and Inspection

General

All stormwater systems should be inspected on a routine basis to ensure that
they are functioning properly. Major inspections can be on an annual or
semi-annual basis, but brief inspections should always be conducted following
major storms. Systems that incorporate infiltration are most critical since
poor maintenance practices can soon render them inefficient. Procedures for
maintenance of these systems are discussed in this section. It should be ~
stressed that good,records should be kept on all maintenance operations to
help plan future work and identify facilities requiring attention.
In areas of active sinkhole activity a site inspection should be performed by
field personnel when the retention basins is excavated to final grade. The
objective is to visually inspect for exposed limerock or solution pipes. It
is also advisable to follow up with a site visit to assure that vegetation
(sod) is growing well and that al~ construction is according to approved
design.

Retention Basins

Infiltration basin surfaces are sometimes scarified to break up silt deposits
and restore topsoil porosity. This should be accomplished after all sediment
has been removed from the basin floor. However, this operation can be
eliminated or minimized by the establishment of grass cover on the basin
floor and slopes. Such cover helps maintain soil permeability.

Algae or bacterial growth can also inhibit infiltration. While chlorination
of the runoff water can solve this problem, it is more practical to make
certain that the basin is permitted to dry out between storms and during
summer months.
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Holding ponds or sedimentation b~sins can be used to reduce maintenance in
conjun:tion with infiltration basins by settling out suspended solids or
removing oil and grease before the water is released into the infiltration
basin.

Chemical flocculants can also be used to speed up settlement in tnese holding
or sedimentation ponds. Flocculants should be added to the runoff water
within the settlement pond inlet pipe or culvert where turbulence will ensure
more thorough mixing. After suspended matter has flocculated and settled in
the settling pond, the water may be released into the infiltration basin for
disposal. Although chemical flocculants may be impractical for general use,

’they might well be considered in special cases.

Cleanout frequency of infiltration basins will depend on whether they are
vegetated or non-vegetated and will be a function of their storage capacity,
infiltration characteristics, volume of inflow and amount and type of
sediment load. Infiltration basins should be thoroughly inspected at least
once a year. Sedimentation basins and traps may require more frequent
inspections and cleanout. These structures should have a prescribed sediment
level at which they are cleaned.

Non-vegetated basins can be scarified on an annual basis following removal of
all accumulated sediments. Rotary tillers or disc harrows with light
tractors are recommended for maintenance of retention basins. Use of heavy
equipment should be discouraged to prevent excessive compaction of surface
soils. The basin floor should be left level and smooth after the tilling ~
operation to ease future removal of sediment and minimize the amount of
material to be removed during future cleaning operations. A leveling drag,
towed behind the equipment on the last pass, will accomplish this.

Special Operation/Maintenance Conditions for Karst Sensitive Areas

To mitigate the potential for direct connections from on-site stormwater
basins to the groundwater, the following recommendations are provided:

Stormwater swales and retention basins should be monitored by
visual observations following significant storm events. If open
solutions or pipes and/or sinkhole-like depressions are noted, this
information should be relayed to permitting authorities and
appropriate corrective action should be taken.

° Where small, shallow depressions are noted, these may be filled to
pre-existing grade with clayey sand materials, graded and
vegetated.

When, and if, chimney-type solution pipes are exposed within the
retention basins, these may be plugged in accordance with
acceptable water well plugging and abandonment procedures. Where
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these features are small in diameter and of a limited vertical
depth, bridging of the pipe wit~ indigenous limestone boulders is
recommended. Once the bridge is in place, the pipe may be filled
with clay and!or clayey sand back to the land surface anG then
vegetated.

° Remedial plugging activities should employ methodologies a~ceptable
to the applicable regulatory agency.
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SW BMP 3.08

ROOFTOP RUNOFF DISPOSAL

Definition

The disposal of rooftop runoff by systems and techniques that avoid or
replace direct connections of roof drainage systems to storm or sanitary
sewer systems.

Purpose

To reduce the adverse impact of rooftop runoff on receiving Waters. When
applied on an areawide basis this practice can:

I) Reduce the frequency and magnitude of combined sewer overflows in areas
where such systems are used.

2)
Reduce peak runoff rates and volume, thus contributing to decreased

flooding frequency and lessened stream channel degradation downstream.

3)
Reduce the amount of airborne pollutants which reach stormwater

conveyance systems via direct connection to building drain spouts.

Conditions Where Practice Applies

Wherever direct connection of roof drainage systems to public sewer, storm
sewer or stormwater management systems exists or is planned.

Plannin~ Considerations

The rooftop’runoff disposal techniques described are for application to
individual structures. In order for these techniques to achieve the purposes
stated, they must be applied on an areawide basis. Their use on one or just
a few buildings will not have any measurable downstream effect.

In many urban areas, roof drainage systems are connected directly to sewer
systems to reduce the inconvenience to property owners of excess surface
runoff. Such connections may be permitted, or they may be illicit
connections made for the convenience of property owners without consideration
of the effects on public sewer systems. Water discharged from these
connections takes up flow capacity in the sewers, especially in combined
sanitary/stormwater sewers that are often subject to illicit connections.
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Flooding of street and roaS areas may result with acco,spanying hazards so
he~l%h and safety.

Three techniques are descrioed for handling rooftop runoff without direct
connections. Depending upon the size of rooftops and local rainfall
condiSions, these techniques can be used singly or in combination to achieve
desired results. The three are:

i) Surface Drainage

The simplest and most widely used technique for disposing of rooftop
runoff is to allow it to disperse over the surface of the land. This
technique is especially applicable where there is sufficient open space
and permeable soils to allow infiltration of surface runoff
to occur. This practice is often avoided where property owners fear
flooding, excessive surface ponding, or erosion from concentrated
runoff. However, if proper precautions are taken, the practice can
usually be used without significant problems. Such precautions
include:

a) Erosion Protection -- The use of properly designed splash
olocks that spread the water at downspout outlet and other points
of high velocity.flow can reduce erosion potential. Also wherever
possible, flow should be made to spread out over wide gently
sloping areas instead of being allowed to concentrate. The
dispersion can be accomplished by the use of energy dissipators and
level spreaders. Surface drainage may cause erosion if the ground
slopes quickly away from the downspout. Areas where flow is
allowed to concentrate should be stabilized with sod, riprap, or
other suitable means as necessary.

b) Flooding Protection -- Adequate drainage should be provided
away from the base of the structure as specified in local building
codes. As an extra precaution, flow from the rooftop gutters can
be carried away from the house in tile drains before it is allowed
to outlet to the land surface. Flow should always be directed to
areas sloping away from the structure.

c) Minimizing Surface Pondin~ -- Surface ponding of runoff can
best be minimized by using good landscaping techniques. Smooth
even slopes will generally drain well. Permeable soils and
water-absorbing vegetation or mulch are also key factors in
preventing surface ponding.

2) Subsurface Infiltration

Where surface drainage of rooftop runoff is not feasible, the use of
subsurface infiltration practices may become a suitable alternative.
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Devices such as exfiltration t~enches m~y be installed to dispose of
rooftop runoff beneath the land surface. Of course, soils must have
a relatively high permeability in order fer these systems to function
properly. As with surface drainage, adequate precautions should be
taken to prevent flooding. Design, construction and maintenance
criteria for subsurface retention devices can also be found in this
manual (see SW BMP 3.03). Typical applications of subsurface
infiltration techniques for rooftop runoff disposal are illustrated
in Figure 6-35 and 6-36.

3) Runoff Collection and Storage,

In certain circumstances, neither surface drainage nor subsurface
infiltration techniques would be feasible because of poor soils or other
site conditions. A suitable alternative may be to collect and store
rooftop runoff fe~ later release or use. Rain barrels at downspout
outlets are an e>.~mple of how this technique has been applied in the
past. Above-ground storage facilities such as rain barrels, however,
are generally not desirable in densely urbanized areas. One solution
may be to install cisterns underground to collect the water. The stored
water can be utilized for some purpose which does not require treated
water, such as garden or lawn watering. A typical application of a
cistern for rooftop runoff collection, is illustrated in Figure 6-37.

Maintenance

Erosion prevention is important if one is directing the runoff onto the
ground surface. Maintenance for infiltration and storage of runoff is
covered in the discussion of EXFILTRATION TRENCHES (SW BMP 3.03).
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FIGURE 6-35

INFILTRATION DRAINAGE OF ROOFTOP

Source: Virginia Soil and Water Conservation Commission

ROO7i2IHi
6- 227



TYPICAL INFILTRATION TREXCII UttDER GUTTEflLES5 ROOF
FIGURE 6-36

Source: Virginia 5oll and Mater Conservation Commission



FIGURE 6-37

Downspout

mCleano~

Use water for
Iawn watering or "" "     ~
other

TYPICAL R£TENTION CISTERN

Source: Virginia Soil and Water Conservation Commission
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SW BMP 3.09

STORAGE/TREATMENT

Definition

Unit operations that provide treatment of urban stormwater but are less
involved and costly than treatment plant technology and can be either used
independently or interfaced with other best management practices.

Purpose

To remove contaminants from collected stormwater.

Conditions Where Practice Applies

Where a level of contaminant removal greater than that achieved by other best
management practices is desirable or necessary, but where treatment plant
construction or use is not feasible. These techniques are particularly
well-adapted for use i’n conjunction with stormwater detention and some
conveyance systems.

PlanninB Considerations

There are several methods of physical and chemical treatment that have
potential for increasing contaminant removal from stormwater. The physical
treatment processes are particularly effective for removing flotable and
settleable solids and are generally effective for BOD and COD removal.
Physical processes are less effective for the removal of nutrients and
organics than the more advanced treatment processes. The physical processes
described herein are settling (sedimentation tanks) and screening. Swirl
regulator/concentrators would also fall into this category. They will not be
discussed here. This practice has not been used to any degree for stormwater
treatment in Florida. However, designers should be aware that this technique
is available and may be adapted for stormwater control.

Chemical treatment processes are seldom used by themselves but are generally
used in combination with some physical process, especially to enhance
settling. The process of chemical clarification through flocculation and
settling is considered a potential best management practice in conjunction
with sediment ponds and tanks preceding final polishing of the stormwater
effluent, usually via a larger detention, filtration, or retention facility.
Chemical clarification can provide increased removal of BOD, suspended solids
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and phosphorous. Chemical floes can also provide effective removal of heavy
metals.

Land application for the treatment of s~ormwater runoff can also be con-
sidered if an appropriate site is available for application of the runoff.

Sedimentation Tanks

Whenever liquid containing solids in suspensionis placed in a relatively
quiescent state, those solids having a higher specific gravity than the
liquid will tend to settle, and tnose with a lower specific gravity will
tend to rise. These principles are used in the design of sedimentation tanks
for treatment of stormwater. The objective of treatment by sedi- mentation
is to remove readily settleable solids and floating material and thus to
reduce the suspended solids content and associated pollutant load.

Sedimentation tanks can be used as stormwater storage tanks, which are
designed to provide a moderate detention period (10 to 30 minutes) for over-
flows from either combined sewers or storm sewers. The purpose is to remove
a substantial portion of the organic solids which otherwise would be dis-
charged directly to multiple purpose detention or retention facilities and
could form offensive sludge banks. Short-period sedimentation in a tank
produces a mixture of grit and organic solids called detritus. Sludge re-
moval equipment may be provided or cleaning by hand may be employed. Such
tanks have also been used to provide sufficient detention periods for
effective chlorination of such overflows.

The physical construction of a sedimentation facility may vary from an excav-
ation in the ground (often used for presedimentation of extremely turbid
waters) to a basin or tank structure of concrete or steel. Such basins are
constructed in a variety-of sizes and shapes. Depths range from 7 to 15
feet, but 8 to 12-foot depths are most common. Circular tanks run from about
35 to 150 feet in diameter, although some are as large as 200 feet. Square
tanks usually have sides less than 100 feet long whilerectangular basins are
normally 100 feet or more in length. The length-to-width ratio of rect-
angular tanks varies from about 3:1 to 5:1, the width being controlled in
many instances by the size of the sludge-removal apparatus. Bottom slopes
are from approximately 1% in rectangular tanks to about 8% for circular or
square basins.

To minimize the effects of short-circuiting and turbulent flow, considerable
attention has been directed toward effective hydraulic design of inlets and
outlets. Inlets are expected to 1) uniformly distribute the influent over
the cross-section of the settling zone; 2) initiate parallel or radial flow;
3) minimize large-scale turbulence; and 4) preclude excessive velocities near
the sludge zone. Generally, the influent is dispersed across the width or
radially from the center of the tank through entrance ports or pipes.
Various methods of employing baffles or deflectors to dissipate the velocity
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of influent jets have been devised. Considerable large-scale turbulence is
often developed by inlet structures; however, by controlling overall tank
dimensions, inflow distribution can be confined to a relatively minor volume
of the tank.

Part of the volume in a sedimentation tank is ineffective for settling
purposes because particles entering this zone become entrained in the
effluent. To minimize this effect, a relatively long flow path is desirable.
Long, narrow tanks are especially effective under such circumstances.

Outflows are normally controlled by weirs placed along the sides of outlet
troughs located beside the walls of rectangular tanks or extending toward the
center. In circular basins, weirs are conventionally located on the
periphery of the tank. Various types of outlets are of little importance
compared with inlet types for control of dispersion characteristics.

The use of flocculating agents may add as many as three ancillary functions
to settling units by requiring i) rapid distribution of the agent through the
water to be treated; 2) adequate reaction time or time for floc growth; and
3) return of floc to the influent for the sake of promoting flocculation.
These functions are best performed separately in units designed to meet the
key purposes. Nevertheless, this is not always done. Large, open basins,
constructed by diking off a low-lying area or cut-and-fill methods, for
example, may not require refinements in design and separation of functions.

Screenin~

Screening consists of passing polluted water through devices with openings
(generally of uniform size) so that coarse solid material is separated from
the water. The screening element may consist of parallel bars, rods or
wires, grating, wire mesh, or a perforated plate, and the openings may" be of
any shape (generally circular or rectangular slots). A screen composed of
parallel bars or rods is called a rack. Although a rack is a screening
device and its function is referred to as screening, the application of the
term "screen" should be limited to elements employing wire mesh or perforated
plates. The material removed from screening elements is referred to as
screenings, although solids removed from racks are often called rakings.
According to the method of cleaning, racks and screens are designated as hand
cleaned or mechanically cleaned. According to the size of openings, screens
are designated as coarse or fine. Coarse screens have openings of i/4-inch
or more, and fine screens have openings of less than i/4-inch.

Screening is very effective in removal of coarse and medium grain solids.
The efficiency of screens treating stormwater with a normal distribution of
sizes will increase as the size of the mesh decreases and as the thickness of
the screen mat increases. Screening facilities are not effective in reducing
organic or oxygen-demaning material.



Flocculation

The process of chemical clarification :nrough flocculation and settling can
provide a major portion of pollutant removal from urban sto~mwater runoff.
Through the use of lime, iron or aluminium salts, polyelectrolytes, or
combinations thereof, flocs or coagulated particles fo~m and settle due to
their increased weight relative to the liquid medium within which they are
suspended. In the future it may become necessary to use flocculation in
sediment ponds and tanks as well as at treatment plants. It is possible to
adapt this process to automatic operation. It is feasible to consider
recovering the flocculants for reuse.

Because stormwaters vary and fluctuate widely in quality, needed coagulation
and flocculation are best determined in practice by trial. Required
coagulant dosage is usually found by jar.tests performed in a laboratory
stirring device. Because coagulation depends on so many variables that are
themselves interdependent, as many testing parameters as possible should be
kept constant. The importance of pH in governing the nature of the coagulant
or flocculent through the extent of hydrolysis and ionization and in
determining the charge of colloidal impurities suggests that the pH also be
kept constant. In this connection it is well to remember that pH is changed
implicitly when a coagulant is added.

Coagulation may be improved by coagulant aids which are substances that
increase the critical mass of colloids and speed up coagulation.
Kinetically, for example, water with little turbidity may not coagulate as’
easily and as well as water of moderate turbidity. Coagulation may then be
improved by adding turbidity or, more specifically, by adding colloids that
carry a charge of the same sign as the natural turbidity of the water.
Examples are bentonite, anionic polyelectrolytes, and activated silica.
Because the critical mass of colloids interacting with coagulants is
increased by additives of this kind, the coagulation process is accelerated.
Occasionally, coagulant aids may reduce coagulant dosage by speeding the
kinetics of the process. They may also improve the physical character of the
flocs. In solutions containing metal ion coagulants, for instance, some
anions, polysilicates, and other anionic polyelectrolytes may produce dense
flocs that settle fast and respond well to filtration.

Disinfection

Disinfection refers to the selective destruction of pathogenic micro-
organisms. Generally, not all of the organisms are destroyed during the
process. Viruses, cysts, and bacterial spores are the most hardy. Disin-
fection may have some marginal application as a best management practice used
in conjunction with sedimentation tanks, especially if the process can be
adapted to automatic operation.
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In applying the disinfectic agents or means, ~ne following factors must be
considered: I) contact %i~ 2) concentration and type of chemical agent,
3) intensity and nature of    ~sical agent, 4) temperature, 5) numbers of
organisms, 6) type of organisms, 7) nature of the suspending liquid and 8)
feeder operation--manual or automatic.

Disinfection through the use of some form of chlorine is 98 to 99% effective
in destroying pathogenic organisms with a contact time of only
2 to 4 minutes at 5 mg/l for combined sewage. Some authorities suggest that
stormwater may need a dose of 20 to 30 mg/l with 15-minute contact time to
make it safe for full-body recreation uses and that perhaps 50 mg/l is
required to remove viruses.

Experimental work is being done with other disinfectants. Bromine and iodine
can be considered in place of chlorine. Ozone is a highly effective disin-
fectant, but because it is a relatively unstable gas it must be generated
on-site from air or pure oxygen.
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SW BMP 3.10

UNDERDRAINS AND STORMWATER FILTRATION SYSTEMS

Definition

Stormwater underdrain and filtration systems usually consists of a conduit,
such as a pip~ and/or a gravel filled trench, which intercepts, collects, and
conveys stormwater following infiltration and percolation through the soil,
suitable aggregate, and/or filter fabric. Many of the principles established
for "subsurface drains" discussed earlier in the chapter may also apply.

Purpose

In Florida, these systems serve one or more of the following purposes:

1) To filter a portion (normally 0.5 to l-inch) of the stormwater runoff
contained in detention facilities prior to discharge to surface waters
or other receiving waters of the state.

2) To alter the soil environment in treatment areas when not suitable for
desired vegetation; usually by regulating the period of inundation, the
water table elevation, and/or the inflow of shallow groundwater.

3) To improve the infiltration and percolation characteristics of the soil
in stormwater management facilities when permeability is restricted due
to soil texture or high water table conditions.
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Conditions Where Practice Applies

Underdrain systems and filters are used in combination with a variety of stor~-
water management measures w~ere space, soil permeability, and/or water table
conditions dictate that sufficient pollutant removal canno: normally be
achieved through natural percolation, sedimentation, or other means. A gravity
outlet must be available or pumping must be provided. A pumped discharge will
usually require a permit from the Department and/or Water Management District.

Plannin~ Considerations

Underdrains and filter systems are very similar in design. They differ
slightly in their function however.

An underdrain system is intended to improve the percolation rate of the soil
and/or control the water table elevation over the entire area of a stormwater
treatment facility. Examples include the installation of a tile drainage
system in the bottom and along the banks of a detention pond, in the bottom
of a grassed waterway, or under a site used for overland flow or landspreading
of stormwater. Such a system would be needed when the soil has a good capacity
for percolation but has high water table conditions that otherwise prevent the
infiltration of the prescribed amount of stormwater through the so~l profile of
the treatment facility.

A filtration system may also function to lower the water table in its immediate
vicinity to some extent; however, the system is not usually designed with this
in mind. Filters are normally installed in the bottom or along the banks of
detention ponds above the water table elevation. The trench or bed where
conduits are installed represent only a small part of the area of the storage
facility. The trench is usually backfilled to the surface with aggregate
material that is much more permeable than the surrounding soil. Pollutant
removal primarily occurs as the prescribed volume of stormwater passes through
the sand, gravel, and filter cloth which usually surrounds the conduit.

Filter systems may be used in situations where underdrains are not suitable.
For example, filtration is often used in combination with wet detention
facilities. Likewise, filtration may be used in situations where the natural
soil permeability is restrictive to percolation even when underdrained due to a
high percentage of clay or other fine material.

The selection of suitable filter material is critical to the pollutant removal
capacity of filter systems. When selecting backfill material the designer
should consider its pollution abatement capability not just its hydraulic
efficiency. Research has shown that a high percentage of the pollutants
associated with urban stormwater may be absorbed on the fine and very fine
solids portion of the sediment carried by runoff waters. Generally the more
porous and highly permeable the filter fill material, the less efficient the
system will be in removing many stormwater contaminants.
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In most cases aercolation ~nrough. the soil orof~]~. ~ill provide                             a~_.:~’:.
pollutant removal razes than filter maze~ial. However, in som~ poo~-ly
graded, very sandy soils, or in areas where fa.:ilities are excavated into
highly porous limestone formations, a fil:er m~y be capable of providing
more treatment than the natural ~ase +:     .ma~_rial In these circumstances,
detention ponds should be line~ with impermeable material and ~he first
one-half to one-inch of runoff fil~ered before discharge to surface water
or percolation to groundwater.

Design Criteria

The design of underdrains and stormwater filtration systems involves several
steps. Tne procedures are illustrated below through the use ~of several
example situations.

PART-I

Conventional Underdrain System Design Usin~ SpacinB Equations (Normally Used
in Conjunction with Dr~ Detention Facilities)

Suppose the designer has a project in which the area contributing runoff is a
10-acre office complex. Six acres are impervious and 4 acres are lawn.
Based on the initial site survey and published soil survey information, the
permeability (e.g., hydraulic conductivity) of the soil is estimated to be
10.0 inches per hour. The site has slow internal drainage due a restrictive
layer of finer textured materials which occurs at approximately 80 inches
below the surface. The slope of the project averages 0 to 2%. The soils are
classified as sandy.

The task of the engineer is to determine the length of underdrain required to
drain and filter the water from a detention pond within 72 hours as specified
by state regulations. Assume the facility was designed to store the runoff
from the first inch of rainfall prior to any direct discharge to surface
waters. No additional local water quantity regulations have been adopted.
The designer would like the holding area to be no more than 3 feet deep. The
steps in sizing an underdrain system to satisfy the provisions discussed
above are:

1) Calculate Stora)e Volume and Area of the Facilit~

Due to the small size of the project the detention volume (e.g. the amount of
runoff to be temporarily stored for filtration through the soil and/or
underdrain system) can be most appropriately estimated using a modified form
of the Rational Formula.
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VolJme of Rainfall -~xcess (Runoff)= £A,R
where: C : Runoff o~- Ra:iona] Coefficienz

~. = Sontributory Area in ~,cres
R = Rainfall

Converting the volume of runoff to cubic feet we find:
Runoff : C (A acres) (R inches) i ft (43,560 ft2/Ac) or,

12 in

Runoff = CAR (3,630)ft3

The contributory area (A) is 10 acres and the amount of rainfall (R) with
which we are concerned is equal to one inch. However, the runoff co-
efficient (C) must be established in order to calculate the volume to be
treated.

Runoff coefficients have been estimated for various land uses with some
typical values shown in Table 6-12. The selection of the appropriate value
is at the discretion of the designer and should be based upon experience.
Designers generally use average values for pollution control and larger,
more conservative values when sizing flood abatemedt structures.

In this instance the project will be composed of 4 acres of lawns and
6 acres impervious area with flat (0 o 2%) slopes and sandy soil. The
procedure used to determine the average value of (C) for this project is
illustrated in Table 6-13. The preparation of such a table is useful to
the designer to help explain the basis for the coefficient used in runoff
calculations. Such foresight may speed up approval from officials res-
ponsible for reviewing design plans to determine compliance with various
water management regulations.

Substituting C = 0.60 into the equation:
Runoff = CAR (3,630 ft3) = (0.60) (10) (1) (3,630) ft3; or, 21~780 ft3.

Therefore, in order to satisfy the requirements of the example problem
the detention area must be capable of detaining and filtering approximately
21,800 ft3 of runoff prior to discharge.

Since the holding area is being designed for a maximum de~th of 3 feet,
it will average approximately 7260 ft2 in area (21,780 ft~ volume
divided by the 3 ft depth of the facility).

2) Determine Drain SpacinB

The area over which a subsurface drain can be expected to function must
first be estimated in order to determine the length of underdrain needed
to lower the water level in the holding area to the desired elevation within
a specified time interval. In humid areas such as Florida, both the depth and
spacing of drains have been determined largely by experience and judgement
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TABLE 6-12

Runoff Coefficientsa,b

DESCRIPTION                 RUNOFF       CHARACTER                   RUNOFF
OF AREA                COEFFICIENTS    OF SURFACE               COEFFICIENTS

Business                                Pavement
Downtown               0.70 to 0.95      Asphalt or concrete    0.70 to 0.95
Neighborhood           0.50 to 0.70      Brick                  0.70 to 0.85

Residential                             Roofs                   0.70 so 0.95
Single Family          0.30 to 0.50    Lawns, Sandy Soil
Multiunits, detached 0.40 to 0.60      Flat, 0-2%            0.05 to 0.10
Multiunits, attached 0.60 to 0.75      Average, 2-7%          0.10 to 0.15
Residential, suburban 0.25 to 0.40      Steep, 7% or more      0.15 to 0.20
Apartment              0.50 to 0.70    Lawns, Heavy Soil

Industrial                                 Flat, 2%              0.13 to 0.17
Light                 0.50 to 0.80     Average, 2-7%         0.18 to 0.22
Heavy                  0.60 to o.go      Steep, 7% or more      0.25 to 0.35

Parks, Cemeteries        0.10 to 0.25
Railroad Yard           0.20 to 0.35
Unimproved               0.10 to 0.30

aThe coefficients in these two tabulations are only applicable for storms
of 5 to 10 year return frequencies and were originally developed when many
streets were uncurbed and drainage was conveyed in roadside swales.

For recurrence intervals longer than 10 years, the indicated runoff
coefficients should be increased, assuming that nearly all of the rainfall in
excess of that expected from the 10 year recurrence interval rainfall will
become runoff and should be accommodated by an increased runoff coefficient.

The runoff coefficients indicated for different soil conditions reflect runoff
behavior shortly after initial construction. With the passage of time, the
runoff behavior of sandy soil areas will tend to approach that of heavy soil
areas. If the designer’s interest is long term, the reduced response
indicated for sandy soil areas should be disregarded.

bFrom Design and Construction of Sanitary and Storm Sewers. ACSE Manual
of Practice No. 37, 1970. Revised by D. Earl Jones, jr.

Wanielista M.P. et.al. "Stormwater Management Manual", 1981
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TABLE 6-13

Example Procedure for Determination of
Average Runoff Coefficient (C)

Values of C          value of C     Acreage x
Acreage    Land Use             (Min) (Max) Table 1      Selected      C Selected

4 Ac       Lawns (Sandy Soil,     0.05 to 0.10                0.075             0.30
Flat Slope 0-2%)

6 Ac      Roofs, Asphalt,        0.70 So 0.95               0.95             5.70
or Concrete

Total                                                                       Total
10 Ac                                                                     6.00

Total from Column i         ~
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for specific soil conditions. Optimum drain spacing for laterals is
influenced by soil permeability, drain depth, optimum depth of water "azle
desire~ after drainage, cover crops, depth to impervious strata, and the
outlet elevation of the system. The minimum cover over the arain shoJid b~
feet in mineral soils and 2.5 feet in organic soils. The drain trench depth
usually varies from 30 to 60 inches. Where practical, increasing the depth
of the drain will permit the use of wider spacing and minimize the length of
underdrain required for the facility.

In areas where drainage installations and knowledge of effective spacings are
limited, the ellipse equation or other similar procedures may be used to
determine underdrain spacing. As noted earlier, the procedures used to
design the underdrain systems presented in th~s manual are largely based on
techniques commonly used to design agricultural subsurface drainage systems
by the Soil Conservation Service (SCS).

The "Ellipse Equation" is expressed as:

S V4K (mE+2am)
q

Where:
S : drain spacing (feet) .
K : average hydraulic conductivity (in./hr.)
m = vertical distance, after drawdown, of water table above drain at

midpoint between lines (feet)
a = depth of barrier below drain (feet)
q = drainage coefficient (in./hr.)
d = depth of drain (feet)
c = depth to water table desired (feet)

(refer to Figure 6-38)

NOTE: The units of K and q may be in "inches removed in 24 hours" or
"gallons per square foot per day" but both must be in the same units in this
equation. Where there is no barrier stratum present, a barrier should be
assumed at a depth equal to twice the drain depth.

Underdrains are designed to remove a certain quantity of groundwater from a
given area subject to a high water table due to poor internal drainage. They
are used where lateral groundwater flow or movement toward the treatment area
is expected to be insignificant. The quantity of water to be removed by the
drain is equal to the storage volume which must be percolated within that
given area. The objective of the system is to remove a quantity of water
that will lower the water table to some predetermined level during the
required period of time. The design is based on the spacing and depth
required to maintain a certain minimum water level at the midpoint between
drains. This is illustrated in Figure 6-38 which shows the configuration of
the new water table established after drainage.
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FIGURE 6-38

Cross-Section of Detention Facility ~Ith Underdraln System Illustrating
S~mbols Used tn the Ellipse Equation

Dete ntion

~ Pond ,-

ltah,



The ellipse eQuazion is baseQ on tn~ ass~m~:io~ znat g~oun~wazer
from outside the given area is slight. ~l:q~Jg~ it is k~ow~ :nat this
assumption is only appro×imate, it may a~oro~:~ a:t~] cenditions very
closely under certain si=~ conditions. For t~is r~a~on use ~f the
shoul~ be limited %o the following conditions:

1) Where the hydraulic gradient of the undisturbed water table is one
percent (0.01 feet per foot) or less. Under these conditions there
is likely to be very little groundwater flow or movement from
outside the facility.

2) Where soil and subsoil materials are underlain by a barrier at
relatively shallow depths (twice the depth of the drain or less)
which restricts vertical flow and forces the percolating water to
flow horizontally toward the drain.

3) Where a gravel envelope or porous sandy backfill materials are used
such that there is a minimum of restriction to flow into the drain
itself.

The depth of the drain must be determined before the spacing may be computed
by formula. As noted above, a minimum depth of 2 feet should be maintained
for mineral soils such as those described for this example project. This is
especially important for facilities where heavy mowing equipment or other
large vehicles are likely to be used for maintenance.

The following illustrates the use of the equation. (NOTE: Variable (a)
should not exceed the value of variable (d) to be within the limits of the
assumptions associated with the use of the formula). Working through the
various factors of the equation:

i) Assuming 6-inch diameter underdrains are to be installed at the
minimum depth recommended for mineral soils (2 ft), the depth to the
flow line of each drain would equal 5.25 ft. (d), since the desired
pond depth is 3 feet and the radius of the pipe is 3 inches or 0.25
ft.

2) As specified earlier the soils information indicates a restrictive
layer at a depth of 80" or six and one-half feet. Therefore,
a = (6.5 - d) = 1.25 ft.

3) The system should be capable of lowering the water level to the pond
bottom within 24 hours following storm events if improved grass
varieties are to be used as a cover crop or if the storage area is
to serve other purposes such as parks and recreation. Assuming the
storage area is to be sodded with lawn grass, the depth to water
table after drawdown in the vicinity of facility would be equal to
the depth of the pond, therefore c = 3.0 ft and m = (d-c) : 2.25
ft.
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4) The average hydraulic conductivity was specified earlier. (K = !0
in/hr),

5) Tne applicable~orainage coefficient is:

q : c/t : 3.0 ft. : 1.50 in/hr.
da

Substituting the values specified above into the Ellipse Equation:

S = [4(10)(2.252 + 2(1.25)(2.25)]
1.5

S = 16.9 or 17.0 ft.

In actual practice this value may be adjusted slightly to conform with tract
dimensions. Suppose the dimension of the facility perpendicular to the
direction of the underdrains is limited to I00 feet. Five drains equally
spaced (20 ft) would slightly exceed the recommended spacing however, this
spacing is within adjustment limits.

Based on the Ellipse Equation, Table 6-14 presents values of (S) or the width
in feet over which a subsurface drain would be estimated to be functional given
a number of drain depths, soil permeability rates (k) and drainage
coefficients (q).

TABLE 6-14

Underdrain Spacing Chart
(based on Ellipse Equation)

q* k     Drain Burial Depths(ft)
(in/hr) (in/hr)    1 2     3

(S) Spacin9 (ft)**
1 4.9 9.8 14.7

0.5 10 15.5 31.0 46.5
1 6.0 12.1 18.1

0.33 10" 19.1 38.1 57.2
1 8.5 17.0 25.4

0.167 10 26.8 53.6 80.4

*Drainage rates required respectively to drawdown 3-feet, 2-feet, and 1-foot

** S = [4K (m2 + 2 am)f1/2 where:
q

S : spacing (ft.)
drainage rate from column #1 (in/hr.)

k soil permeability rate from column 2 (in/hr.)
m drain burial depth (ft.)
a = depth of barrier below drain equal to drain burial depth (ft.)

(e.g., a : m)
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I~ sno~IG be no~ed tnat ~ne val~es of (~) lis~ed in ~:~i,~ e 6-14 from to~ to
~ =_a_d to drain ,bo’tom represent t~e drainage rates which would be n-~’= 3-fee:

2-feet, and Z-foot o£ water from the booming area over a 72-hour period.
This is the maximum time frame allowed according to speci£ications adopted
by the state. Such limitations are needed primarily for mosquito control
purposes, and :o ensure a high level of treatment of the average annual
rainfall volume based on storm frequency analysis. As can be seen from
the table, the deeper the drain, the greater the space over which it can
be expected to remove the required amount of water. Likewise the spacing
increases as the depth in the holding area is reduced and/or as the
permeability of the surrounding base material (soil) increases.

3) Calculate the Length of Underdrain Required

A quick estimate of the length of underdrain can be determined by dividing
the value of spacing (S) into the average area of the storage facilit~ The
area was specified in step one of the design procedure (A = 7260 ft
There- fore, the length of the underdrain system would equal 7260 square feet
divided by the 20.0 foot spacing or 363 ft.

To prevent damage to the cover crop due to erosion and/or seepage, it is
usually desirable to keep both the bottom and sides of the detention area
dry. Using the top dimensions to determine the configuration of the
underdrain can help ensure this function. Suppose the installation in the
direction perpendicular to the underdrains is limited to 100 feet and the
designer wants the pond to be a maximum of 3-feet deep. Assuming the slope
of the sides and shape of the storage area are known, it is possible to
determine the top width of the facility and the exact length of drain tile
needed.

For example, suppose that the basin is to be rectangular shaped, 3-feet
deep, 100 feet along the top, with 3:1 side slopes. A detention area with a
top width equal to 88.8 feet, would be capable of storing the required volume
of runoff (21,-780 ft3). The area served by each lateral in the system
would equal the spacing (S) times the length of the drain (L) plus one-half
the spacing at each end 2(S/2). In equation form, A = S(L+S). As
illustrated in Figure 6-39 the length of each lateral (L) would be equivalent
to the top width of the facility (88.8 ft) minus two times one-half the
spacing (2)(S/2) or (20.0 ft) which gives.[...L = 68.8 ft/lateral.I Since five
laterals will be needed as specified earller, the total length of underdrain
laterals (L) would equal 344 feet. In mathematical terms

Total Length of Laterals : Lx5 = ~ 344 ft ]
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~) Estimate Design Capacity

The size of the drai:~ may be found by determining the ~is~narge using the
followine formula.

Qr = q S(L + S)
43,200

Where:
Qr : Relief drain discharge (c.f.s.)
q : Drainage coefficient (in/hr.)
S : Drain spacing (feet)
L = Drain length (feet)

In this example: (Assuming a 3’ deep pond)
Drain spacing = 20.0 feet (S)
Drain length : 344 feet (L)
Drain coefficient : 1.50 in/hr (q)

Qr = 1.50 x 20.0 (344 + 20) = 10.25 cfs.I43,200

5) Determine Drain Diameter~ Sizin~ Underdrains

Subsurface drains ordinarily are not designed to flow under pressure. The
hydraulic gradient is considered to be parallel with the grade line of the
underdrain. The flow in the drain is considered to be open-channel flow.
The size conduit required for a given capacity is depend~nt on the hydraulic
gradient and the roughness coefficient--"n" value--of the drain. Commonly
used materials have "n" values ranging from about 0.011 for good quality
smooth plastic pipe to about O.025.for corrugated metal..When determining
the size of. drain required for a particular situation the "n" value of the
product to be used must be known. This information will normally be
available from the manufacturer. The diameter pipe required for a given
capacity, hydraulic gradient, and four different "n" values may be determined
from Figures 6-40, 41, 42 and 43.

Example: Assume an underdrain on a 0.2% grade (s = 0.002) is to discharge
0.25 cubic feet per second. What size drain will be required if the material
to be used has a roughness coefficient of 0.0157 Find the hydraulic
gradient 0.002 on the horizontal scale in Figure 6-40 then follow vertically
upward to intersect the line representing the design discharge of 0.25 cubic
feet per second. This point falls in the space between the lines marked 6 to
8 inches in diameter therefore, an 8-inch drain is required. Since the point
of intersection is below the line marked 8 inches, the drain will not flow
full. The full capacity of the drain is 0.47 cfs therefore, the drain will
flow about 50% full for the design discharge. The same procedure is followed
when using Figures 6-40, 41 and 43 for roughness coefficients of 0.011,
0.013, and 0.025, respectively.
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FIGURE 6-40

Subsurface Drain Capacity Chart - "n" - 0.011
(Source USDA-SCS )
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FIGURE 6-42

Subsurface Drain Capacity Chart - "n" = 0.015
(Source USDA-SCS)

HYDRAULIC GRADIENT (FEET PER FOOT)
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FIGURE 6-43

Subsurface Drain Capacity Chart - "n" : 0.025
(Source USDA-SCS)

HYDRAULIC GRADIENT (FEET PER FOOT)
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Most filtration and underdrain systems currently being installed tnroughost
the state use a minimum of 6" pipe. Smaller diameters may be used, however,
it is presently recommended that the pipes be no smaller than 4-inch material.
The area to the right of the broken line in the charts indicates conditions
where the velocity of flow is expected to be less than 2.0 feet per second.
For a field scale, agricultural subsurface drainage system lower velocities
may present a problem with siltation in areas of fine soils. Underdrain and
filter beds for urban stormwater treatment should be designed to remove much
of the fine solids portion of the particulates being carried in the runoff.
Due to the sandy nature of the soils over much of Florida, maintaining
velocities greater than 2.0 ft/se¢ is usually not critical. However, a filter
or underdrain system must be designed with this in mind in order to be
effective. A layer or combination of layers of pervious materials must be
used and installed in a manner to provide for water movement yet prevent the
migration of soil particles due to flowing water. In most cases, it is felt
that systems designed to the specification contained in the Stormwater Rule
should be capable of meeting this goal.

6) Sizing of drains within the drainage system

The previous discussion on drain size deals with the problem of selecting the
proper size for a drain at a specific point in the stormwater system (the
outlet). In drainage systems with laterals and mains, the variation of flow
within a single line may be great enough to warrant changing size in the line.
This is often the case in long drains or systems with numerous laterals. The
following example illustrates a method for such a design.

Example:

Assume that the total discharge from 344 feet of smooth perforated plastic
underdrain is to be .25 cfs, that no surface water is admitted, and that the
accretion to the drain is uniform throughout its length. Also assume a
constant grade of 0.20%. The accretion per 100 feet of drain would be 0.25 =

.07 cfs. The "n" value of the pipe to be used is listed as 0.011. Use Figure
6-40 to determine the sizes of tile required. Start the design process at the
upper end of the drain using a minimum size of 4 inches. First compute the
distance that the drain would carry the flow on the assumed grade. Let (L)
equal the distance (in lO0-foot sections) down gradient that a 4-inch drain
would be adequate..Referring to Figure 6-40, a 4-inch tile with a slope of
0.20% or .002 feet per foot has a maximum capacity of 0.10 cfs and:

L = 0.10 = 1.4 (lO0-foot sections)

The 4-inch drain is adequate for 140 feet of line. Continue these calculations
for the next size pipe (5-inch) which has a maximum capacity of 0.18 cfs.

L = 0.180 = 2.60 (lO0-foot sections)
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The 5-inch drain would be adequate for 260 feet. Of this 260 ~eet, la0 feet
woulo be 4-inch drain; an~ the remaining 120 feet would be 5-inch drain.
Tnese computations should De continued progressively for the total length of
the system. The following tabulation shows the complete problem:

Tile Maximum       Accretion     L-Value       Length
Size Capacity         per       Number of      of Tile

.20% Grade      100’ Line     100 Foot      ReQuired

inches     c.f.s,         c.f.s,       stations        feet

4       0.10           0.07          1.4           140

5       0.18           0.07          2.6           120

6       0.29           0.07          4.1            841 344

iTotal length of the drain desired is 344 feet. Although the
6-inch tile would be adequate for 150 feet, only 84 feet are
needed.

The example assumes a single line with uniform accretion throughout its
length. If investigations indicate a variation in permeability, the accretion
rate per 100 foot station may be varied. The same procedure is applicable for
mains in a system where laterals join at regular intervals. In this case the
accretion to the main would be the accumulative discharges of each of the
laterals at intervals equal to the drain spacing.

Example:

Assume that the configuration of the underdrain system being considered is
similar to the design illustrated in Figure 6-39 but it has only five lateral
drains. One drain line connects into the main drain at the middle, opposite
the outlet, followed by two laterals of equal size spaced 20 feet apart on
each side. In other words, the total length of the main tile drain runs 40
feet in each direction from its midpoint at the outlet. Further assume that
the total discharge expected from the system is 0.25 c.f.s, and that all the
other presumptions made in the preceding example also pertain.

Begin by estimating the accretion per lateral. Since each line is of equal
length this may be accomplished simply by dividing the total discharge by the
total number of lines which feed into the main tile drain. In this case, 0.25
c.f.s./5 laterals = 0.050 c.f.s, per lateral. From Figure 6-40, 4-inch drain
tile with a grade of .002 feet per foot has a discharge capacity of 0.10
c.f.s. Therefore, 4-inch pipe is adequate to handle the accretion expected
per lateral. Each line would function at 50% of total capacity (e.g., .050
c.f.s, compared to the 0.10 c.f.s, maximum discharge ability).
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Given t~e "T" snaped configuration of the outlet pipe and main tile drains
as shown in Figure 6-39 the accretion in each 20-foot section of main tile
drain would be .050 c.f.s, at the first lateral plus .050 c.f.s, for each
additional lateral or 20.0 foot station. Use Figure 6-40 to determine the
sizes of pipe required for the main tile drain. Start computation at the
upper end of each main with a minimum size equivalent to the diameter of
the laterals. In this instance begin with 4-inch pipe. Compute the dis-
tance down drain that it would carry the flow on the assumed grade. Let (L)
equal the distance that a 4-inch tile would be adequate. This number must
be reduced by the number of laterals which enter at the upper end or head
of each main (in this case, one). As noted earlier, a 4-inch drain on a
grade of 0.20% has a maximum capacity of 0.I0 c.f.s, and:

L : 0.i0 -1 = 1.00 (20 ft. sections)
.05

The 4-inch pipe size is adequate for the first 20 feet on each side of
the main tile drain. Continue these calculations for the next size tile
(5-inch). From Figure 6-40 the 5-inch plastic pipe has the capacity to
carry 0.18 c.f.s, assuming a constant grade of 0.20%. Therefore;

L : 0.18 -i : 2.6 (20 ft. sections)

The 5-inch drain would be adequate for 52 feet (2.6 x 20 ft. per section).,
Of this 52 feet, the first 20 feet would be 4-inch pipe. Given the con-
figuration of this system the remaining 20 feet must be increased to 5-inch
drain. These computations should be continued for the total length of main
drain. However, in this example each main tile line is designed to be
40 feet long in each direction. The following tabulation illustrates the
complete problem.

Maximum Accretion L-Value Length
Tile Capacity per Number of of Tile
Size .20% Grade 20’ Line 20 Feet Required
inches c.f.s, c.f.s, stations feet

4 0.10 0.050 1.0 20

5 0.18 0.050 2.6 20

Continue calculations to determine the size of the outlet pipe required.
Once again refer to Figure 6-40 to determine the size of smooth plastic
drain pipe required. Procedures for selecting the proper size for a drain
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at a specific point in a system were discussed earlier. In ~nis example the
designe~ must estimate the discharge capacity for plas:ic pipe (n value =
0.0!i).

Find the hydraulic grade 0.002 ft/ft, or .2% on the horizontal scale in Figure
6-40 and follow vertically upward to intersect the line representing the total
design discharge from the five laterals (e.g., 0.25 c.f.s.). This point falls
in the space between the lines marked 5 to 6 inches in diameter. Therefore, a
6-inch diameter pipe is required. The pipe will not flow full since the
capacity of the drain is 0.29 c.f.s.

The final design for the underdrain system would consist of five laterals each
4 inches in diameter spaced equally at 20 feet apart. Each of the main tile
drains would be 40 feet long. The first 20 feet would be 4-inch diameter pipe
and the final 20 feet to the outlet must be five-inch diameter drain. The
outlet must be sized to handle 0.25 c.f.s, therefore six-inch diameter pipe is
required.

PART-II

Design Criteria for Stormwater Filtration Facilities

Filter systems for stormwater quality renovation may be used in conjunction
with either wet or dry detention facilities. The bottom elevation of the
former is below the grade line of the underdrain pipe. Conversely, subsurface
drains are normally located in the lowest portion and below the bottom of dry
detention facilities.

Examples of stormwater filtration systems include:

1) Filter systems in the banks of wet detention facilities. A typical
cross section is illustrated in Figure 6-44. A slightly modified
version of this particular style of discharge control structure is
shown in Figure 6-45. The major difference between the two consists
of a "flash board" type riser for adjustable depths of detention and
flood control. Also notice that underdrains enter at the base of the
riser pipe in the system shown in Figure 6-45 as opposed to entering
somewhere along the outlet pipe as shown in Figure 6-44.

2) Bank filter systems used in conjunction with online or offline wet
detention facilities which use the natural in place soils for filtration
in conjunction with underdrain pipe for drainage. (See Figure 6-46).

3) Raised filtration beds projecting outward toward the center or extending
along the sides of wet or dry detention facilities. (See Figures 6-47,
48, 49 and 50).
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FIGURE 6-44

Cross-Section of Stormwater Discharge Structure with
"Htxed Hedta" Bank Filter System (~et Detention Facility)
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FIGURE 6-45

Typical Stormwater Control Structure @ Orlando Jetport with
Bank Filter or Underdrain Pipe to Treat Runoff and Flash Board Riser

for Adjustable Levels of Retention and Flood Control

This unit is a custom prefab. ~he structure consists of a 30-inch outlet
pipe, 48-inch riser, and 12-inch underdrain headers; all aluminum
construction. (It is suitable for both wet or dry detention facilities).

(Courtesy of Mr. Charles King, P.E., Greiner Engineering Sciences, Tampa,
Florida).
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FIGURE 6-46

IllustraLIon of Typi~:ai "NaLurai Snii" Bank FilLraLion System with
Box Inlet Drop Spillway and "V" Notched ~eir. (~et Detention Facility)





FIGURE 6-48

Typ|cal Cross-Section of Elevated Bank Filtration Bed Used in
Conjunction with ~et StormwaLer Detention Facilities
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FIGURE 6-49

SUBDIVISION LAYOUT 5HOHING OFFLINE DETENTION POND AND OUTFALL
(Courtesy of Plnellas Park Water HanageBent District)
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FIGURE 6-50

Typical Cross-Section of Elevated Sand Filter for Stormwater
Treatment Used tn Conjunction wtth Dry Detention Facility
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FIGURE 6-51

!llus~ra~ton of Bottom Filter or Underdrain System in
Conjunction with Rectangular Weir and Drop Spillway

(Normally Used with Dry Detention Facilities and
Swales on Tight Soils and/or Steep Slopes)
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L) Sane filter systems ins~a]lem i~l ~ne bottom o~ swales to imorove
percolation. (See Figure 6-51).

How does the S~ormwater Rule stanmards lis~ in Chapter
affe;~ these systems?

UnQerdrain systems and bank filters whi;h use natural soil for
filtration do not have to meet the requirements in section i7-25.025(2),
F.A.C. perta~nlng to effective grain size, uniformity coefficient, etc.

However, these systems must be designed to prevent piping both
within and through the filter. They are also subject to the 2 feet
minimum flow requirements specified in Section 17-25.02(8), F.A.C.

Filter systems which use an aggregate other than natural soil for
filtration must satisfy the standards listed in Section 17-25.025(2),
F.A.C. The current standards for filter media are summarized and noted
at the bottom of Figure 6-48.

Material with effective sizes less than .20 millimeters are
acceptable to the Department for pollution control purposes.
However, applicants may find the permeability to be restrictive.

Likewise, material mixed with organic matter or colloidal material
may improve pollutant removal. However, anything more than slight
amounts of material less than 0.074 millimeters in size has the
potential to reduce hydraulic capacity quite substantially. The
improvement in removal efficiency of such practices is still being
tested by Dr. Wanielista and others at this time.

Design Procedures for Sizin) Stormwater Filtration S(stems

Underdrain design procedures willoften involve the use.of "spac)ng
equations" to determine the area over which the drainage network can be
expected to function to drain the proper amount of water in the required time
frame.

Filter systems are usually designed by trial and error. In this procedure
drainage capacity is checked for compliance with various regulations until a
suitable configuration (e.g., trench area, depth, pipe diameter, and
hydraulic conductivity of filter media) is achieved to meet drawdown time and
grain size requirements. In terms of stormwater treatment, the Department
is interested in the various design procedures from the standpoint that
underdesign will result in reduced hydraulic capacity. This, in turn, will
result in a reduction in storage between subsequent r~infall events and an
associated decrease in the annual average volume of stormwater treated
resulting in a reduction of pollutant removal. Such circumstances also
reduce the aesthetic value of the system and may promote mosquito
production.



In most cases, various f3rms of the Darcy Equation for saturated flow ti~rough
porous media are used to design filters. The equation is written:

Q = K i A

Where:
Q : Flow in ft3/hr
K : Permeability rate of filter media (ft/hr)
i = Hydraulic gradient (ft/ft)
A : Area of the aquifer or water bearing strata intersected (ft2)

The basic equation is applied in a number of different ways.

i) Calculatin~ the length of a bottom filter and determinin~ drain pipe
size.

a) Possibly the most simplistic application of the Darcy Equation involves a
slight manipulation in the formula such that the designer may determine
the length (L) of a bottom filter, as illustrated in Figure 6,52, to
treat and dewater an area sized to hold either the first one-half inch of
runoff or the runoff from the first inch of rainfall. The flow (Q) of
water reaching the underdrain pipe is assumed equal to its average
velocity as it moves through the filter profile multiplied by the cross
sectional area of the aquifer or filter trench intersected.

The velocity of flow is assumed proportional to the soil hydraulic
conductivity (K) at a hydraulic gradient of unity (i.e. i=l).

The cross-sectional area intersected (A) is usually assumed equal to the
average width of the drain field or trench (W) times the length of the drain
(L). In mathematical form:

A : WL and therefore, Q = KiWL.

The drain length is unknown but can be determined by rearranging the equation
if the width of the trench is known:

L - Q

The flow (Q) is based on the storage volume which must be removed in the time
frame desired. (K) is determined based on field permeability test or other
information. The value of (W) is determined at the discretion of the
designer. Its value normally will vary depending on the depth of the drain
and the size pipe required.
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FIGURE 6-52

Cross-Section of Bank Filter illustrating Parameters Used in Calculating
Drawdown Time with Darcy’s EquaLton for Lateral Flow Situations
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Example:

Suppose a facility is required to store one-hail inch of runoff waZer per ac,-e
of project area as per state design criteria. Furtner, suppose the project i~
twenty acres in size with the hydraulic conductivity or permeability of :ne
filter media (K) equal tc ten inches per hour. The desion calls for a zhree
feet wide filter trench with the underdrain system installed two and one-half
feet below the bottom of the detention facility for ~rawdown.

The length of filter and underdrain pipe needed to satisfy FDER criteria may
be derived using the equation:

L = Q

Based on information presented in the paragraph above the one-half inch volume
of runoff which must be temporarily stored and treated would equal ten
acre-inches or 36,300 cu. ft. To drain the entire amount (36,300 cu. ft.) in
three days (72 hrs.) would require an average rate of outflow equal to 504 cu.
ft./hour. The length (L) of underdrain needed to satisfy the three day
requirement is:

L = Q = 504 cu. ft./hr.
~ (.833 ft./hr.)(1)(3 ft.)

L = 202 ft.

However, let’s suppose the detention area was also planned for use as open
space such as a park or recreation facility. In this instance it would be
desirable to discharge the stored water within a day. The length (L) needed
to provide sufficient drawdown in 24 hours would be:

L = 1513 cu. ft./hr.
(.833 ft./hr.) (1) (3 ft.)

L = 606 ft.

In either instance, the discharge capacity of the underdrain pipe must be
equal to or greater than the flow intercepted (Q). Given the latter
circumstances, the pipe should be sized to carry at least a flow equal to
1513 cu. ft./hr. Converting this value to 0.42 cfs., the pipe size may be
determined in accordance with procedures mentioned earlier (see Part I).
Using the SCS Drain Capacity Charts included in this section, 8" corrugated
polyethylene pipe (CPEP) with a roughness coefficient (n = 0.015) at a grade
of 0.5% or .005 ft./ft, would be capable of conducting the proper amount of
water.

The results of this analysis~are based on several simplifying assumptions that
would rarely, if ever, occur. The hydraulic gradient (i), for example, does
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nc~ remain cons%ant. Tne valJe will change as the wazer level in the facility
rises and falls. ~, mo~e d~taile~ assessment procedure capable of ascertaining
the di#ference in drainage capacity unG~r variable hea~ conditions would
reduce the amount of drain required.

Likewise, the assessment also presumes there are no other contributions from
sources such as groundwater. Artesian type conditions would be expected to
occur should high water table elevations surround tne treatment area during
any portion of the year. The size of the underdrain pipe would need to be
increased. An increase of 1.5 to 2 times should be used in these situations.

b) A more complex method to determine if a specific design will satisfy the
drawdown requirement under various head conditions is currently used by
several engineering companies. The procedure combines Darcy’s Law and
the Falling Head Equation into a form similar to that used to determine
the hydraulic conductivity (K) from falling head permeability testing
techniques. The equations may be rearranged to solve for either drawdown
time (t) or filter area (A) if the hydraulic conductivity (K) is known,
and certain simplifying assumptions are made.

K = 2.3 aL Log10 ho
A ~t         hi

dt = 2.3 aL Log ho and,
AK hi

A = 2.3 aL Log ho
K~ hi

In these equations a is the average cross-sectional area of the pond or
reservoir; A is the-cross-sectional area of the soil profile or filter served
by the drai~ tube; L is the length or depth of the soil profile (filter media)
through which the w~ter must travel to reach the gravel envelope or perforated
pipe; in most cases that value will be a minimum or two feet; and dt is the
time interval (hrs.) during which the elevation drops from its iniTTal value
(ho) to some lower value (hi) as the water approaches the pond bottom.

Example: Assume our objective is to estimate the time to remove the 36,300
ft3 ~f runoff discussed in the previous problem. The area of the facility
is assumed to remain constant as the water receeds. The head (ho) at the
time when the facility was full would equal 5.0 feet. The average area (a)
may be calculated by dividing the pond volume by the depth. In this case
presume the pond was designed 3 feet deep.
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Working through the equation when tne facility was full to determine tile area
(A) of filter neeoed:

a : 12,100 square ft.
L = 2.0 ft. (average length of travel)
K : I0 in!hr, or .833 ft. hr.

ho = 5.0 ft.
hi : 2.0 ft.
dt : 24 hrs.

Therefore:
A = 2.3 a L     Log ~

Kdt hi

A = 2.3 (12,100)(2.0)     Log 5.0
.833 (24)         ~

A : 55,660 X 0.40
2~

A = I~I13 ft2

Given no accretion from other sources, a filter three ft. wide by 371 ft. long
should be capable of draining the facility. As may be seen, the results using
this procedure will be much more favorable to the applicant since the drain(
length is reduced. This is because the previous assumption relative to a
hydraulic gradient of unity (i = I) is not used in this procedure. The
procedure is much less conservative than the former.

The designer should also notice that this analysis is dependent on the
presumption that the size and slope of the drain tube as well as the number
and size of pipe orifices or openings will not restrict the maximum peak flow
delivered to the drain tube via the filter media.

In using the equation above, pipe size must be ~hecked using the pipe flow
capacity charts mentioned previously. Likewise, orifice area must be checked
using the orifice equation which may be written:

Q : CdA (2gh)I/2

Where:
Q = Orifice discharge (cfs)

Cd = Coefficient of discharge (usually^assumed to be 0.6)
A Orifice cross-sectional area (ft.~)
g = Gravitational acceleration (32.2 ft./sec.2)

h = Hydraulic head above the orifice (ft.)
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The maximum peak flow expected from the filter system must first be
calculated once again using Darcy’s Law.

Q = KiA = K ~ A
D

Where:
K : Coefficient of soil permeability (ft./hr.)
i : Y : Instantaneous hydraulic gradient

A : Area of trench or filter (ft.2)
Y = Head difference between water level elevation

behind the structure at any point in time and
the flow line of the underdrain pipe or top or
gravel envelope if used

D : Depth of soil column or filter to flow line of
underdrain or top of envelope material

Q : Instantaneous rate of di’scharge (ft.3/hr.)

Continuing to work through this example problem:

K : 0.83 ft./hr.
Y : 5.0 ft. (when the detention area is full)
D : 2.0 ft.
A : 1113 ft.2

Therefore:
Qmax = K Y A = 0.833(2.5)(1113)

D
= 2318 ft.3/hr.

Qmax = 0.64 cfs.

Checking this rate of flow with the SCS pipe capacity charts mentioned
previously for n = 0.015 and hydraulic grade (0.005 ft./ft.) indicates that an
8-inch pipe will remain adequate to handle the maximum peak flow.

The minimum orifice area required is then determined using the following
equation:

A - Q

Cd’~/2gh

Where: A = total orifice area required
Q = .64 cfsCd = .6      sec"2

g = 32.2 ft./
h = 5.0 ft.
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~ : .64 : .059 ft.2/37i ft. of pipe
: 1.6 X i0-4 f:.2/ft, of pipe

.6 V64.4 X 5 A = .023 in2 ft. of underdrain pipe

Therefore, a pipe is required that contains at least eight or more 1/16 inch
diameter holes per foot.

2) Calculatin~ the length of a bank filter and determinin~ pipe size
required.

Either of the two basic procedures discussed above may also be used to
determine the length of a bank filter system. However, the designer should
notice that both the cross-sectional area of the filter media intersected by
the drain and the hydraulic gradient which was presumed to be unity or larger
in the previous analysis decrease with time in these systems. These factors
must be taken into account and act to complicate the more simplistic
procedures discussed previously. The length of bank filters is usually
established by trial and error. The designer chooses the underdrain length
desired and subsequently checks drawdown time against state regulations or
land use requirements until a suitable configuration is reached.

a) Procedure for sizin~ bank filters based on Darc¥’s Equation

The most simple and easily understood method for sizing bank filters is
primarily applicable to conditions wherein lateral flow is predominant (see
Figure 6-52).

Once again, the rate of flow should be in accordance with Darcy’s Law which
states that the flow velocity of water through porous media media is
proportional to the hydraulic conductivity and the hydraulic gradient. The
relationship may be stated:

V - Ki

Where: V : velocity of flow
K = the hydraulic conductivity.

i the hydraulic gradient ~

Y = the change in eldvation between the free water
surface in the reservoir and a horizontal reference
plane usually passing through the flow line of the
underdrain pipe.

D = the horizontal distance from the edge of the free
water surface to the verticle reference plane
(usually chosen passing through the center of the
underdrain pipe).
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The flow of water delivered to the drain is equal to the velocity (Ki) as it
moves through the media, multiplied by the cross sectional area (A) of tne
filter. Contrary to the more simplistic situations analyzed earlier, this
area changes not only in relation to the depth of the free water surface but
also decreases in relation to the upper line of seepage as it moves toward
the underdrain.

Hence, Darcy’s Law is usually applied in the design of bank filters in much
the same way as it is for determining seepage through an embankment. The
media is assumed to be homogenous throughout and located on an impervious
foundation (e.g., the bottom and sides of filter trenches are presumed
impermeable). Since the depth of the saturated zone varies as it approaches
the drain, the mean width is used to calculate the area factor used in these
determinations.

When the bottom of the filter and the horizontal reference plane coincide,
(A) is assumed to equal one-half the vertical distance (H) shown in Figure
6-52 multiplied by the length of the filter (L). Stated in mathematical
form:

HLA=~

Where: A = Mean cross sectional area of the saturated zone (ft2)
H = Change in elevation or depth of the filter from the free water

surface to the bottom of the filter (ft)
L = Length of the filter (ft)

The instantaneous rate of discharge (Q) is subsequently calculated at the
various stages of drawdown or storage elevations in the pond. The greater
the number of increments the more accurate the assessment is likely to be.

The formula for expressing the discharge through a unit length of filter
media for each increment is:

~Yn i~ Hn ~
q " K ~-D-h--~ ~"2"--~

When the elevation of the free water surface does not exceed the top of the
filter, the value of (Hn) is equivalent to the change in elevation per
inc~ement of rise or fall in the storage area (i.e., Hn =~Yn). The
equation subsequently may be written:

q =-.,~-- ( Hn2 )
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Where: q = discharge rate per unit length
K = hydraulic conductivity of the filter material comprising the

least permeable section
Hn : change in elevation from the flow line of the drain or other

reference point to the water level in the reservoir
Dn = horizontal distance measured from the edge of the free water

surface to the vertical plane of reference (in this instance, the
middle of the perforated pipe),

Values of (q) are multipled by the total length (L) of the filter system to
determine the total discharge capacity (Q) of the facility. In equation form
the relationship may be stated:

Q = (q)(L)

In some situations, the bottom of the filter is located below the flow-line of
the pipe. In these instances, the value of (H) will exceed ( Yn). The mean
discharge area may be determined as follows:

(H -/~Y) + H         ~YA z    L = (H """’2-)L

In either case, the instantaneous discharge is averaged between each
increment. The drawdown time is then determined by dividing the volume of
storage available in the reservoir between stages by the mean rate of outflow
projected through the filter.

Similar to previous examples presented in this section, Table 6-15 shows how
the drawdown time would be calculated for a project designed to treat
approximately 36,300 ft3 or 10 acre inches of runoff. By comparison, it may
be seen that bank filtration is not nearly as hydraulically efficient as a
means of treatment as bottom filters or underdrains. Earlier it was shown
that only 200 ft. of bottom filter would be needed to drain an equivalent
amount of water within 72 hours. However, a 75% increase in length (350 ft.)
of bank filter is required to accomplish the same task even though the
hydraulic conductivity of the media is presumed to be more than five times
greater than the earlier example.

The designer should be aware that the configuration of the system itself can
have substantial influence on the hydraulic efficiency of these facilities.
Most of these systems are relatively low head since they are normally designed
with little more than 2 feet of elevation difference between the maximum stage
in the facility and the bottom of the filter. Consequently, there is often
only a very slight energy gradient to move water toward the drain. In such

.situations elongated envelopes (see Figure 6-53) are often used to provide
higher internal gradients and improve the flow of water through these
structures. The higher discharge capacity decreases the length of filter
needed to satisfy drawdown requirements.
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TABLE 6-]5

Incremental HeLhod for CalculaLin9 Drawdown Time for
Bank F|lLers Usin9 Darcy’s EquaLion

0
o

0



FIGURE 6-53

Elongated Gravel Envelope to Provide Improved Interna!
GradienL for Low Head Bank FiItraLion Syst~ns
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b) Flow Nets

Another commonly used method for evaluating problems rela~ed to seepage
through porous media involves the construction of flow nets. This type of
analysis can also prove to be a valuable tool for the design of stormwater
filtration systems. A diagram of a flow net constructed for a rather commonly
used bank filter design is illustrated in Figure 6-54. Those interested in
developing skills in flow net analyses for this anQ other configurations of
bank filters may find Seepa~e~ Draina~e~ and Flow Nets by H.R. Cedergren to be
a vaulable reference.

Flow nets may be applied in sizing a bank filter in the same manner as Darcy’s
l.aw was used earlier. A number of diagrams are constructed, each correlating
to various stages within the reservoir. The individual diagrams are then used
to determine the discharge relationship per linear foot of filter. The flow
net equation may be written:

nfq = KH ~

Where: q = seepage quantity (L3/T/ft. of filter)
K : permeability of the media (L/T)
H : net head (L) as illustrated in Figure 6-54

nf : number of flow channels
nd= number of equipotential drops

The ratio nf/nd is otherwise known as the shape factor. As noted by
Cedergren, the number of flow channels and the corresponding number of
equipotential spaces depends on the shape of the cross section, and will not
necessarily be a whole number. A different shape will produce a different
number of spaces and channels. He goes on to warn those who are just learning
by stating that novices "sometimes overlook one or more of the basic rules.
The resulting flow net can be so filled with errors that a grossly distorted
picture of a seepage pattern will be given". However, he also points out that
any number of flow nets for a given problem will agree when the work has been
done correctly. There is but one solution to a given problem. Consequently,
although this work may be quite cumbersome at first, once flow nets have been
constructed for a given configuration of filter they will continue to apply to
the specific design or shape as long as they are not changed.

Once the unit rate of discharge (q) is established at each increment of
drawdown the total stage discharge relationship may be determined by
multiplying the value of (q) at each stage by the length of the filter (L).
The instantaneous discharge Q is averaged between each increment. Assuming
the volume of storage between increments is known, the drawdown time (t) may
be calculated by dividing the volume by the average rate of outflow in the
same manner as illustrated in Table 6-15. Here again, the preparation of such
a table is an aid to any reviewing agency and can help speed up project
approval. Preliminary evaluations seem to show that flow net analyses may
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FIGURE 6-54

Flow Net Dtagram 111usLraLtng Lines of Seepage Through
a Typtcal Bank Filtration System



offer benefits over the procedure described in section 2(~) wne~ Gradients
of 100% or more are likely to occur over muci~ of each filzration cycle.

c. Other Analytic Approaches

Currently several otne~ methodologies being used to design underdrains tmat
ark not incremental in nature. !n these instances several designers have
modified the designs illustrated previously. This has enabled tne use of
equations in which drawdown time (t) or filter length (L) may be calculated
in one step based on a single formula. Figure 6-55 illustrates the general
design and important dimensions of two such systems.

The form of the expression used to estimate the length of filter trench (L)
required to accomplish drawdown in the time desired is written as follows:

L : 1.33 Ar D In (Y1/Y2) for system (a) and;KtW ’

Ar D
L : K’t’I@-- In (Y1/Y2) for system (b) Figure 6-55.

Ar = Average area of reservoir between elevation YI and Y2 (ft2)

Where: L = length of filter required (ft)
K = hydraulic conductivity of the filter media (ft/hr)
t = allotted drawdown time (hrs)
W = trench width as illustrated in Figure 6-55 (ft)
D = average distance which water must travel through the filter

profile as shown in Figure 6-55 (ft)
YI= Difference in elevation between the flow-line of the underdrain

pipe and the water level in the reservoir at the appropriate
volume of storage (ft)

Y2= Difference in elevation between the flow-line of the underdrain
and the stage in the reservoir following discharge of the treat-
ment volume required (ft)

It should be noted that the mean distance (D) traveled is used for calculations
involving systems similar to that illustrated in Figure 6-55(a) while for the
system shown in Figure 6-55(b) the distance is equal to 2.0 feet. However, the
difference in the form of each equation is primarily due to differences in the
magnitude of the cross section visualized to be intersected by the drain in
each situation. In Figure 6-55(b) the trench is perpendicular to the face of
the bank. Flow through the filter, toward the drain is predominantly vertical.
The entire cross-section or width (W) of the filter is intersected by the drain
and its surrounding gravel envelope. Flow is primarily normal to the plane of
reference. In these circumstances, the discharge area remains relatively cons-
tant as water moves toward the drain. The phreatic surface will be parallel to
the upper trench wall, intersecting nearly the entire width of the drain before
curving toward the drain tube itself. The presumption that A = WL is primarily
correct in this circumstance.
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(b) Sideoof-:be-Bank System

T

FIGURE 6-55

Sketch of Bank Filter Designs Illustrating S~bols for Use With
Single Step Evaluation of Trench Length and Drawdown Time

(Courtesy of Post, Buckle},, Schuh and aernigam Engineers, Clearwater, Florida)
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On the other hand, this assumption does not pertain in the horizontal flow
situation Shown in Figure 6-55(a). The reference plane (passing through t~e
flow line of tne pipe when full flow is assumed) does not intersect the entire
cross-section or width of the filter. Flow is primarily parallel to the plane
of reference. In these circumstances the width of the saturated zones is re-
duced as water moves toward the drain. The average discharge area (see nota-
tion with figure) snould be used in tnis situation. The presumption that the
discharge area (A) is equal to the entire width (W) of the drain times its
length (L) would be correct only in the event that the water level was ex-
pected to be at the top of the trench during operation. This assumption is
pertinent to submerged drains only. The latter situation would not be re-
commended because of added difficulties in the design, installation, operation
and maintenance of these systems due to constant anaerobic conditions.

When the length of the system is known, the equation~ may be rearranged to
solve for the drawdown time associated with the system as follows:

1.33 Ar Dt : K W L In Y1/Y2 for system (a)

Ar Dt = ~In YI/Y2 for system (b)

Similar to using other forms of Darcy’s Law when the length and drawdown con-
straints are predetermined, the equation may be used to establish the required
permeability. In this instance the designer would establish a trial thickness
of the filter andcalculate the hydraulic conductivity needed to satisfy these
requirements. Likewise, the designer may select one or more permeabilities
that represent commercially available filter materials within acceptable
degrees of uniformity and effective size (as outlined in 17-25.025(2) F.A.C.)
and calculate their required thickness.

3) Other Design Considerations

a) Pipe Size~ Orifice Area~ and Filter Cloth

The design procedures discussed in section I and 2 of this BMP are all pri-
marily associated with the capability of the filter media to transmit water.
The permeability associated with filter cloth (when used), the size and number
of orifices or perforations in the drain pipe, and. the capacity of the pipe
itself can also limit the rate of discharge. Each of these factors must be
checked as described in section l(a) and (b) of the design criteria to also
ensure that these factors will not effect drain requirements.

b) Safety Factors

Permeability is crucial to all of the design procedures. However, as noted by
Cedergren, "Permeability can vary so widely that its physical significance is
often difficult to comprehend,..." In this instance, the author was referring



to tne di=ferences in the properZies of various aggregates (san~, clay,
gravel, etc). However, tests of similar types of materials show that even
these percolation rates may vary by 100% or more. In the light of the
large margin of discrepancy associated with most design techniques and
rest results, safety factors on the order of at least two are appropriate.
Drawoown time on the order of one-half of what is required should be
encouraged.

c) Pollution Control

.Filters for stormwater treatment are designed to remove particulates and
their associated pollutants from the runoff waters as they percolate through
the fine textured aggregate on its way to the drain tube. According to pre-
liminary indications based on information published by Dr. Y.H. Chen et.al
(1981) "a layer of soil can stop the passage of a particle if the size of
this particle is larger than one-fifth of the size of particles establishing
the soil layer". Using the effective size (DIo) requirements specified
for filters in Chapter 17-25 F.A.C. it is expected that particles on the
order of .04 to .iO mm. may be removed. According to grain size distri-
bution data for pollutants associated with street surface contaminants
(Sartor and Boyd, 1972), more than 90% of the suspended and oxygen demanding
materials found in urban stormwater should be removed. Preliminary
information reported from an in-line filter system installed on a tributary
to Lake Jackson near Tallahassee supports this conclusion.

Soluble pollutants are not removed so readily. However, in general, the
more fine textured the media, the better the poqlutant removal expected.
When designing a filter system, these considerations, as well as, the form
of contaminants to be removed from the stormwater, should be balanced with
the improved hydraulic capacities which are concommittent with more coarse
grained, even-graded filter media.

d) Filter Fabric and Pipin~ Control

Filter cloth must a~so contain pore spaces which will not permit the filter
media (sand) to be carried away by the water. The Corp-’~-of Engineers and Yung
Hal Chen, Daryl B. Simons, and Phillip M. Demery in "Hydraulic Testing of
Plastic Filter Fabrics" discuss valuable information pertaining to the proper
selection of these materials. Several important guidelines are summarized as
below:

1) In order for filter fabric to work as a permeable constraint to stop
adjacent particles of filter material from washing through the fabric,
the EOS (equivalent opening size of the fabric) divided by the D85
of the sand should be less than or equal to two.
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2) To a’,,o~ ¢]o99~n~ b~ f~ne par~c]es requi~es that ~ne
of tne fabric must be equal to or greater than twice the
D15 of tne filter material.

EOS Z 2D15

Plannin9 an Underdrain or Filter System

Analyzin~ Information and Data from Surveys and Investigations

In most humid areas, many years of experience with subsurface drainage
installation have provided the main basis for determining drainage
requirements for various soil types and problem areas. Special investi-
gations are necessary for drainage of soils where experience is lacking.
One of the most important phases of planning either an underdrain or
stormwater filtration system is to compile and analyze the field data
collected through various surveys, investigations and studies. These
investigations are difficult because subsoil and groundwater conditions
are not evident through visual inspection. Various methods and techniques
have been developed whereby these conditions can be determined and made
evident through a graphical or statistical presentation. The following is
a discussion of some of the methods and procedures commonly used.

i) Water Table Contour Maps - The elevation of the water table at
selected points covering the area are plotted on the base map. By
interpolation and extrapolation lines of equal water table elevation
are drawn. The completed map represents the surface configuration of
the water table at a specific time.

To be of greatest use as a tool in planning, groundwater contour maps
should be superimposed on topographic maps to give the relationship
between surface configuration and water table configuration. An
example of this type of map is shown in Figure 6-56. The completed
map will show areal delineation of depth to groundwater which is
usually the criteria for determining maximum allowable depth of
stormwater filters.

2) Observation Well H~drographs - On profile paper, cross-section
paper or printed hydrograph sheets, plot water table elevation against
time. Well hydrographs may be compiled for all observation wells or
for a few selected wells at key locations. The time scale, which is
usually on the abscissa (horizontal), is in days by months for one
year’s time. The ordinate (vertical) is used for water table elevation
and is in feet and tenths. The completed hydrograph shows water table
fluctuation by seasons: the high level and the low level for the season.
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FIGURE 6-56

Typical Nater Table Contour Map
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It is of~.n very nelpTul in aetermining the source of groundwater.

Even when compiled from wells not exactly located en the immediate
grounds, tnis data may aide in the interpretation of more snort term
instantaneous water table elevation mapping information. Knowledge
related to seasonal fluctuations of high water table conditions can
help prevent the under design and consequential bypassing of these
stormwater treatment systems due to an influx of water not normally
expected to occur and left unaccounted for in drain size analyses.

3) Profile Flow Patterns - Profile flow patterns may be shown by
plotting the surface of the ground, information on subsoil materials,
and hydraulic-head values at points where measurements have been made
with piezometers. Lines should be drawn to connect points of equal
hydraulic head. Convenient hydraulic-head intervals may be selected
extending over the range of measured values for hydraulic head. Usually
an interval is selected that allows a number of equal hydraulic-head
lines to be sketched on the same profile. The component of flow in the
plane of the profile is normal to lines of equal hydraulic head if the
profile section is plotted on a one to one scale. Using this scale,
flow lines can be sketched in at right angles to the equal hydraulic-
head lines, with arrows to show the direction of flow.

A vertical component of flow is indicated where the hydraulic-head
changes. This component may be either up or down. Profile flow
patterns are very helpful in detecting artesian conditions, which
is particularly an important consideration in determining the size,
shape, and spacing of laterals in underdrain system design.

4) Gradation and Permeability Tests Results - Mechanical analysis
(sieve size) is important for both filter and underdrain design.
The results of tests run on the soils to be underdrained or the sand
or other fine textured aggregate used for filtration are recorded
and plotted on a grain size distribution chart as illustrated in
Figure 6-57. Shown on the vertical scale at the left of the graph
is the percentage of a soil or sand sample passing each of a number
of increasingly smaller (in opening size) screens or sieves. A
curved line connecting the points is shown for easy interpretation
of percentages related to sizes in between the size separates.

This data is subsequently used to verify that the filter media con-
forms to state requirements listed in Section 17-25.025(2) pertaining
to effective size and coefficient of uniformity. In both underdrain
and filter design such information is also useful to help evaluate the
capacity of a given configuration and to avoid potential piping of the
filter sand or soil into the drain.



FIGURE 6-57

Typical Grain Size OlstrlbuLIon Chart
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LiKewise, information pertinent to the capacity of a particular soil or
filter sane to conauc~ or ~an~mit water is quit~ important. There are
a number of ways in ~hisn ~ne permeability raze may be determineC.
Discussions of the applicable tecnniques are incluQed in most soil
mechanics texts. In this manual several of the more common field
testing procedures are discussed in more detail in Appendix 6-2. Field
testing is usually preferred for underdrain design while laboratory
methods are most often used for establishing the hydraulic conductivity
(K) of filter media.

Salt-water Intrusion in Coastal Areas

When planning a filter or underdrain design system in areas in close
proximity to sea coasts, certain precautions must be considered in regard to
salt-water intrusion. Beneath coastal areas, the normal movement of fresh
ground water toward the sea usually prevents landward intrusion of the denser
sea water; however, pumped well drains or pumped surface and subsurface
drainage can reverse this situation. If this happens, the consequences can
be serious since land once subjected to salt-water intrusion is difficult to
reclaim.

Guidelines for Prevention - In coastal areas salt-water is present in
underground strata at a depth equal to about forty times the height of fresh
water above sea level. This is given by the Ghyben-Herzberg relation.

This relationship is only approximate because the density of sea water varies
with temperature and the salts present. However, the ratio of 40.0 to 1.0 is
adequate, as a general rule, for the purposes discussed here. In coastal
areas, lowering of the water table one foot will cause a 40-foot rise in the
fresh water-salt water interface. Lowering of the water table to mean sea
level will bring the interface up to mean sea level which will in most cases
render the land salty and unfit for many uses.

As a general guide for use in planning pumped stormwater systems near the
coast, sumps should not extend below mean sea level. Filters and underdrains
should be designed and developed for minimum drawdown of the water table and
be located so that drawdown is distributed as widely as possible and not
concentrated in specific areas.

Outlets for Underdrains and Filters - An outlet for the stormwater system
must be available for gravity flow or by pumping. The outlet must be
adequate for the quantity and quality of the effluent to be disposed of
without causing damage to other areas and with minimum deterioration of
the water quality in the outlet.

An open-ditch outlet for gravity flow from a buried drain should permit
discharge from the drain above the elevation of normal flow in the outlet.
Interruption of flow from the drain due to storm runoff in the outlet should
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not occur so often and wit~ such duration that the rate of drawdown by the
burie~ drain would fail to meet the design requirements specified in Chapter
17-25 F.A.C. curing most situations.

Construction and Materials Specifications for
Underdrains and Stormwater Filtration Facilities

General

The location of the main drain and laterals should be planned to obtain the
most efficient and economical drainage system. A few general rules to follow
are:

i) Provide the minimum number of outlets.

2) When practical lay out the system with a short main and long laterals.

3) Orient the laterals to use the available slope to the best advantage,

4) Follow the general direction of natural waterways with mains and
submains.        ~

5) Avoid locations that result in excessive cut.

6) Avoid crossing waterways wherever feasible. If waterways must be
crossed, use as near a right-angle crossing as the situation will
permit.

7) Where feasible, avoid soil conditions that increase installation and
maintenance cost.

Laterals should be located in the direction for the mo~t effect!ve collection
of excess water, with due regard to the grade required for prevention of
sedimentation, and following the rule of long laterals with short mains where
feasible. Where it is desirable for main drains to be located parallel to a
ditch deeper than the drain, enough distance should be maintained between
ditch and drain to prevent washouts in the drain. Submains may be used to
eliminate crossing waterways and to reduce the number of lateral connections
to the main.

Inspection and Handling of Materials

Material for drains shall be given a rigid inspection before installation.
Bituminized fiber and plastic pipe and tubing shall be protected from hazards
causing deformation or warping. All material shall be satisfactory for its
intended use and shall meet applicable specifications and requirements.
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Placement and Coarse Aggregate Beddin~ ReQuirements

All drains, both flexible as plastic tubing and non-flexible as clay and
concrete tile, shall be laid to line and grade and covered with approved
blinding, or filter material. A minimum 3-inch thick gravel envelope wrapped
in filter cloth is suggested to improve flow into the drain. Either of the
two methods below may be used.

i) Except as provided in Metnod 2 below, the bottom of the excavated trench
shall be shaped or grooved. Flexible type drains, when placed, shall be
embedded in undisturbed soil for approximately 60 degrees of their
circumference. After placement of all types of drains, friable material
taken from the trench spoil or cut from the trench side walls shall be
placed around the drain in such a manner that it will completely
surround and support the drain and fill the trench to a depth of 3
inches over the top of the drain. To be suitable, materials surrounding
the drain must contain no hard clods, rocks, or fine materials which
would cause a silting hazard in the drain.

2) When special shaping or grooving of the trench bottom is not provided to
embed the drain when placed, the drain shall be laid directly upon the
envelope material. A sufficient quantity shall be used to fill the
trench to a depth of 3 inches surrounding the drain. Envelope material
shall consist of coarse material, all of which shall pass a one and
one-half inch sieve. FDOT No. 57 or equivalent is recommended. The
material should be washed and contain no more than 1% silt, clay or
organic matter. The aggregate should be hard, durable, and comply with
the requirements for soundness specified in ASTM D-694-62. This
provision is to determine that the aggregate is not susceptible to
disintegration by water. The loss when subject tTthe Los Angeles
abrasion test should not exceed 40%. Pre-Cenozoic limestones,
dolomites, nor stone containing phosphate shall not be used.

The gap between tile or other drain pipe joints shall not exceed I/4oinch
for mineral soils o~ one-half inch for organic soils. Openings wider than
these, occurring on the outer side of a curve in a tile line or due to tile
irregularity, shall be permitted if they are covered with broken tile, fiber
glass, or other suitable material.

The upper end of each drain line shall be capped with concrete or other
durable material unless connected to a clean out structure or other
facility.

Earth backfill or filter material shall be placed in the trench in such a
manner that displacement of the drain will not occur after backfilling.

No reversals in grade of the conduit shall be permitted.



Where the conduit is to De laid in a rock trench, or where rock is expose~ at
the bottom of :he :tenon, tne rock shal] be removed below grade enough that
the trench may be bacKfilled, compacted, and bedded; and when completed, the
conduit shall be nat less than 3 inches from rack.

Alignment

When change in horizontal alignment is required, one of the following methods
should be used to minimize head losses in the line:

1) Use of manufactured fittings, such as ells, T’s, and Y’s.

2) Use of a gradual curve of the drain trench to prevent excessive gap-
space.

3) Use of junction boxes or manholes where more than two mains or laterals
join.

Connections

Manufactured connections or junctions for joining two lines should be used.
It is good practice to lay a submain parallel to a large tile main (usually
10 inches or larger) to prevent tapping the large main for each lateral.
Tapping a large tile is difficult, costly, and is frequently the cause of
failure. Savings, through the elimination of large connections, usually will
offset the extra cost of a submain. Smooth curves in tile lines and manu~
factured tile connections or junctions of less than 90° have been recommended
in the past on the assumption that energy losses at the junction of tile
~ines would be reduced. Investigations show that the variation in energy
loss for different angles of entry are insignificant from a practical stand-
point when the main and lateral are of the same size and the drains are
flowing full.

Loads on Drains

General

Drains installed in the ground must have sufficient strength to withstand
the loads .placed upon them. In underdrains, the load which usually governs
the strength required is the weight of the earth covering the drain. The
magnitude of the load which the drain can safely support depends upon the
unit weight of the soil, or sand, the width and depth of the trench, and the
method of bedding and installation of the drain. Where the drain is at
shallow depths (3 feet or less) there is danger from impact loads from heavy
equipment. All installations should be checked to ensure adequate
loadbearing strength.
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Frequently drain installations are made in wide trenches and at greater
depths than is possible witn the average trenching machine. Draglines,
backhoes, and other equipment may De used for deep trenches. Trenches
excavated by this equipment are wide and the greater loads to be placed
upon the drain must be determined so that a drain of adequate strength may
be selected.

Under~round Conduits

Research on loads on underground conduits (including tile) has been carried
on by Marston, Schlick and Spangler at Iowa State University. The results
of their work are used in determining the loads on underground conduits and
their supporting strength. Information regarding loads on conduits may be
found in the following publications.

"The Structural Design of Underground Conduits," SCS Engineering
Division, Technical Release No. 5.

Engineering Handbook, Section 6, "Structural Design," U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service.

"Soil Engineering," by Merlin Grant Spangler, International Textbook
Company, Scranton, Pennsylvania.

"Design Data - Loads and Supporting Strengths," American Concrete Pipe
Association, Arlington, Virginia.                               ~

"Handbook of Drainage and Construction Products," Armco Drainage and
Metal Products, Inc., Middletown, Ohio.

Classification of Conduits as to Rigidity

Conduits used for subsurface drains may be of several kinds of materials.
One characteristic of these various conduits important in determining the
load-bearing strength is the degree of flexibility. Two classes of conduits
according to their flexibility are as follows:

I) Rigid conduits, such as concrete or clay, fail by rupture of the pipe
walls. Their principal load supporting ability lies in the inherent
strength or stiffness of the pipe.

2) Flexible conduits, such as corrugated metal pipes and certain types of
plastic pipe, fail by deflection. Flexible conduits rely only partly on
their inherent strength to resist external loads. When the pipe
deflects the horizontal diameter increases which compresses the soil at
the sides and thereby builds up passive resistance which in turn helps
support the vertically applied load.
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Beddin~ Conditions for Rigid Ditch Conduits

The supporting strength of a conduit will vary with beading conditions. Two
types of bedding are generally used in drainage work and each has a !oad
factor which, when multiplied by the three-edge bearing strength, will give
tne safe supporting strength of the conduit.

i) Impermissible beddin~ is that method of bedding a ditch conduit in which
little or no care is given to shape the foundation to fit the lower part
of the conduit or to refill all the spaces under and around the conduit
with granular material. The load factor for this type of installation
is i.I.

2) Ordinary Bedain~ is that method of bedding a ditch conduit in which the
conduit is bedded with ordinary care in an earth foundation shaped to
fit the lower part of the conduit for a width of at least 50% of the
conduit breadth, and in which the remainder of the conduit is surrounded
to a height of at least 0.5 foot above its top by granular materials
that are shovel-placed and shovel-tamped to completely fill all spaces
under and adjacent to the conduit. The load factor for this type of
installation is 1.5.

When sand and gravel filter or envelopes are used, the foundation need not be
shaped since the filter and envelope material are placed entirely around the
conduit and provide for lateral pressures on the conduit. With this type of
installation the supporting strength of the conduit is increased above the~
three-edge bearing strength. Depending on its gradation and the care used in
placing the sand-gravel filter or envelope, the load factor will be in the
range of 1.2 for a poorly graded envelope of irregular thickness to 1.5 for a
well-graded material of uniform thickness around the drain. To be effective
the gravel envelope should have a minimum thickness of 3 inches.

Beddin~ Conditions for Flexible Drainage Tubin~

A flexible conduit has relatively little inherent load-bearing strength, and
its ability to support soil loadings in a trench must be derived from
pressures induced as the sides of the conduit deflect and move against the
soil. This ability of a flexible conduit to deform and use the soil pressure
to support it is the main reason that light-weight plastic drainage tubing
can support soil loadings imposed in drainage trenches.

A flexible tubing must be installed in a trench in a way which insures good
soil support from all sides. There must be no voids remaining which would
permit the soil pressure from backfill to cause deflection of the tubing to
the point of buckling. Most installations will be made with machinery,
without requiring a man in the trench to position the tubing or place the
bedding. Some modification of machinery designed for installation of rigid
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conduits usually is necessary to install flexible conduits ef=i¢ie~tly. See
the section on installation of corr~ga~ec plastic drainage tJDing.

Drain Grades and Velocities

Underdrains and filters are placed at ratner uniform depths, tnerefore, the
topography of the land may dictate the range of grades available. There is
often an opportunity, however, to orient the drains within the site in order
to obtain a desirable grade. The selected grades should, if possible, be
sufficient to result in a nonsilting velocity which experience has shown is
about 1.4 feet per second.

The recommended minimum grades are as follows:

Precent
~" drain .10
5" drain .07
6" drain .05

On sites where topographic conditions require the use of drains on steep
grades which will result in velocities greater than shown in the following
table, special measures should be used to protect the line from undermining.

Maximum Permissible Velocity in Drains Without Protective Measures

Soil Texture Velocit~-ft./sec.
Sand and Sandy Loam 3.5
Silt and Silt Loam 5.0
Silty Clay Loam 6.0
Clay and Cl-ay Loam 7.0
Coarse Sand or Grayel 9.0

The protective measures may include one or more of the following:

I) Use only drains that are uniform in size and shape and with smooth
ends.

2) Lay the drains so as to secure a tight fit with the inside diameter of
one section matching that of the adjoining sections.

3) Wrap open joints with tar impregnated paper, burlap, or special filter
material such as plastic or fiberglass fabrics.

4) Select the least erodible soil available for blinding.

5) Use long sections of perforated pipe or tubing. (Bituminized fiber,
plastic, asbestos cement, etc.).
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Materials for Drains

"Drains" include conduiZs of clay, concrete, bituminize~ fiber, metal,
plastic, or other materials of acceptaole quality.

The conduit shall meet-strength and durability requirements of the site.
C~rrenz specifications as iiszed below or as incluced in the ~eciflcazlons
guide shall be used in determining the quality of the conQuit.

The following specifications cover the products currently acceptable for use
as drains or for use in determining quality of mazerials use~ in ~rainage
installations: (Source USDA, SCS-FL).

TyPe Soecificatio~

Clay drain :ale
..~’ay drain :ale, ~e-;ora~e~
Clay se~er pi:e, s:an:arC s:reng:m
Clay ~e, extra s:ren~n ~ C 200
Ciay mipe, :erforateo, ~tamoard and

extra s~rengtn ~ ~ 211

Concrete ~ra~n ~ile
Concrete ~i~e ~or irriga:ion or ~rainage
Concrete :ime or :ale. :e:e~ning

onysical oro~er~ies of ~ C 497
Concrete se*e~, s~om oraifl, aria culvert pi~e
Reinfo~ce~ concrete culvert, s~o~

Perfora~e~ concrete pi~e

Asoes~os-c~en~ ~i~e, ~es~ing
Bi~inizeo fiber, perfora~eG ~ratnage piDe Feoer~I

~S-P-358a
M~ogeneous De~ora~e~ btt~intzed fiber

~ipe for general =ratnage ~ D 23~
H~ogeneous bi~lnizeO fi~r pipe, testing ~ 0 2314
Lminateo*wall oit~inized fi~r perforated

pioe for agricult~al, lan¢, and
general drainage ~ O 2417

L~tna~eo-wa11 Oi~inized fl~r pi~e,
~nysical ~es~ing of ~ D 23!~

Plastic Grain and s~r pipe, s¢~ene C~rciaI
tuber SCan~ard2
Perorations, if neeOe~, are ~o ~ ~s C5-Z28 "
s~ec~f~eO ~n Fee. ~ec.

Sm~ll ai~er ~nrougn 6" ~ F 405
Large ~[er t~rougn 24" ~ F 667

P~ge, corrugated, al~n~ alloy FeOeral Soec.
~-P-4021

Pipe, corrugated, iron or s�~1, zinc coa~ed F~eral Soec.
WW-P-0~0S

C]a~ Ti~e - These sDecifici~t~s may be ~dtfied as
~ne @~eez~ng ano �hawing .anO aDSO~¢ton CesCs may ~ ~dtfted or
waived.
Co~uaated Polyethylene PtOe - S~ s~andar~s and specifications
for p~r~orac~ corrugated ~ic pipe may ~ found under s~anQerd
606.

~rican Society for Testing aria ~terials, 1916 Race Street,
PhilaOelpnia, Pt. 19103

2Sul)erintendent of Documents, U.S. Government Printing Office,
Washington, 0.C. 20402
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Other Clay and Concrete Pipe

Beil and spigot, tongue and groove, and other pipe which meets the strength,
absorption, and other requirements of clay or concrete tile as covered above,
except for minor imperfections in the bell, the spigot tongue or the groove,
and ordinarily classed Dy the industry as "seconds," may be used for drainage
conauits provided the pipe is otherwise adequate for the job.

Foundation Requirements

Soft or yielding foundations shall be stabilized where required and lines
protected from settlement by adding gravel or other material to the trench,
placing the conauit on plank or other rigid supports, or using long sections
of perforated or watertight pipe.

Envelopes and Envelope Material

Envelopes shall be used around drains where required for proper bedding of
the conduit, or where necessary to improve the characteristics of flow of
groundwater into the conduit.

Materials used for envelopes do not need to meet the gradation requirements
of filters, but they shall not contain materials which will cause an
accumulation of sediment in the conduit or render the envelope unsuitable for
bedding of the conduit.

Auxiliary Structures and Drain Protection

The outlet shall be protected against erosion and undermining of the drain,
against damaging periods of submergence, and against entry of rodents or
other animals into the drain as shown in Figure 6-58. A continuous section
of pipe without open joints or perforations (Figure 6-59) shall be used at
the outlet end of the line and shall outlet above the normal elevation of
flow in the outlet ditch.

The pipe and its installation shall conform to the following requirements:

1) Where there is a hazard of burning to vegetation on the outlet ditch
bank, the material from which the outlet pipe is fabricated shall be
fire resistant. Where the hazard of burning is high, the outlet pipe
shall be fireproof.

2) Two-thirds of the pipe shall be buried in the ditch bank and the
cantilevered section shall extend beyond the toe of the ditch side slope
or the side slope shall be protected from erosion. The minimum length
of pipe shall be eight feet.
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FIGURE 6-58

Rodent Protec:ion for Outlet Pipe

Tnreaa and use 3/8" square nut

bend end of rods at rigl~t ang~~

’    318"~ rods

Rigid metal pipe either smooth

corrugated may beused.

RODENT PROTECTION FOR OUTLET PIPE

Source: USDA-SCS-FL
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DETAIL-CONCRETE COLLAR,

NOTE:
Kigid metal pipe either smooth or If floating debris is a problem

corrugated may be used. the metal pipe should be placed
approx. 30 degree angle facing

Tf metal pipe is placed on a steeper             downstream instead of as shown.
slope than tile. same size may be used.
Use pipe 2" larger than tile if on same
slope.

FIGURE 6-59

I~etal Pipe Outlet and Concrete Collar

(USDA-SC3-FL)
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3) Where floating debris may aamage the outlet pipe, the outlet shall be
recessed to the extent that the canzilevered portion of the pipe will be
protected from the current in the ditch.

4) Headwalls which are used for tile outlets shall be adequate in strength
and design to avoid washouts and other failures.

Watertight conduit strong enough to withstand the loads upon it shall be used
where subsurface drains cross under irrigation canals or other ditches.
Conduits under roadways shall be designed to withstand the expected loads.
Shallow drains through depressional areas and near outlets shall be protected
against hazards of maintenance equipment.

Junction boxes shall be used where more than two main lines join.

Where surface water is to be admitted to drains, inlets shall be designed to
exclude debris and prevent sediment from entering the conduit. Drain lines
flowing under pressure shall be designed to withstand the resulting pressures
and velocity of flow. Auxiliary surface waterways shall De used where
feasible.

Headwalls

Headwalls shall be constructed on compact foundation and shall be of long
lasting, durable materials such as steel piling, reinforced concrete,
concrete block and sand cement riprap. The structures shall be designed t~
safely withstand expected loads.

Structure Capacity

Structures installed in tile lines must not unduly impede the flow of water
in the system. They shall have a capacity no less~ than that of the line or
lines feeding into or through them.

Where the tile system will carry surface waterflow, surface water inlets
shall’ have a capacity no more than that required to provide the maximum
allowable design flow in the tile line or lines.

Size of Structures

junction boxes, manholes, catch basins, and sand traps shall be accessible
for maintenance. A clear opening of not less than 2 feet shall be provided
in either circular or rectangular structures.

Velocities in Structures

The tile system shall be protected against turbulence created near outlets,
surface inlets, or similar structures. Continuous or closed-joint pipe shall
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be used in tile lines adjoining the s%ruct~re where excessive velocities will
Occur.

Screens and Trash Racks

Surface water inlet structures shall be equipped with screens, trash racks,
or gratings to exclude debris.

Junction Boxes

Junction boxes shall be installed where more than two mains join, or where
two mains join at different elevations.

Vents

Vents will be located at changes in grade, sharp changes in direction and at
intervals along tile lines as needed. They shall be constructed as a tee
with the riser pipe extending to ground surface or above. The riser pipe
shall not be less than 4 inches in diameter. Each riser pipe shall be
provided with a wire mesh or grating cover to prevent trash from entering the
lines.

Maintenance of Filter and Underdrain Facilities

An underdrain filter system of adequate design and proper installation, using
good material, still requires maintenance to keep it operating. Inspection
of the drains, especially after heavy rains, should be made to see if they
are working and if maintenance is required. Pore spaces in stormwater
filters can be expected to seal with time following the beginning of
operation. The duration of a filter’s effectiveness before the hydrauli’c
capacity is reduced to the point that drawdown requirements can no longer be
met will depend on a number of factors including the initial permeability of
filter material used, the degree of pretreatment (sedimentation) prior to
entering the filtration facility, and the nature of the pollutants being
removed.

Preliminary indication show that these systems can function for up to one
year with only minor maintenance. However, periodic discing or scrapping the
surface layers of the soil may be required following heavy events that carry
heavy sediment loads.

Coarse grained systems may require complete replacement of the filter media
to restore their function following clogging since pollutants would be
expected to further penetrate these systems than their more close-grained
counterparts. Most of the particulates will be trapped in the first 2 or 3
inches of the latter while suspended substances can be expected to penetrate
up to a foot or more into the coarse-grained filter. Semi-annual restoration
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efforts are likely to involve complete removal ~nd cleaning and or
replacement of the top 12 inches o~ more of the fil~e~ mate~ial. While major
maintenance of this type may not nave to be done as often, when it is
required, the operation will involve a significant amount o~ labor and
material. Heavy machinery may be needed if the facility is large and care
will be needed to prevent damage to the underdrain pipes. There may be some
problems associated with the ability of these more coarse-~rained, evenly
graded materials to support machinery needed to perform maintenance
activities, such as scrapping without getting equipment stuck and/or damaging
the filter bed.

Common causes of subsurface drainage system failures include the following:

I) Drains installed with insufficient capacity.

2) Drains placed too shallow and lack of auxiliary structures necessary for
the installation.

3) Drains of insufficient strength or lacking in other qualities necessary
for the installation.

4) Poor construction resulting in such inadequacies as too wide or too
small a joint spacing, improper bedding, poor grade.and alignment and
improper backfilling.

5) Failure due to mineral deposits such as iron oxide. These deposits d~
not seriously affect the operation of the drain unless the perforations
or joints become sealed. Usually indications of deposits may be
observed at the outlets, junction boxes and inspection holes.

Hydraulic Cleanin~ - High pressure hydraulic nozzles have been used with
success to clean tile drains in Florida that have evidence of iron oxide.

Silt and Vegetation - One of the most common maintenance problems that we
have with tile drains in Florida is to get landowners to keep the outlets
free of silt and vegetation where they empty into open ditches. The outlet
end of the system must be kept clean if the maximum benefits from the tile
are to be obtained. Sediment and fast growing aquatic vegetation might cause
the outlets to become entirely plugged within one year after installation,
consequently frequent inspections must be made.

Rodent Guards - Landowners often do not maintain the rodent guards. These
appurtenances are sometimes removed, become rusted or plugged, and may
never be replaced. These actions invite damage that can lead to the failure
of the entire system. The outlet must be inspected periodically to make sure
that it is clear, and that these guards are in place and functional.
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Trees If trees near the ~rain axe not remove~ at the time of construczion,
the tile may become plugged by roots. If it is found tna~ zbe tile line is
not functioning an~ the outlet is open, tne lines should be checked near
trees.

Auxiliary Structures - The life and value of a :ile system many tilnes
depends on the repair of auxiliary structures. These structures are to pro-
tect the tile system as well as to aid in determining when maintenance is
needed. If they are not maintained, the value of the installation will
decrease. Regular inspection is required.

As-Built Plans - Upon completing a subsurface drainage installation and
after all checks and inspection have been made, a set of "As-Built" plans,
showing location, depths and sizes of all drains should be preserved and
made available to those that will be maintaining the system.
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GUIDELINES FOR USING

EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL PRACTICES
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Plannin~ Considerations

Construction entrances provide an area where mud can be removed from constructio
vehicle tires before they enter a public road. If the action of the vehicle
traveling over the gravel pad is not sufficient to remove the majority of the
mud, then the tires must be washed before the vehicle enters a public road. If
washing is used, provisions must be made to intercept the wash water and trap the
sediment before it is carried off-site. Construction entrances should be used in
conjunction with the stabilization of construction roads to reduce the amount of
mud picked up by construction vehicles.

Design Criteria

Aggregate Size

FDOT aggregate No. 1 (1.5 - 3.5 inch stone) should be used.

Entrance Dimensions

The aggregate layer must be at least 6 inches thick. It must extend the full
width of the vehicular ingress and egress area. The length of the entranc-~--
must be at least 50 feet. (See Plate 1.01a).

Washin~

If conditions on the site are such that the majority of the mud is not i
removed by the vehicles traveling over the gravel, then the tires of the
vehicles must be washed before entering a public road. Wash water must be
carried away from the entrance to a settling area to remove sediment. A wash
rack may also be used to make washing more convenient and effective. (See
Plate 1.01b).

Location

The entrance should be located to provide for maximum utility by all
construction vehicles.

Construction Specifications

The area of the entrance should be cleared of all vegetation, roots, and
other objectionable material. The gravel shall be placed to the specified
dimensions. Any drainage facilities required because of washing should be
constructed according to specifications. If wash racks are used, they should
be installed according to manufacturer’s specifications.

Maintenance

The entrance shall be maintained in a condition which will prevent tracking
or flow of mud onto public rights-of-way. This may require periodic top
dressing with 2-inch stone, as conditions demand, and repair and/or cleanout
of any structures used to trap sediment. All materials spilled, dropped,
washed, or tracked from vehicles onto roadways or into storm drains must be
removed immediately.
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FDOT #1
Coarse Aggregate

GRAVEL CONSTRUCTION ENTRANCE

Plate 1.0ia
Source" Va SWCC

CONSTRUCTION ENTRANCE WITH WASH RACK

.~ilch to Carry i~

Wash Water to
Sediment Basin or
Trap

Wash Rack

Reinforced Concrete    LDrain Space

Detail of Wash Rack

~ P~ate 1.01b
Source: Smith Cattleguard Company.
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ES BMP 1.02

CONSTRUCTION ROAD
STABILIZATION

Definition

The temporary stabilization of access roads, subdivision roads, parking
areas, and other on-site vehicle transportation routes with stone immediately
after grading.

Purposes

i. To reduce the erosion of temporary roadbeds by construction traffic
during wet weather.

2. To reduce the erosion and therefore regrading of permanent roadbeds
between the time of initial grading and final stabilization.

Conditions Where Practice Applies

Wherever stone-base roads or parking areas are constructed, whether permanent
or temporary, for use by construction traffic.
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Plannin9 Considerations

Areas which are graded for construction vehicle transport and parking
purposes are especially susceptible to erosion. The exposed soil surface is
continually disturbed, leaving no opportunity for vegetative stabiIYzation.
Such areas also tend to collect and transport runoff waters along their
surfaces. During wet weather, they often become muddy quagmires which
generate significant quantities of sediment that may pollute nearby streams
or be transported off-site on the wheels of construction vehicles. Dirt
roads can become so unstable during wet weather that they are virtually
unusable.

I~mediate stabilization of such areas with stone may cost money at the
outset, but it may actually save money in the long run by increasing the
usefulness of the road during wet weather.

Permanent roads and parking areas should be paved as soon as possible after
grading. However, it is understandable that funds for this purpose may not
be available in the early phases of the development project. As an
alternative, the early application of stone may solve potential erosion and
stability problems and eliminate later regrading costs. Some of the stone
will also probably remain in place for use as part of the final base course
of the road.

Specifications

Temporary Access Roads and Parkin~ Areas

i. Temporary roads shall follow the contour of the natural terrain to the
extent possible. Slopes should not exceed 10 percent.

2. Temporary parking areas should be located on naturally flat areas to
minimize grading. Grades should be sufficient to provide drainage but
should not exceed 4 percent.

3. Roadbeds shall be at least 14 feet wide for one-way traffic and 20 feet
wide for two-way traffic.

4. All .cuts and fills shall have side slopes that are stable for the
particular soil. Slopes of 2:1 or flatter are recommended for clay
soils and slopes of 3:1 or flatter are recommended for sandy soils.

5. Stormwater system shall be provided as needed and shall be designed and
constructed in accordance with applicable regulations.

6. The roadbed or parking surface shall be cleared of all vegetation, roots
and other objectionable material.

7. A 6-inch course of FDOT No. I aggregate shall be applied immediately
after grading or the completion of utility installation within the
right-of-way. Filter fabric may be applied to the roadbed for
additional stability in accordance with fabric manufacturer’s
specifications.
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Permanent Roads and Parking Areas

Permanent roads and parking areas shall be designed and constructed in
accordance with applicable Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) or
local criteria except that an initial base course of gravel of at least 6
inches shall be applied immediately following grading.

Vegetation

All roadside ditches, cuts, fills and disturbed areas adjacent to parking
areas and roads shall be stabilized with appropriate temporary or
permanent vegetation according to the applicable ES BMPs contained in this
handbook.

Maintenance

Both temporary and permanent roads and parking areas may require periodic
top dressing with new gravel. Seeded areas adjacent to the roads and
parking areas should be checked periodically to insure that a vigorous
stand of vegetation is maintained. Roadside ditches and other drainage
structures should be checked regularly to insure that they do not become
clogged with silt or other debris.
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ES BMP 1.05

STRAW BALE BARRIER

Definition

A temporary sediment barrier consisting of a row of entrenched and
anchored straw bales.

Purposes

i. To intercept and detain small amounts of sediment from disturbed
areas of limited extent in order to prevent sediment from leaving the
site.

2. To decrease the yelocity of sheet flows and low-to-moderate level
channel flows.

Conditions Where Practice Applies

1. Below disturbed areas subject to skeet and rill.erosion.

2. Where the size of the drainage area is no greater than 1/4 acre per
100 feet of barrier length; the maximum slope length behind the
barrier is 100 feet; and the maximum slope gradient behind the
barrier is 50 percent (2:1).
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3. In minor swales or dit3h lines where the maximum contributing
drainage area is no greater than 2 acres.

4. Where effectiveness is required for less than 3 months.

5. Under no circumstances should straw bale barriers be constructed in
live streams or in swales where there is the possibility of a
washout.

Plannin~ Considerations

Based on observations made in Virginia, Pennsylvania, Maryland, and other
parts of the nation, straw bale barriers have not been as effective as
many users had hoped they would be. There are three major reasons for
this.

Improper use of straw bale barriers has been a major problem. Straw bale
barriers have been used in streams and drainageways where high water
velocities and volumes have destroyed or impaired their effectiveness.
Improper placement and installation of the barriers, such as staking the
bales directly to the ground with no soil seal or entrenchment, has
allowed undercutting and end flow. This has resulted in additions instead
of removal of sediment from runoff waters (Plate 1.05a). Finally,
inadequate maintenance lowers the effectiveness of these barriers.
Trapping efficiencies of carefully installed straw bale barriers on one
project in Virginia dropped from 57 percent to 16 percent in one month due
to lack of maintenance.

There are serious questions about the continued use of straw bale barriers
as they are presently installed and maintained. Averaging approximately
$1.00 per linear foot, the thousands of straw bale barriers used annually
in Florida represent sufficient expense that optimum installation
procedures should be emphasized. If such procedures are carefully
followed, straw bale barriers can be quite effective.

Desisn Criteria

A formal design is not required.

Construction Specifications

Sheet Flow Applications

1. Bales shall be placed in a single row, lengthwise on the contour,
with ends of adjacent bales tightly abutting one a~-~ther.

R0071337

6- 3O9



,.,,~,~

FAILURE POINTS OF A P~RLY CONSTRUCTED STRAI~ BALE BARRIfR
J



2. All bales shall be either wire-bound or string-tied. Straw bales
shall be installed so that bindings are oriented around the sides
rather than along the tops and bottoms of the bales (in order to
prevent deterioration of the bindings). See Plate 1.05b.

3. The barrier shall be entrenched and backfilled. A trench shall be
excavated the width of a bale and the length of the proposed barrier
to a minimum depth of 4 inches. After the bales are staked and
chinked, the excavated soil shall be backfilled against the barrier.
Backfill soil shall conform to the ground level on the downhill side
and shall be built up to 4 inches against the uphill side of the
barrier (Plate 1.05c).

4. Each bale shall be securely anchored by at least two stakes or rebars
driven through the bale. The first stake in each bale shall be
driven toward the previously laid bale to force the bales together.
Stakes or rebars shall be driven deep enough into the ground to
securely anchor the bales.

5. The gaps between bales shall be chinked (filled by wedging) with
straw to prevent water from escaping between the bales. (Loose straw
scattered over the area immediately uphill from a straw bale barrier
tends to increase barrier efficiency).

6.
Inspection shall be frequent and repair or replacement shall be made

promptly as needed.                                              ~

7. Straw bale barriers shall be removed when they have served their
usefulness, but not before the upslope areas have been permanently
stabilized.

Channel Flow Applications

1. Bales shall be placed in a single row, lengthwise, oriented
perpendicular to the contour, with ends of adjacent bales tightly
abutting one another.

2. The remaining steps for installing a straw bale barrier for sheet
flow applications ap~ly here, with the following addition.

3.
The barrier shall be extended to such a length that the bottoms of
the end bales are higher in elevation than the top of the lowest

middle bale (Plate 1.05d) to assure that sediment-laden runoff will
flow either through or over the barrier but not around it.

Maintenance

1. Straw bale barriers shall be inspected immediately after each
rainfall and at least daily during prolonged rainfall.

2. Close attention shall be paid to the repair of damaged bales, end
runds and undercutting beneath bales.
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I. Excavate the trench. 2. Place and stake straw bales.

i

Wedge loose s’.raw between 4. Back.~ill and compac*’ *.he
bales, excavated soil.

CONSTRUCTI0~i OF A STRAW 3ALE BARRIER

Source: Adapted from Installation of Straw and Fabric Plate 1.05c
Filter Barriers for Sediment Control,
SherwooO and Wyant

Points A should be higher than point B

PROPER PLACEMENT OF STRAW BALE BARRIER IN DRAINAGE WAY

Source: Installation of Straw and Fabric Filter Barriers    Plate 1.05d
for Sediment Control, Sherwood and Wyant
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3. Necessary repairs to barriers or replaceTnent of bales shall De
accomplished promptly.

4. Sediment deposits should be removed after each rainfall. They must
be removed when the level of deposition reaches approximately
one-half the height of the barrier.

5. Any sediment deposits remaining in place after the straw bale barrier
is no longer required shall be dressed to conform to the existing
grade, prepared and seeded.
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ES BMP 1.06

SILT FENCE

Definition

A temporary sediment barrier consisting of a filter fabric stretched
across and attached to supporting posts and entrenched. There are two
types. The Silt Fence is a temporary linear filter barrier constructed of
synthetic filter fabric, posts, and, depending upon the strength of the
fabric used, wire fence for support. TheFilter Barrier is constructed of
stakes and burlap or synthetic filter fabric.

Purposes

i. To intercept and detain small amounts of sediment from disturbed
areas during construction operations in order to prevent sediment
from leaving the site.

2. To decrease the velocity of sheet flows and low-to-moderate level
channel floods.

Conditions When Practice Applies

I. Below disturbed areas where erosion would occur in the form of sheet
and rill erosion.



2. Where the size of the drainage area is no more than I/4 acre per 100
feet of silt fence length; the maximum slope length behind the barrier
is 100 feet; and the maximum gradient behind the barrier is 50 percent
(2:1).

3. In minor swales or ditch lines where the maximum contributing drainage
area is no greater than 2 acres.

4. Under no circumstances should silt fences be constructed in live
streams or in swales or ditch lines where flows are likely to exceed
I cubic foot per second (cfs), See Design Criteria for further
clarification.

Planning Considerations

Laboratory work at the Virginia Highway and Transportation Research Council
(VH & TRC) has shown that silt fences can trap a much higher percentage of
suspended sediments than can straw bales. Silt fences may be preferable to
straw barriers in many cases. While the failure rate of silt fences is lower
than that of straw barriers, there have been instances in which silt fences
were improperly installed. The installation methods outlined here can
improve performance.

Filter barriers are inexpensive structures composed of burlap or standard
weight synthetic filter fabric stapled to wooden stakes. Flow rates through
burlap filter barriers are slightly slower and filtering efficiency is
significantly higher than for straw bale barriers (see Table 1.06a).

Table 1.06a

FLOW RATES AND FILTERING EFFICIENCIES OF

VARIOUS SEDIMENT FILTER MATERIALS

Material              Flow Rate (gal.lsq. ft.lmin.) Filter Efficiency (%!
Straw                               5.6                      67
Burlap (10 oz. fabric)              2.4                     84
Synthetic Fabric                    0.3 (Avg.)                97 (Avg.)

Source: Va. Highway and Transportation Research Council

Silt fences composed of a wire support fence and an attached synthetic
filter fabric slow the flow rate significantly but have a higher filtering
efficiency than burlap. Both woven and non-woven synthetic fabrics are
commercially available. The woven fabrics generally display higher strength

than the non-woven fabrics. When tested under acid and alkaline water
conditions, most of the woven fabrics increase in strength. There is a
variety of reactions among the non-woven fabrics. The same is true of
testing under extensive ultraviolet radiation. Permeability rates vary
regardless of fabric type. While all of the fabrics demonstrate very high
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filtering efficiencies for sandy sediments, there is considerable variation
among both woven and non-woven fabrics when filtering the finer silt and clay
particles.

Design Criteria

i. No formal design is required.

2. Filter barriers shall have an expected usable life of 3 months. They
are applicable in ditch lines, around drop inlets, and at temporary
locations where continuous construction changes the earth contour and
runoff characteristics and where low or moderate flows (not exceeding 1
cfs) are expected.

3. Silt fences, because they have a much lower permeability than burlap
filter barriers, have their applicability limited to situations in which
only sheet or overland flows are expected. They normally cannot filter
the volumes of water generated by channel flows, and many of the fabrics
do not have sufficient structural strength to support the weight of
water ponded behind the fence line. Their expected usable life is 6
months.

Construction Specifications

Materials

i. Synthetic filter fabric shall be a pervious sheet of propylene, nylon,
polyester or ethylene yarn and shall be certified by the manufacturer or
supplier as conforming to the following requirements:

PHYSICAL PROPERTY        TEST      REQUIREMENTS
Filtering ~fficiency    ~     15% (minimum)

Tensile Strength at     VTM-52     Extra Strength-20% (max.) Elongation*                 50 Ibs./lin. in. (minimum)
Standard Strength-

30 Ibs./lin. in. (minimum)

Flow Rate               VTM-51     0.3 gal./sq, ft./min. (minimum)

*Requirements reduced by 50 percent after 6 months of installation.

Synthetic filter fabric shall contain ultraviolet ray inhibitors and
stabilizers to provide a minimum of 6 months of expected usable construction
life at a temperature range of 0° F to 120° F.

2. Burlap shall be 10 ounces per square yard fabric.

3. Posts for Silt Fences shall be either 4-inch diameter wood or 1.33
pounds per linear foot steel with a minimum length of 5 feet. Steel
posts shall have projections for fastening wire to them.
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4. Stakes for Filter Barriers shall be I" x 2" wood (preferred) or
equivalent metal with a minimum length of 3 feet.

5. Wire fence reinforcement for silt fences using standard strength
filter cloth shall be a minimum of 36 inches in height, a minimum of
14 gauge and shall have a maximum mesh spacing of 6 inches.

Filter Barrier: This sediment barrier may be constructed using burlap
or standard strength synthetic filter fabric. It is designed for low or
moderate flows not exceeding I cfs. See Plate 1.06a.

i. The height of a filter barrier shall be a minimum of 15 inches and
shall not exceed 18 inches.

2. Burlap or standard strength synthetic filter fabric shall be
purchased in a continuous roll and cut to the length of the barrier
to avoid the use of joints (and thus improve the strength and
efficiency of the barrier).

3.
The stakes shall be spaced a maximum of 3 feet apart at the barrier
location and driven securely into the ground (minimum of 8 inches).

4. A trench shall be excavated approximately 4 inches wide and 4 inches
deep along the line of stakes and upslope from the barrier.

5. The filter material shall be stapled to the wooden stakes, and 8
inches of the fabric shall be extended into the trench. Heavy duty
wire staples at least i/2-inch long shall be used. Filter material
shall not be stapled to existing trees.

6. The trench shall be back(illed and the soil compacted over the filter
material.

7. If a filter barrier is to be constructed across a ditch line or
swale, the barrier shall be of sufficient length to eliminate end
flow, and the plan configuration shall resemble an arc or horseshoe
with the ends oriented upslope (Plate 1.06b).

8, Filter barriers shall be removed when they have served their useful
purpose, but not before the upslope area has been permanently
stabilized.

Silt Fence: This sediment barrier utilizes standard strength or extra
strength synthetic filter fabrics. It is designed for situations in which
only sheet or overland flows are expected. See Plate 1.06c.

1. The height of a silt fence shall not exceed 36 inches (higher fences
may impound volumes of water sufficient to cause failure of the
structure).
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the stakes. 2. Excavate a ~"x~" trench
uoslope alon~ the line of
stakes.

Flow

Staple filter material to 4. Backfill and compact the

stakes and extend it into excavated soil.
the trench.

CDNSTRUCTION OF A FILTER BARRIER

Source: Installation of Straw and Fabric Filter Barriers     Plate 1.06a
for Sediment Control, Sherwood and Wyant

Elevation

Points A should be hi!)her than point B

PROPER ~LACE)I!.’(T OF A FILTER BARRIER IN A DP~AINAGE WAY

Source: Adapted fr~ Installation of Straw and fabric      Plate 1.06b
Filter Barriers for Sediment Control., Sherw(x)d
and Wyant
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I. Se: posts and excavate a z,"x¢"     2. Staple wire fencing to
:ranch upslope along the line tne pos~:s.
of posts.

3. Attach the filter fabric to 4. Backfill and compact the
the wire fence and extend it excavated soil.
into the trench.

£xtension of fabric and
wire into ~he trench.

Fi I tar Fat

CONSTRUCTION OF A SILT FENCE

Source: Aaapted from Installation of Straw and Fabric      Plate 1.O6c
Filter Barriers for Sedin~nt ~ontrol, Sherwood
and Wyant
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2. The filter fabric shall be purchased in a continous roll cut to the
length of the barrier to avoid the use of joints. When joints are
necessary, filter cloth shall be spliced together only at a support
post, with a minimum 6-inch overlap, and securely sealed.

3. Posts shall be spaced a maximum of 10 feet apart at the barrier
location and driven securely into the ground (minimum of 12 inches).
When extra strength fabric is used without the wire support fence, post
spacing shall not exceed 6 feet.

4. A trench shall be excavated approximately 4 inches wide and 4 inches
deep along the line of posts and upslope from the barrier.

5. When standard strength filter fabric is used, a wire mesh support fence
-fence shall be fastened securely to the upslope side of the posts using
heavy duty wire staples at least 1 inch long, tie wires or hog rings.
The wire shall extend into the trench a minimum of 2 inches and shall
not extend more than 36 inches above the original ground surface.

6. The Standard Strength filter fabric shall be stapled or wired to the
fence, and 8 inches of the fabric shall be extended into the trench.
The fabric shall not extend more than 36 inches above the original
ground surface.

7. When extra strength filter fabric and closer post spacing are used, the
wire mesh support fence may be eliminated. In such a case, the filter
fabric is stapled or wired directly to the posts with all other
provisions of item No. 6 applying.

8. The trench shall be backfilled and the soil compacted over the filter
fabric.

. g. Silt fences shall be removed when they have served their useful
purpose, but not before the upslope area has been permanently
stabilized. ..

Maintenance

I. Silt fences and filter barriers shall be inspected immediately after
each rainfall and at least daily during prolonged rainfall. Any
required repairs shall be made immediately.

2. Should the fabric on a silt fence or filter barrier decoa~}ose or become
ineffective prior to the end of the expected usable life and the
barrier still be necessary, the fabric shall be replaced proakotly.

3. Sediment deposits should be removed after each storm event. They must
be removed when deposits reach approximatley one-half the height of the
barrier.

4. Any sediment deposits remaining in place after the silt fence or filter
barrier is no longer required shall be dressed to conform with the
existing grade, prepared and seeded.
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ES BMP 1.07

BRUSH BARRIER

Definition

A temporary sediment barrier constructed at the perimeter of a disturbed
area from the residue materials available from clearing and grubbing the
site.

Purpose

To intercept and retain sediment from disturbed areas of limited extent,
preventing sediment from leaving the site.

Conditions Where Practice Applies

Below disturbed areas subject to sheet and rill erosion, where enough
residue material is available for construction of such a barrier.

R0071350
6- 322



Plannin9 Considerations

Organic litter and spoil material from site clearing operations is usually
burned or hauled away to be dumped elsewhere. Much of this material can
be used effectively on the construction site itself. During clearing and
grubbing operations, equipment can push or dump the mixture of limbs,
small vegetation and root mat along with minor amounts of soil and rock
into windrows along the toe of a slope where erosion and accelerated
runoff are expected. Anchoring a filter fabric over the berm enhances the
filtration ability of the barrier. Because brush barriers are fairly
stable and composed of natural materials, maintenance requirements are
small.

DesiBn Criteria

A formal design is not required.

Construction Specifications

1. The height of a brush barrier shall be a minimum of 3 feet.

2. The width of a brush barrier shall be a minimum of 5 feet at its
base. (The sizes of brush barriers may vary considerably based upon.
the amount of material available and the judgment of the design
engineer.)

3. The barrier shall be constructed by piling brush, stone, root mat and
other material from the clearing process into a mounded row on the
contour.

If a filter fabric is used (Plate 1.0la):

4. The filter fabric shall be cut into lengths sufficient to lay across
the barrier from its upslope base to just beyond its peak. Where
joints are necessary, the fabric shall be spliced together with a
minimum 6-inch overlap and securely sealed.

5. A trench shall be excavated 6 inches wide and 4 inches deep along the
length of the barrier and immdiately uphill from the barrier.

6. The lengths of filter fabric shall be draped across the width of the
barrier with the uphill edge placed in the trench and the edges of
adjacent pieces overlapping each other.

7. The filter fabric shall be secured in the trench with stakes set
approximately 36 inches on center.

8. The trench shall be backfilled and the soil compacted over the filter
fabric.

9. Set stakes into the ground along the downhill edge of the brush
barrier, and anchor the fabric by tying twine from the fabric to the
stakes.
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F1 ow

"ll

i. Excavate a ~" x 4" trench along 2. Drape filter fabric over

the uphill edge of the brush
the brush barrier and int~
the trench. Fabric should

barrier, be secured in the trench
with stakes set approxi-
mately 36" o.c.

3. Backfill and compact the exca-     4. Set stakes along the
downhill edge of the

vated soil.                           brush barrier, and
anchor by tying twine
from the fabric to the
stakes.

CONSTRUCTION OF A BRUSH BARRIER
COVERED BY FILTER FABRIC

Source: Adapted from Installation of Straw and                    Plate 1.07a

Fabric Filter Barriers for Sediment Control,
Sherwood and Wyant

Maintenance

1. Brush barriers shall be inspected after each rainfall and necessary
repairs shall be made promptly.

2. Sediment deposits must be removed when they reach approximately one-half
the height of the barrier.
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ES BMP 1.08

STORM DRAIN
INLET PROTECTION

Definition

A sediment filter or an excavated impounding area around a storm drain
drop inlet or curb inlet.

Purpose

To prevent sediment from entering storm drainage systems prior to
permanent stabilization of the disturbed area.

Condition Where Practice Applies

Where storm drain inlets are to be made operational before permanent
stabilization of the disturbed drainage area. Different types of
structures are applicable to different conditions (see Plates 1.08a
through 1.08h).
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Plannin~ Considerations

Storm sewers which are made operational before their ~ainage area is
stabilized can convey large amounts of sediment to natural drainageways.
In case of extreme sediment loading, the storm sewer itself may clog and
lose a major portion of its capacity. To avoid these problems, it is
necessary to prevent sediment from entering the system at the inlets.

This practice contains several types of inlet filters and traps which have
different applications dependent upon site conditions and type of inlet.
Other innovative techniques for accomplishing the same purpose are
encouraged, but only after specific plans and details are submitted to and
approved by the stormwater permitting agency.

Note that these variousinlet protection devices are for drainage areas of
less than one acre. Runoff from large disturbed areas should be routed
through a ~P~Y SEDIMENT TRAP (ES BMP 1.25).

Design Criteria

1. The drainage area shall be no greater than I acre.

2. The inlet protection device shall be constructed in such a manner
that will facilitate cleanout and disposal of trapped sediment and
minimize interference with construction activities.

3. The inlet protection devices shall be constructed in such a manner
that ’any resultant ponding or stormwater will not cause excessive
inconvenience or damage to adjacent areas or structures.

4. Design criteria more specific to each particular inlet protection
device will be found on Plates 1.08a-h.

Construction Specifications

i. STRAW BALE DROP INLET STRUCTURE

a.
Bales shall be either wire-bound or string-tied with the bindings
oriented around the sides rather than over and under the bales.

b. Bales shall be placed lengthwise in a single row surrounding the
inlet, with the ends of adjacent bales pressed together.

c. The filter barrier shall be entrenched and backfilled. A trench
shall be excavated around the inlet the width of a bale to a
minimum depth of 4 inches. After the bales are staked, the
excavated soil shall be backfilled and compacted against the
filter barrier.
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~. Each bale shall be securely anchored and held in place by at least
two stakes or rebars driven through the bale.

e. Loose straw should be wedged between bales :o prevent water from
entering between bales.

Inlet
with Grate Compactedto Soil

~--StakedPrevent Piping-~          Straw Bale

unoff Filtered
with Sedimeni Water

Straw Bales -
Staked with 2
Stakes Per Bale

Specific Application
This method of inlet protection is applicable where the inlet

drains a relatively flat area (slopes no greater than 5 percent) where
sheet or overland flows (not exceeding 0.5 cfs) are typical. The
method shall not apply to inlets receiving concentrated flows, such
as in street or highway medians.

STRAW BALE DROP INLET SEDIMENT FILTER

Source: Michigan Soil Erosion and Sedimentation Plate 1.08a

Control Guidebook, 1975

2. BURLAP DROP INLET SEDIMENT FIL~ER

a. Burlap shall be 10 ounce per square yard fabric and shall be cut
from a continuous roll to avoid joints.

b. Stakes shall be 1" x 2" wood (preferred) or equivalent metal with
a minimum length of 3 feet.

c. Staples shall be of heavy duty wire at least 1/2-inch long.
d. Stakes shall be spaced around the perimeter of the inlet a maximum

of 3 feet apart and securely driven into the ground (minimum of 8
inches).

e. A trench shall, be excavated approximately 4 inches wide and 4
inches deep around the outside perimeter of the stakes.

f. The burlap shall be stapled to the wooden stakes, and 8 inches of
the fabric shall be extended into the trench. The height of the
filter barrier shall be a minimum of 15 inches and shall not
exceed 18 inches (Plate 1.08b).

g. The trench shall be backfilled and the soil c~acted over the
burlap.
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Drop Inlet
with Grate

-- ~ Stakes -Fi 1 :ered
Wate r

Burlap Fabric
~

Runoff Water ~
with Sedimentl

Buried
Burlap Fabric

Specific Application
This method of inlet protection is app~cable where the inlet

drains a relatively flat area (slopes no greater than 5 percent) wher~
sheet or overland flows (not exceeding 0.5 cfs) are typical. The
method shall not apply to inlets receiving concentrated flows, such
as in street or highway medians.

BURLAP DROP INLET SEDIMENT FILTER

Plate 1.0Bb
Source: Va SWCC

3. GRAVEL AND WIRE MESH DROP INLET SEDIMENT FILTER

a. Wire mesh-shall be laid over the drop inlet so that the wire
extends a minimum of I foot beyond each side of the inlet structure.
Hardware cloth or comparable wire mesh with 1/2-inch openings shall
be used. If more than one strip of mesh is necessary, the strips
shall be overlapped.

b. FDOT No. 1 Coarse Aggregate shall be placed over the wire mesh as
indicated on Plate 1.08c. The depth of stone shall be at least 12
inches over the entire inlet opening. The stone shall extend
beyond the inlet opening at least 18 inches on all sides.

c. If the stone filter becbmes clogged with sediment so that it no
longer adequately performs its function, the stones must be pulled
away from the inlet, cleaned and replaced.

NOTE: This filtering device has no overflow mechanism. Therefore,likel especially if sediment is not removed regularly.
ponding is     ~ce must never be used where overflow may endanger
This type of dev
an exposed fill slope. C~eration should also be given to the
possible effects of ponding on traffic movement, nearby structures,
working areas, adjacent property, etc.
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~--Sediment ~--Filtered ire Flesh
Water

Soecific Aoplication
This method of inlet protection is applicable where heavy concen-

trated flows are expected, but not where oonding around the structure
might cause excessive inconvenience or damage to adjacent structures
and unprotected areas.

GRAVEL A~ WIRE MESH DROP INLET SEDIMENT FILTER

Source: Va SWCC Plate .08c

4. BLOCK AND GRAVEL DROP INLET SEDIMENT FILTER

a. Place concrete blocks lengthwise on their sides in a single row
around the perimeter of the inlet, with the ends of adjacent
blocks abutting. The height of the barrier can be varied,
depending on design needs, by stacking combinations of 4-inch,
8-inch and 12-inch wide blocks. The barrier of blocks shall be at
least 12 inches high and no greater than 24 inches high.

b. Wire mesh shall be placed over the outside vertical face (webbing)
of the concrete blocks to prevent stone from being washed through
the holes in the blocks. Hardware cloth or comparable wire mesh
with 1/2-inch openings shall be used.

c. Stone shall be piled against the wire to the top of the block
barrier, .as shown in Plate 1.08d. FDOT No. 1 Coarse Aggregate
shall be used.

d. If the stone filter becomes clogged with sediment so that it no
longer adequately performs its function, .the stone must be pulled
away from the blocks, cleaned and replaced.

5. EXCAVATED DROP INLET SEDIMENT TRAP

a. The excavated trap shall be sized to provide a minimum storage
capacity calculated at the rate of 67 cubic yards for i acre of
drainage area. A trap shall be no less than i foot nor more than
2 feet deep measured from the top of the inlet structure. Side
slopes shall not be steeper than 3:1 (Plate 1.08e).

b. The slope of the basin may vary to fit the drainage area and
terrain. Observations must be made to check trap efficiency and
modifications shall be made as necessary to. insure satisfactory
trapping of sediment. Where an inlet is located so as to receive
concentrated flows, such as in a highway median, it is recommended
that the basin have a rectangular shape in 2:1 ratio, with the
length .oriented in the direction of the flow.



Max SLOPE

rr. get Particles
Storm Water wi Holes Settle Out
Larger Par1:icles for De- I
Removed g

Drain Inlet            ~    .., .

Specific Application

This method of inlet proCection is applicable where heavy flows
are expected and where an overflow capability and ease of maintenance
are desirable.

EXCAVATED DROP INL£T SEDIMENT TRAP

Source: Michigan Soil Erosion anO 5eO~men~a;~on Pla~e 1.08e
¢pntr~l 6videbook, 1975, and USDA-SCS



Gravel Filter

Wi re Screen

F Filtered Water

Over~, low

Runoff
Wa te r
Sediment

Drop Inlet
Sediment                     with Grate

Specific Application

This method of inlet protection is applicable where heavy flows
are expected and where an overflow capacity is necessary to prevent
excessive ponding around the structure.

BLOCK AND GRAVEL DROP INL£T SEDIMENT FILTER

Source: Va SWCC                                         Plate 1.08d
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¢. Sedim~ ~nall De remc~ve~ and ~ne trap restoreJ ~ i%s o~i~i:~a~
dimension~ when the sediment has asc~m~la~e~ ~c, z/_ %i~ ~esi~ dep%~
o# ~ne tra~. Removes seJim~t ~hall oe ~eposite~ i~ a ~!~i~ are~
an~ in a manner such ~at it ~il! no: erooe.

6, SOD DROP INLET SEDIMENT FILTER

a. Soil shall be prepare~ and sod installed a~cording to the
s~ecifica~ions in ES BM~ 1.67 entitled SODDING.

b. Sod shall be placed to form a turf map covering tne soil for a
distance of a feet from eac~ side of the inlet structure, as
illustrated in Plate 1.08f.

Four I-foot Wide Strips of Sod on
Each Side of the Drop Inlet

~Runoff Water .~-~Filtered Water

. with Sediment

Specific Application
This method of inlet protection is applicable only at the time

of permanent seeding, to protect the inlet from sediment and mulch
materials until permanent vegetation has become established.

SOD DROP INLET S{DIMENT FILTER

Source: Va SWCC                                              Plate 1.0Bf

a. Hardware cloth or comparable wire mesh with i/2-inch openings shall
be placed over the curb inlet opening so that at least 12 inches of
wire extends across the inlet cover and at least 12 inches of wire
extends across the concrete gutter from the inlet opening, as
illustrated in Plate 1.0Bg.
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b. S=one shall De pile~ against tne wire so as to anchor it against the
gutter and inlet sover and so cover the inlet opening completely.
FDOT No. I Coarse Aggregate shall De used.

c. If the stone filter becomes clogged witm sediment so that it no
longer adequately performs its function, the s~one must be pulled
away from the block, cleaned and replaced.

Gravel Filter Mesh
"-~, ~red Water

Runoff Water                ~

Sediment
Concrete GutteT Curb Inlet

Specific Application
This method of inlet protection is applicable at curb inlets

where ponding in front of the structure is not likely to cause
inconvenience or damage to adjacent structures and u~protected areas.

GRAVEL CURB INLET SEDIMENT FILTER

Source: Va SWCC
Plate 1.08g

8. BLOCK AND 6RAVEL CURB INLET SEDIMENT FILTER

a. Two concrete blocks shall be placed on their sides abutting the curb
at either side of the inlet opening.

b.
A 2-inch by 4-inch stud shall be cut and placed through the outer
holes of each spacer block to help keep the front blocks in place.

c. Concrete blocks shall be placed on their sides across the front of
the inlet and abutting the spacer blocks as illustrated in Plate
1.08h.

d. Wire mesh shall be placed over the outside vertical face (webbing)
of the concrete blocks to prevent stone from being washed through
the holes in the blocks. Chicken wire or hardware cloth with
1/2-inch openings shall be used.

e. FDOT No. I Coarse Aggregate shall be piled against the wire to the
top of the barrier as shown in Plate 1.08h.
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f. If the stone filter becomes clogged wi~h sediment so that it no
longer adequately performs its function, the stone must be pulled
away from the block, cleaned and replaced.

~Curb Inlet

Wire Screen 7 ~ncrete Block
/--Grave~ Filter

Runoff ~red Water

Water wi .~...~.. ~

Sedinm
Wire Screen " ~ -’-

2"x4" Wood Stud Curb Inlet

Specific Application
This method of inlet protection is applicable at curb inlet~

where an overflow capability is necessary to prevent excessive
ponding in front of the structure.

BLOCK AND GRAVEL CURB INLET SEDIMENT FILTER,

Source: Va SWCC Plate 1.08h

Maintenance

1. The structure shall be inspected after each rain and repairs made as
needed.

2. Sediment shall be removed and the trap restored to its original
dimensions when the sediment has accumulated to 1/2 the design depth of
the trap. Removed sediment shall be deposited in a suitable area and in
such a manner that it will not erode.

3. Structures shall be removed and the area stabilized when the remaining
drainage area has been properly stabilized.
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ES BMP 1.15

TEMPORARY DIVERSION DIKE

Definition

A temporary ridge of compacted soil located at the top or base of a
sloping disturbed area.

Purposes

i. To divert storm runoff from higher drainage areas away from
unprotected slopes to a stabilized outlet;

or

2. To divert sediment-laden runoff from a disturbed area to a sediment
trapping facility.

Condition Where Practice Applies

Wherever stormwater runoff must be temporarily diverted to protect
disturbed slopes or retain sediments on site during construction. These
structures generally have a life expectancy of 18 months or less.
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Plannin~ Considerations

A temporary diversion dike is intended to divert overland sheet flow to a
stabilized outlet or a sediment trapping facility during establishment of
permanent stabilization on sloping, disturbed areas. When used at the top
of a slope, the structure protects exposed slopes by keeping upland runoff
away. When used at the base of a slope, the structure protects adjacent
and downstream areas by diverting sediment-laden runoff to a sediment
trapping facility.

If the dike is going to remain in place for longer than 30 days, it is
very important that it be established with temporary or permanent
vegetation. The slope behind the dike is also an important consideration.
The dike must have a positive grade to assure drainage, but if the slope
is too great, precautions must be taken to prevent erosion due to high
velocity flow behind the dike.

This practice isconsidered an economical one because it uses material
available on the site and can usually be constructed with equipment needed
for site grading. The useful life of the practice can be extended by
stabilizing the dike with vegetation.

As specified herein, this practice is intended to be temporary. However,
with more stringent design criteria, it can be made permanent in
accordance with DIVERSIONS (ES BMP 1.18).

Design Criteria

No formal design is required. The following criteria shall be met:

Drainage Area

The maximum allowable drainage area is 5 acres.

Dimensions

The minimum allowable height measured from the upslope side of the dike is
18 inches. Top width shall be a minimum of 2 feet with a minimum base
width of 4.5 feet. (See Plate 1.15a)

Side Slopes

3:1 or flatter.

Grade

The channel behind the dike shall have a positive grade to a stabilized
outlet. If the channel slope is less than or equal to 2%, no
stabilization is usually required. If the slope is greater than 2%, the
channel shall be stabilized in accordance with ES BMP 1.35 (STORMWATER
CONVEYANCE CHANNEL).
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; TEMPORANY DIVERSION DIKE

Source: Va SWCC Plate ~l.15a

Outlet

I. The diverted runoff, if free of sediment, must be released through a
stabilized outlet or channel.

2. Sediment-laden runoff must be diverted and released through a sediment
trapping facility.

Construction Specifications

Whenever feasible, the dike should be built before construction begins
on the project.

2. The dike should be adequately compacted to prevent failure.

3. Temporary or permanent seeding and mulch shall be applied to the dike
within 15 days of construction.

4. The dike should be located to minimize damages by construction
operations and traffic.
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Maintenance

The measure shall be inspected after every storm and repairs made to the
dike, flow channel and outlet, as necessary. Approximately once every
week, whether a storm has occurred or not, the measure shall be inspected
and repairs made if needed. Damages caused by construction traffic or
other activity must be repaired before the end of each working day.
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ES BMP 1.16

TEMPORARY FILL DIVERSION

Definition

A channel with a supporting ridge on the lower side cut along the top of
an active earth fill.

Purpose

To divert storm runoff away from the unprotected slope of the fill to a
stabilized outlet or sediment trapping facility.

Conditions Where Practice Applies

Where the drainage area at the top of an active earth fill slopes toward
the exposed slope and where continuous fill operations make the use of a
DIVERSION (ES BMP 1.18) unfeasible. This temporary structure should
remai, in place for less than one week.
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Plannin~ Considerations

One important principle of erosion and sediment control is to keep
stormwater runoff away from exposed slopes. This is often accomplished by
installing a dike, diversion or paved ditch at the top of a slope to carry
the runoff away from the slope to a stabilized outlet or downdrain. In
general, these measures are installed after the final grade has been
reached. On cuts, the measures may be installed at the beginning since
the work proceeds from the top and the measures have little chance of
being covered or damaged. On fills, the work proceeds from the bottom to
the top and the elevation changes daily. It is therefore not feasible to
construct a compacted dike or permanent diversion which may be covered by
the next day’s activity.

The temporary fill diversion is intended to provide some slope protection
on a daily basis until final elevations are reached and a more permanent
measure can be constructed. This practice can be constructed by the use
of a motor grader or one of the smaller dozers. To shape the diversion,
the piece of machinery used may run near the edge of the fill with its
blade tilted to form the channel as described in Plate 1.16a. This work
would be done at the end of the working day and provide a channel with a
berm on the lower side to protect the slope. Wherever possible, the
temporary diversion should be sloped to direct water to a stabilized
outlet. If the runoff is diverted over the fill itself, the practice may
cause more problems than it solves by concentrating water at a single
point.

Good timing is essential to fill construction. The filling operation
should be completed as quickly as possible and the permanent slope
protection measures and slope stabilization measures installed as soon
after completion as possible. With quick and proper construction, the
developer or contractor will save both time and money in building,
repairing and stabilizing the fill area. The longer the time period for
construction and stabilization, the more prone the fill operation is to
damages by erosion. Repairing the damages adds additional time and
expense to the project.

Design Criteria

No formal design is required. The following criteria shall be met:

DrainaBe Area

The maximum allowable drainage area is 5 acres.

The minimum height of the supporting ridge shall be 9 inches. (See Plate
1.16a).

Grade

The channel shall have a positive grade to a stabilized outlet.



TEMPORARY FILL DIVERSION

Source: Va SWCC                                                  Plate 1.16a

Outlet

The diverted runoff should be released through a stabilized outlet, slope
drain or sediment trapping measure.

Construction Specifications

I. The diversion shall be constructed at the top of the fill at the end of
each work day as needed.

2. The diversion-shall be located at least 2 feet inside the top edge of
the fill. (See Plate 1.16a).

3. The supporting ridge of the lower side shall be constructed with a
uniform height along its entire length.

Maintenance

Since the practice is temporary and under most situations will be covered the
next work day, the maintenance required should be low. If the practice is to
remain in use for more than one day, an inspection will be made at the end of
each work day and repairs made to the measure if needed. The contractor
should avoid the placement of any material over the structure while it is in
use. Construction traffic should not be permitted to cross the diversion.
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ES BMP 1.17

TEMPORARY
RIGHT-OF-WAY DIVERSION

Definition

A ridge of compacted soil or loose rock or gravel constructed across
disturbed rights-of-way and similar sloping areas.

Purpose

To shorten the flow length within a long sloping right-of-way, thereby
reducing the erosion potential by diverting storm runoff to a stabilized
outlet or sediment trapping device.

Conditions Where Practice Applies

Generally, earthen diversions are applicable where there will be little or
no construction traffic within the right-of-way. Gravel structures are
more applicable to roads and other rights-of-way which accommodate
vehicular traffic.



Plannin~ Considerations

Construction of utility lines and roads often requires the clearing of
long strips of right-of-way over sloping terrain. Tne volume and velocity
of stormwater runoff tend to increase in these cleared strips and the
potential for erosion is much greater since the vegetative cover is
diminished or removed. To compensate for the loss of vegetation, it is
usually a good practice to break up the flow length within tne cleared
strip so that runoff does not have a chance to concentrate and cause
erosion. At proper spacing intervals, Temporary Right-of-Way Diversions
can significantly reduce the amount of erosion which will occuruntil the
area is permanently stabilized.

Design Criteria

No formal design is required. The following criteria shall be met:

Drainage Area - Less than 5 acres (for larger drainage areas use a
DIVERSION, ES BMP 1.18).

Dimensions

The minimum allowable height measured from the upslope side of the
diversion is 18 inches. The minimum top width shall be 2 feet and the
base width minimum is 6 feet.

Side Slopes

3:1 or flatter to allow the passage of construction traffic. (See Plate

Width

The measure should be constructed completely across the disturbed portion
of the right-of-way.

Spacing

The following table will be used to determine the spacing of right-of-way
diversions:

% Slope                 Spacin~ (ft.)

Less than 5%                    300
Between 5% and 10%              200
Greater than 10%                100

Grade

Positive drainage, with less than 2% slope, should be provided to a
stabilized outlet or sediment trapping facility.

Outlet

Interceptor dikes must have an outlet which is not subject to erosion.
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Typical .F-art:ben S=ruc1:ure

TISMPORARY RIGHT-OF-WAY DIVERSIONS

iource: Va SW~C
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The on-site location may need to be adjusted to meet field conditions in
order to utilize the most suitable outlet. Concentrated fl~,~s should
spread over the widest possible area after release. Flows ~,~th high
sediment concentrations should pass through a sediment trapQing measure.

Construction Specifications

i. The diversion shall be installed as soon as the right-of-way has been
cleared and/or graded.

2. All earthen diversions shall be machine- or hand-compacted in 8-inch
lifts.

3. The outlet of the diversion shall be located on an undisturbed and
stabilized area when at all possible. The field location should be
adjusted as needed to utilize a stabilized outlet. Sediment laden
flows shall be conveyed to a sediment trapping device.

4. Earthen diversions which will not be subject to construction traffic
should be stabilized in accordance with TEMPORARY SEEDING (ES BMP
1.65).

Maintenance

The practice shall be inspected after every rainfall and repairs made if
necessary. Approximately once every week, whether a storm has occurred or
not, the measure shall be inspected and repairs made if needed.
Diversions which are subject to damage by vehicular traffic should be
re-shaped at the end of each working day.
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ES BMP 1.18

DIVERSION

Definition

A channel constructed across a slope with a supporting ridge on the lower
side.

Purpose

To reduce slope length and to intercept and divert stormwater runoff to
stabilized outlets at non-erosive velocities.

Conditions Where Practice Applies

i. Where runoff from higher areas may damage property, cause erosion, or
interfere with the establishment of vegetation on lower areas.

2. Where surface and/or shallow subsurface flow is damaging upland
slopes.

3. Where the slope length needs to be reduced to minimize soil loss.



4. Diversions are applicable only below stabilized or protected areas.
They should not be used below high sediment producing areas unless
land treatment practices or structural measures, designed to prevent
damaging accumulations of sediment in the channels, are installed with
or before the diversions.

5. Diversions should not be placed on slopes greater than fifteen percent.

Plannin~ Considerations

Diversions can be useful tools for managing surface water flows and
preventing soil erosion. On moderately sloping areas, they may be placed
at intervals to trap and divert sheet flow before it has a chance to
concentrate and cause rill and gully erosion. They may be placed at the
top of cut or fill slopes to keep runoff from upland drainage areas off the
slope. They can also be used to protect structures, parking lots, adjacent
properties, and other special areas from flooding.

Diversions are preferable to other types of man-made stormwater conveyance
systems because they more closely simulate natural flow patterns and
characteristics. Flow velocities are generally kept to a minimum. When
properly coordinated into the landscape design of a site, diversions can be
visually pleasing as well as functional.

As with any earthen structure, it is very important to establish adequate
vegetation as soon as possible after installation. It is equally important
to stabilize the drainage area above the diversion so that sediment will
not enter and accumulate in the diversion channel.

Diversions should be constructed before clearing and grading operations
begin. If used to protect a flat, exposed area, a diversion might be
constructed as a dike or berm. Berms made of gravel or story can be
crossed by construction equipment.

Design Criteria

Location

Diversion location shall be determined by considering outlet conditions,
topography, land use, soil type, length of slope, seepage planes (where
seepage is a problem) an~ the development layout.

Capacity

1. The diversion channel must have a minimum capacity to carry the runoff
expected from a lO-year frequency storm with a freeboard of at least
0.3 foot. (Plate 1.18a).

2. Diversions designed to protect homes, schools, industrial buildings,
roads, parking lots, and comparable high-risk areas, and those
designed to function in connection with other structures, shall have
sufficient capacity to carry peak runoff expected from a storm
frequency consistent with the hazard involved.
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3. Peak rates of runoff used in determining the capacity requirements
shall be as outlined in Chapter 5 of this manual or by other accepted
methods.

Channel Design

The diversion channel may be parabolic, trapezoidal or Vee-shaped and shall
be designed and constructed according to ES BMP 1.35 (STORMWATER CONVEYANCE
CHANNELS).

Ridge Design

The supporting ridge cross-section shall meet the following criteria (Plate
1.18a).

i. The side slopes shall be no steeper than 2:1 and shall be flat enough
to insure ease of maintenance of the structure and its protective
vegetative cover.

2. The width at the design water elevation shall be a minimum of 4 feet.

3. The minimum freeboard shall be 0.3 foot.

4. The design shall include a 10 percent settlement factor.

Outlet

Diversions shall be stabilized outlets which will convey concentrated
runoff without erosion. Acceptable outlets include STORMWATER CONVEYANCE
CHANNELS (ES BMP 1.35); LEVEL SPREADERS (ES BMP 1.40); OUTLET PROTECTION
(ES BMP 1.36); and PAVED FLUMES (ES BMP 1.31).

Outlets shall be constructed and stabilized prior to the operation of the
diversion.

Stabilization

1. Unless otherwise stabilized, the ridge and channel shall be seeded and
mulched within 15 days of installation in accordance with ES BMP 1.66
(PERMANENT SEEDING).

2. Disturbed areas draining into the diversion shall be seeded and
mulched prior to or at the time the diversion is constructed.

3. Permanent diversions should include a filter strip of close growing
grass maintained above the channel. The width of the filter, measured
from the center of the channel, shall be one-half the channel width
plus 15 feet.

Construction Specifications

1. All trees, brush, stumps, debris, and other obstructions shall be
removed and disposed of so as not to interfere with the proper
functioning of the diversion.
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6- .349



2. The diversion shall be excavated or shaped to line, grade, and cross-
section as required to meet the criteria specified herein, free of
irregularities which will impede flow.

3. Fills shall be compacted as needed to prevent unequal settlement that
would cause damage in the complete diversion.

4 All earth removed and not needed in construction shall be spread or
disposed of so that it will not interfere with the functioning of the
diversion.

5. Permanent stabilization of disturbed areas shall be done in
accordance with the applicable standard and specification contained
in this handbook. Permanent stabilization techniques include

PERMANENT SEEDING (ES BMP 1.66) and SODDIN~oo(ES BMP 1.67).

Maintenance

Before final stabilization, the diversion should be inspected after every
rainfall. Sediment shall be removed from the ditchline and repairs made
as necessary. Seeded areas which fail to establish a vegetative cover
shall be reseeded as necessary.



ES BMP 1.25

TEMPORARY SEDIMENT TRAP

Definition

A small temporary ponding area formed by excavation and/or an embankment
across a drainageway.

Purpose

To detain sediment-laden runoff from small disturbed areas long enough to
allow the majority of the sediment to settle out thereby protecting
drainageways, properties and rights-of-way from sedimentation.

Conditions Where Practice Applies

I. A sediment trap is usually installed in a drainageway, at a storm
drain inlet or at other points of discharge from a disturbed area.
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2. Belov: ~rainage areas of 5 acres or less.

3. Where the sediment trap will be used less than 18 months.

4. The sediment trap may be constructed either independently or in
conjunction with a TEMPORARY DIVERSION DIKE (ES BMP 1.15).

Planning Considerations

The sediment trap should be located to obtain the maximum storage benefit
from the terrain, for ease of cleanout and disposal of the trapped
sediment and to minimize interference with construction activities.

Sediment traps should be used only for small drainage areas. If the
contributing drainage area is greater than 5 acres, refer to SEDIMENT
BASINS (ES BMP 1.26).

Sediment must be periodically removed from the trap. Plans should detail
how this sediment is to be disposed of, such as by use in fill areas on
site or removal to an approved off-site dump.

Sediment traps, along with other perimeter controls, shall be installed
before any land disturbance takes place in the drainage area.

Design Criteria

Trap Capacity

The sediment trap must have an initial storage volume of 67 cubic yards
per acre of drainage area, measured from the low point of the ground to
the crest of the gravel outlet. Sediment should be removed from the basin
when the volume is reduced by one-half.

For a natural basin, the volume may be approximated as follows:

V = 0.4 x A x D

where,

V = the storage volume in ft.3

A = the surface area of the flood area at
the crest of the outlet, in ft.2

D = the maximum depth, measured from the
low point in the trap to the crest of
the outlet, in ft.

Excavation

If excavation is necessary to attain the required storage volume, side
slopes should be no steeper than 2:1.



Embankment Cross-Section

The maximum height of the sediment trap e~bankmen~ sn~.l De 5 ~_~- as
measured from *~ -.n_ low point. Minimum top widths (W) and outlet heiQnts
(~o) for various embankment heignts (H) are shown in Tabl: 1.25a. Side
slopes of the embankment shall be 2:1 or flatter.

Table 1.25a
MINIMUM TOP WIDTH (W) AND OUTLET HEIGHT (Ho)REQUIRED FOR

SEDIMENT TRAP EMBANKMENTS ACCORDING TO HEIGHT OF EMBANKMENT (feet)

H Ho W

H~O~H
2.0 i.0 2.0
2.5 1.5 2.5
3.0 2.0 2.5

4.0 3.0 3.0
, 4.5 3.5 4.0

~ M--,.I 5.0 4.0 4.5
Source: Va SWCC

Outlet

The outlets shall be designed, constructed and maintained in such a manne~.
that sediment does not leave the trap and that erosion of the outlet does
not occur. A trap may have several different outlets with each outlet
conveying part of the flow based on the criteria below and the combined
outlet capacity shall meet that criteria. For example, a 12 foot earth
outlet (adequate for 2 acres) and a 12 inch pipe outlet (adequate.for 1
acre) could be used for a three acre drainage area.

There are four types of outlets for sediment traps. Each sediment trap is
named according to the type of outlet that it has. Each type has different
design criteria and will be discussed separately.

1. An Earth Outlet Sediment Tra~ (Plate 1.25a) consists of a basin fo.rmed
by excavation and/or an embankment. The trap has a discharge point
over or cut into natural ground. The outlet width (feet) shall be
equal to 6 times the drainage area (acres). If an embankment is used
the outlet crest shall be at least one foot below the top of the
embankment. The outlet shall be free of any restriction to flow. The
earthen embankment shall be seeded with temporary or permanent
vegetation (see ES BMP 1.65 and 1.66) within 15 days of construction.

2. A Pipe Outlet Sediment Trap (Plate 1.25b) consists of a basin formed
by an embankment of excavat’ion and an embankment. The outlet for the
trap is through a perforated riser and a pipe through the embankment.
The outlet pipe and riser shall be made of corrugated metal. The
riser diameter shall be of the same or larger diameter than the pipe.
The top of the embankment shall be at least 1.5 feet above the crest
of the riser. At least the top 2/3 of the riser shall be perforated
with i/2 inch diameter holes spaced 8 inches vertically and 10-12
inches horizontally. All pipe connections shall be watertight.
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6 x Drainage Area (At.)

SECTION A-A                                                                                                          ~]T~T $E~ION

. . ~-~*’,~’~’~N~ EARTH O~L~T ~rm-~,,~
[XCAVAT~D EARTI~ ChalET SZ~:a~T ............. TRAP

T~P ~

Cons~ruc~ion S?eclflca~ions

Area under ~=bankmen~ shall be cleared, grubbed and scrlpped of any vegetation and too:
mat. The pool area shall be cleared.

2. The fill ma~erial for the embankment shall be free of roots or ocher woody vere~scion
as well as oversized s~onas, rocks, organic material, or ocher objectionable ~terial.
The ~b~enc shall be �~pa~ed by ~raversin~ rich equ1~enc ~llz ~� is being ~on-
s~ru~ced.

3. Sed~enc shall be r~ved and ~rap restored �o i=s original dime~ions when the
has ac=~ulaced ~o 1/2 the desi;n depth o~ �~e crap. ~moved sed~en~ shall be deposi~ed
~n a suitable are~ and in such a manner chs~ ic v~11 noc erode.
The s~ruccure shall be inspected after e~h rain ~ repairs made ~ need~.
C~st~cc~ou operac~o~ s~ll be ca~ed out ~n such a ~nner chac erosion and water
p~lu~on are
The s~ruccure sh~l be r~v~ a~ aru stabilized when the drainage area ~s been

.properZy
7. ~l cu~ and flll slop~ shall be 2:1 or flatter,
8.

~�le~ ~ ~a~ion s~l be a~ le~ one foo~ bel~ ~he ~op of ~he ~en~.

Drainage area less than 5 morea I

U. S. DEFAR?~E~,~ OF AGR~CULTUR~ EARTH OUTL~ Plate 1.25a
SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 5EDII~.NT TPAP

College Psrko ~.
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Construction Sneclflcations

Ar~a und=r embazt~menc shall be cleared, grubbnd ~nd s~ripped of any regulation ~d ~oot

=a~. The poo~ a~ea shall be ¢1eared.

2.
The filX maLe~ia~ for" the ~ban~e=~ ~haXl be free of ~oo~$ or other woody

~ well as oversized stones, ro¢~, organic material, or o=he~ objectionable
The e=ban~en= $haLZ be compacted by ttavetsgng wish equi~ent while It L= being con-

3. 5ed~en~ shaLX be ~emoved ~d t:ap =es~o:ed ~o L~s origLn=1 dJm~io~= when ~he s~d~ent

has acc~ula~ed :o 1/2 the design depth of the ~rap. R~ved sediment shall be
posLced in a suLtable area and Ln such a manner that it at11 not erode.
The s~ruc~u~o shall be Ln~p~cc~d after esch rain ~d repaL£s m~e as needed.

prope:ly s ~abiZi:ed.
7. AII Cu~ and fiZZ siopes shall be 2:~ or

8. ALL pipe �o~e~tio~ shaXZ be

9. At le~� the cop 2/3 of ~he rlse~ shall be perforated w~th I/2-1nch d~er holes
spaced 8 inch~ vertic~ly ~d 10- 12 ~ch~ horigont~ly.i0. Fill material around the pipe spillway shall be h~d �~pacted in A-inch laTo=s- A

~ -’-=’’~ shall be pla¢ed owe: :he pipe spillway
’n~ o[ :vo fee: ¢f ha~-coupa::e~ .a.. ....

be~o~e �£oss~8 L~ ui~h �o~==~c=~on equL~~r-

Drainage area less ¢han 5 acres.
t... S." DEPART;-;L;~T OF A,;RICL;LTUR£ PIPE 0UTL~ SEDIMhNT T~     Plate 1.25b

~O1L ~;0~$.;~<VA] I0~~ X~RV ICL
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Select pipe diameter from the following table:

Min. Pipe Diameter           Max. Drainage Area (acres)

12"                                  I
18"                                                       2
21"                                  3
24"                                                           4
30"                                                           5

3.
A Stone Outlet Sediment TraP’ (Plate 1.25c) consists of a basin formed

by an embankment or excavation and an embankment. The outlet for the
sediment trap shall consist of a crushed stone section of the embank-
ment located at the low point in the basin. The minimum length of the
outlet shall be 6 feet times the acreage of the drainage area. The crest
of the outlet must be at least 1.0 foot below the top of the embankment,
to insure that the flow will travel over the stone and not the embank-
ment. The outlet shall be constructed of FDOT No. 1 size crushed stone.

4. A Storm Inlet Sediment Trap (Plate 1.25d) consists of a basin formed by
excavation or natural ground that discharges through an opening in a
storm drain inlet structure. This opening can either be the inlet
opening or a temporary opening made by omitting bricks or blocks in the
inlet. A yard drain inlet or an inlet in the median strip of a dual
highway would use the inlet opening for an outlet. A curb inlet would
require a temporary opening. The trap should be out of the roadway~to
avoid interference with construction. Placing the trap on the opposite
side of the opening and diverting water from the roadway to the trap is
one means of accomplishing this.

Removal

Sediment traps must be removed after the contributing drainage area is
stabilized. Plans should show how the site of the~edimenttrap is to be
graded and stabilized after removal.

Construction Specifications

i. The area under the embankment shall be cleared, grubbed, and stripped
of any vegetation and root mat. To facilitate cleanout, the pool area
should be cleared.

2. Fill material for the embankment shall be free of roots or other woody
vegetation, organic material, large stones, and other objectionable
material. The embankment should be compacted in 8-inch layers by
traversing with construction equipment.

3.
The earthen embankment shall be seeded with temporary or permanent

vegetation (see ES BMP 1.65 and 1.66) within 15 days of construction.

4. Construction operations shall be carried out in such a manner that
erosion and water pollution are minimized.

R007t384
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e:~. The. pool area shall he cleared.
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has acc~uZaced �o Z/2 the design depth o~ the trap. ~ved sediment sh~Z~ be deposited

The s~ruccure sha~Z be ~pec~ed after each rz~n ~d repa~s made as needed.
Cen~:~uc:~=~ ~pe:a:~o~s sh~ZZ be =a=r~e~ "ou: ~ su~i: a. manne= :ha: erosLon ~
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COI(STRUCI"ION 5PECI FI CATIU:;S

i. Sed(,ment shall be removed and ~rap restored co
sedLm~n~ has acc~ula~ed ~o I/2 ~he design depci~ of

r and in such a =~=:~er chat i~ will .o~ erode.sh~il be ~eposi~ed i= a s=i:aSle a ea

2. ~e structure shall be ~pecced after each rai~ ~nd repairs made as needed.

water poilu=ion s~all be min~ized.
~. ~e sedlmen~ trap shall be re~ved ~d area stabilized ~hen the remai.tng drainaKe

ar.~ h~ been propecly stabilized.
5. All cu~ and fill slop~ shall be 2:1 or flatter.

*Drainage area less than 5 acres. I
U. S. D~PART~N~ OF AGRI~LTURZ STORM INL[T Plaue 1.25d

$oi L ~S~R~’~T I0~: SEXy IC~ SEDIHE~ TRAP
College ParK, M~.
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5. The structure shall be removed and the area stabilized when the
upslope drainage area has been stabilized.

Maintenance

i. Sediment shall be removed and the trap restored to its original
dimensions when the sediment has accumulated to 1/2 the design volume
of the trap. Sediment removed from the basin shall be desposited in
a suitable area and in such a manner that it will not erode.

2. The structure should be checked regularly to insure that it is
structurally sound and has not been damaged by erosion or
construction equipment. The height of the outlet should be checked
to ensure that its center is at least one foot below the top of the
embankment.
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ES BMP !.26

TEMPORARY SEDIMENT BASIN

Definition

temporary basin with a controlled scormwater ,.lease strj;ture formed by
constructing an embankmen~ of compacteo soil across a ~rainageway.

Purpose

To detain sediment-laden runoff from distur~e~ areas long e~oug~ for the
majorizy of the sedimenZ ~o settle ou~.

Conditions Where Practice Applies

Below disturbed areas greater than 5 acres. There must be sufficient space
and appropriate topography for the construc:ion of a temporary impoundment.
These structures are limited to a useful life of 18 months unless they are
designed as permanent ponds by a qualified professional engineer.
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Plannin~ Considerations

Effectiveness

Sediment basins are at best only 70-S0% effective in trapping sediment
which flows into them. Therefore, they should be used in conjunction with
erosion control practices such as temporary seeding, mulching, diversion
dikes, etc. to reduce the amount of sediment flowing into the basin.

Location

To improve the effectiveness of the basin, it should be located so as to
intercept the largest possible amount of runoff from the disturbed area.
The best locations are generally low areas and natural drainageways below
disturbed areas. Drainage into the basin can be improved by the use of
diversion dikes and ditches. The basin must not be located in a live
stream but should be located to trap sediment-laden runoff before it
enters the stream. The basin should not be located where its--~--f~’~lure
would result in the loss of life or interruption of the use or service of
public utilities or roads.

Multiple Use

Sediment basins may be designed as permanent structures to remain in place
after construction is completed. The Stormwater Rule (Ch. 17-25, F.A.C.)
makes the use of these structures desirable for stormwater detention
purposes. Wherever these structures are to become permanent, or if they
exceed the size limitations of the design criteria, they must be designed
as permanent ponds by a qualified professional engineer. Permanent ponds
are beyond the scope of these ES BMP.

Design Criteria

Maximum Drainage Area

Unless the structure is designed as a permanent pond by a qualified
professional engineer, the maximum allowable drainage area into the basin
shall be 150 acres.

Basin Capacity

The design capacity of the basin must be at least 67 cubic yards per acre
of drainage area~ measured from the bottom of the basin to the crest of
the principal spillway (riser pipe). Sediment should be removed from the
basin when the volume of the basin has been reduced to 27 cubic yards per
acre of drainaBe area. In no case shall the sediment cleanout level be
higher than one foot below the top of the riser. The elevation of the
sediment cleanout level should be calculated and clearly marked on the
riser. (See Plate 1.26a).
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MIN!HUM STORAGE VOLUME AND SEC’iM-’-~T

~,,~ .~ Minimum Stora~ge

~ //-’- Volume 67 y~-.la=re
’̄1... ii

_

l .;,i l i , /,i i. o’ t l o{

Storage ano              -
Permanent Pool: Clean Out
When Storage Volume is Reduced
to 27 vd.3/acre

.Plate 1.26a
Source: VaSWCC

Basin Shape

To improve sediment trapping efficiency of the basin, the effective flow
length must be twice the effective flow width. This basin shape may be
attained by properly selecting the site of the basin, by excavation, or by
the use of baffles. See Appendix 1.26A for design details.

Embankment Cross-Section

The embankment must have a minimum top width of 8 feet. The side slopes
must be 2:1 or flatter. The embankment may have a maximum height of 10
feet if the side slopes are 2:1. If the side slopes are 2.5:1 or flatter,
the embankment may have a maximum height of 15 feet.

Spillway Design

The outlets for the basin may consist of a combination of principal and
emergency spillways or a principal spillway alone. In either case, the
outlet(s) must pass the peak runoff expected from the drainage area for a
10-year storm without damage to the embankment of the basin. Runoff
computations shall be based upon the soil cover conditions which are
expected to prevail during the life of the basin. Refer. to Chapter 5 of
this manual for calculation of the peak rate of runoff.

The spillways designed by the procedures contained in this ES BMP will no__~_t
necessarily result in any reduction in the peak rate of runoff. If a
reduction in peak runoff is desired, the appropriate hydrographs should be
generated to choose the basin and outlet sizes.

To increase the efficiency of the basin, the spillway(s) must be designed
to maintain a permanent pool of water between storm events.
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Principal Spillway

The principal spillway shall consist of a solid (non-perforated), vertical
pipe or box of corrugated metal or reinforced concrete joined by a
watertight connection to a horizontal pipe (barrel) extending through the
embankment and outletting beyond the downstream toe of the fill. If the
principal spillway is used in conjunction with an emergency spillway, the
principal spillway shall have a minimum capacity of 0.2 cfs per acre of
drainage area when the water surface is at the crest of the emergency
spillway. If no emergency spillway is used, the principal spillway must be
designed to pass the entire peak flow expected from a 10-year storm. See
Appendix 1.26A for design details.

Design Elevations - If the principal spillway is used in conjunction
with an emergency spillway, the crest of the principal spillway shall be a
minimum of 1.0 foot below the crest of the emergency spillway. If no
emergency spillway is used, the crest of the principal spillway shall be a
minimum of 3 feet below the top of the embankment. (See Plate 1.26b.) In
either case, a minimum freeboard of 1.0 foot shall be provided between the
design high water and the top of the embankment.

Anti-vortex device and trash rack - An anti-vortex device and trash
rack shall be attached to the top of the principal spillway to improve the
flow of water into the spillway and prevent floatingdebris from being
carried out of the basin. The anti-vortex device shall be of the
concentric type as shown in Plate 1.26j. See Appendix 1.26A for design
procedures for the anti-vortex device and trash rack.

Dewatering - Shall be done in such a manner as to remove the relatively
clean water without removing any of the sediment that has settled out and
without removing any appreciable quantities of floating debris. As a
minimum, provisions shall be made to dewater the basin down to the sediment
cleanout elevation. This can be accomplished by providing a hole at the
maximum sediment retention elevation (See Plate 1.26o). The dewatering
hole shall be no larger than 4 inches in diameter. Other means of
automatic dewatering are detailed in Appendix 1.26A.

It is also advantageous (but not required) to provide for dewatering of
trapped sediment before cleanout. Basin underdrains are generally
installed for this purpose. Appendix 1.26A contains details for the design
of an underdrain system.

Base - The base of the principal spillway must be firmly anchored to
p-F~Tent its floating. If the riser of the spillway is greater than 10 feet
in height, computations must be made to determine the anchoring
requirements. As a minimum, a factor of safety of 1.25 shall be used
(downward forces : 1.25 x upward forces).

For risers 10 feet or less in height, the anchoring may be done in one of
the two following ways:

I. A concrete base 18 inches thick and twice the width 0f riser diameter
shall be used and the riser embedded 6 inches into the concrete. See
Plate 1.26c and Appendix 1.26A for design details.
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SEDIMENT BASIN SCHEMATIC ELEVATIONS
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Typical Concrete Base Typical Steel Base

Source: Va SWCC                                              Plate 1.26~

Barrel - The barrel of the principal spillway, which extends through
the e~bankment, shall be designed to carry the flow provided by the riser
of the principal spillway with the water level at the crest of the
emergency spillway. The connection between the riser and the barrel must
be watertight. The outlet of the barrel must be protected to prevent
erosion or scour of downstream areas. See Appendix 1.26A for design
details.

Anti-seep collars - Anti-seep collars shall be used on the barrel of
the principal spillway within the normal saturation zone of the embankment
to increase the seepage length by at least ~0%, if either of the following
two conditions is met:

i. The settled height of the embankment exceeds 10 feet.
2. The embankment has a low silt-clay content (Unified Soil Classes

SM or GM) and the barrel is greater than i0 inches in diameter.

The anti-seep collars shallbe installed within the saturated zone. The
maximum spacing between collars shall be 14 times the projection of the
collar above the barrel. Collars shall not be closer than 2 feet to a pipe
joint. Collars should be placed sufficiently far apart to allow space for
hauling and compacting equipment. Connections between the collars and the
barrel shall be watertight. See Plate 1.26d and Appendix 1.26A for design
procedure and details.
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ANTi-SEEP COLLAR

Source: VA SWCC                                                Plate 1.26d

Emergency Spillway

The emergency spillway shall consist of an open channel constructed
adjacent to the embankment over undisturbed material (not fill). The
spillway shall have a control section at least 20 feet in length. The
control section is a level portion of the spillway channel at the highest
elevation in the channel. See Appendix 1.26A and Plate 1.26e.

Control Section

~mergency spillway
should not be
constructed
over fill
material

EMERGENCY SPILLWAY

;ource: Va SWCC                                             Plate 1.26e

Capacity - The emergency spillway shall be designed to carry the peak
rate of}unoff expected from a 10-year storm, less any reduction due to the
flow through the principal spillway. See Appendix 1.26A for design details.

Design elevations The design high water through the.emergency spillway
shall be at least ~.0 foot below the top of the embankment. The crest of
the emergency spillway, channel shall be at least 1,0 foot above the crest of
the principal spillway.
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Location -Tne emergency spillway channel shall be located so that it
wil~ not be constructed over fill material. The channel shall be located
so as to avoid sharp ~urns or bends. Tne channel shall return tne flow of
water to a defined channel downstream from the embankment.

Maximum velocities - The maximum allowable velocity in the emergency
spillway channel will depend upon the type of lining used. For vegetated
linings, allowable velocities are listed in Table 1.35a (STORMWAT~R
CONVEYANCE CHANNEL, ES BMP 1.35). For non-erodible linings, such as
concrete or asphalt paving and riprap, design velocities may be increased.
However, the emergency spillway channel shall return the flow to the
natural channel at a non-eroding velocity. See Appendix 1.26A for design
details.

Stabilization of the Embankment and Basin

The embankment of the sediment basin shall be temporarily seeded within
15 days after its completion (see TEMPORARY SEEDING, ES BMP 1.65). If
excavation is required in the basin, side slopes should not be steeper
than 2:1.

Disposal

Cleanout - Sediment shall be removed from the basin when the capacity
is reduced to 27 cubic yards per acre of drainage area. Plans for the
sediment basin shall indicate the methods for disposing of sediment removed
from the basin. Possible alternatives are the use of the material in fill
areas on-site or removal to an approved off-site dump.

Final removal - Sediment basin plans shall indicate the final disposition
of the sediment basin after the upstream drainage area is stabilized. The
plans shall indicate methods for the removal of excess water lying over the
sediment, stabilization of the basin site, and the disposal of any excess
material. Sediment shall not be flushed into the stream or drainageway.

Safety

Sediment basins are attractive to children and can be very dangerous.
Therefore, they should be fenced or otherwise made inaccessible to persons
or animals unless this is deemed unnecessary due to the remoteness of the
site or other circumstances. Strategically placed signs around the
.impoundment reading "DANGER-QUICKSAND" should also be installed. In any
case, local ordinances and regulations regarding health and safety must be
adhered to.

Construction Specifications

Site Preparation

Areas under the embankment and any structural works shall be cleared,
grubbed, and stripped of topsoil to remove trees, vegetation, roots, or
other objectionable material. In order to facilitate cleanout and
restoration, the pool area (measured at the top of the principal spillway)
will be cleared of all brush and trees.
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Cutoff Trench

For earth fill embankments, a cutoff trench shall be excavated along the
centerline of the dam. The minimum depth shall be 2 feet. The cutoff
trench shall extend up both abutments to the riser crest elevation. The
minimum bottom width shall be 4 feet, but wide enough to permit operation
of compaction equipment. The side slopes shall be no steeper than 1:1.

Compaction requirements shall be the same as those for the embankment. The
trench shall be drained during the backfilling-compacting operations.

Embankment

The fill material shall be taken from .approved borrow areas. It shall be
clean mineral soil, free of roots, woody vegetation, oversized stones,
rocks, or other objectionable material. Areas on which fill is to be
placed shall be scarified prior to placement of fill. The fill material
should contain sufficient moisture so that it can be formed by hand into a
ball without crumbling. If water can be squeezed out of the ball, it is
too wet for proper compaction. Fill material will be placed in 6-to-8-inch
continuous layers over the entire length of the fill. Compaction shall be
obtained by routing the hauling equipment over the fill so that the entire
surface of the fill is traversed by at least one wheel or tread track of
the equipment, or by using a compactor. The embankment shall be
constructed to an elevation 10% higher than.the design height to allow for
settlement if compaction is obtained with hauling equipment. If compactors
are used for compaction, the overbuild may be reduced to not less than 5%.

Principal Spillwa~

The riser of the principal spillway shall be securely attached to the
barrel by a watertight connection. The barrel and riser shall be placed on
a firm compacted soil foundation. The base of the riser shall be firmly
anchored according to design criteria to prevent its floating. Pervious
material such as sand, gravel or crushed stone shall not be used as
backfill around the barrel or anti-seep collars. Fill material shall be
placed around the pipe in 4-inch layers and compacted by hand at least to
the same density as the embankment. A minimum of two feet of fill shall be
hand-compacted over the barrel before crossing it with construction
equipment.

Emergency Spillway

The emergency spillway should not be constructed over fill material.
Design elevations, widths, entrance and exit channel slopes are critical to
the successful operation of the spillway and should be adhered to closely
during construction.

Vegetative Stabilization

The embankment and emergency spillway of the sediment basin shall be
stabilized with temporary vegetation within 15 days of completion of the
basin (see TEMPORARY SEEDING, ES BMP 1.65).
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Erosion and Sediment Control

The construction of the sediment basin shall be carried out in a manner
such that erosion and water pollution are minimized downstream.

Safety

All state and local requirements shall be met concerning fencing and signs
warning the public of the hazards of soft sediment and flood waters.

Final Disposal

When temporary structures have served their intended purpose and the
contributing drainage area has been properly stabilized, the embankment and
resulting sediment deposits are to be leveled or otherwise disposed of in
accordance with the approved pollution control plan.

Maintenance

The embankment of the basin should be checked regularly to ensure that it
is structurally sound and has not been damaged by erosion or construction
equipment.

The emergency spillway should be checked regularly to ensure that its
lining is well established and erosion-resistant.

The basin should be checked after each runoff-producing rainfall for
sediment cleanout. When the sediment reaches the cleanout level, it shall
be removed and properly disposed of.

Information to be Submitted for Approval

Sediment Basin designs and construction plans submitted for review to the
appropriate regulatory agency shall include:

A. Specific location of the dam.
B. Plan view of dam, storage basin and emergency spillway.
C. Cross section of dam, principal spillway and emergency spillway;

profile of emergency spillway.
D. Details of pipe connections, riser to pipe connection, riser base,

anti-seep collars, trash rack and anti-vortex device.
E. Runoff calculations for IO-year frequency storm.
F. Storage Computations

1. Total required
2. Total available
3. Level of sediment at which cleanout shall be required; to be

stated as a distance from the riser crest to the sediment
surface.

G. Calculations showing design of pipe and emergency spillway.

NOTE: Items E through G above may be submitted using the design data
sheet in the Appendix.
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APPENDIX 1.26A

Design. Procedure for Temporary Sediment Basin

The following design procedure provides a step-by-step method for the
design of a temporary sediment basin. The data sheet found in the back of
this Appendix should be used in the erosion and sediment control plan to
outline design values calculated.

I. Basin Volume

A. Determine the required basin volume. A volume of 67 yd.3,

measured from the ground surface to the crest of the principal
spillway, is required for each acre draining into the basin. The
volume of a naturally shaped basin may be approximated by the
equation:

V=O.4xAxD

where,

V = the storage volume in ft.3

A = the surface area flooded, with the water
level at the crest of the principal
spi I lway.

D = the depth of the basin measured from .the
ground surface to the crest of the
principal spillway.

The volume may also be computed from contour information or other
suitable methods.

B. If the volume of the basin is inadequate, excavate to obtain the
requi red volume.

II. Basin Shape

A. The shape of the basin must be such that the length-to-width ratio
is at least 2 to 1 according to the following equation:

Length-to-width ratio : L
We

where,

We : the effective width (A/L).
A : the surface area of the normal pool.
L - the length of the flow path from the

inflow to the outflow. If there is more
than one inflow point, any inflow which
carries more than 30% of the peak rate
of inflow must meet these criteria.
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EXAMPLE PLAN VIEWS OF BAFFLE LOCATIOr;S I~ S:DIM~.;, BASINS

No Scale

~ DI2    ~
Inflow _.___.., Riser

Normal Poo]

L = To’ca] distance ~rom
the point of inflow
around the baffle to
the riser.

Normal

Rise r

Inflow

Normal Riser
Pool

~.. B.affl e " ~ D

L

Inflow

5afIie Detail

Sheets of 4’ x 8’ x %" exterior
pi~ood or equivalent ser Crest E~evation

Posts rain. size 4" square
or 5" ~und. Set at
least 3’ into the ground.

Plate 1.26f

Source: USDA-SCS
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B. The correct basin shape can be obtained by proper site selection,
excavation, or the use of baffles. Baffles increase the flow
length by deflecting the flow. The baffles should be placed
halfway between the inflow point and the outflow. Plate 1.26f
shows the detail for baffle construction and three situations
where baffles might be used.

Ill. Determine whether the basin will have an emergency spillway.

IV. Determine the elevation of the crest of the principal spillway for
the required volume.

V. Estimate the elevation of the design high water and the required
height of the dam.

A. If an emergency spillway is included, the crest of the principal
spillway must be at least 1.0 foot below the crest of the
emergency spillway.

B. The elevation of the flow through the emergency spillway (which
will be the design high water) must be at least 1.0 foot below the
top of the embankment.

C. If an emergency spillway is not included, the crest of the
principal spillway must be at-’-l-east 3 feet below the top of the
embankment.

D. The elevation of the design high water must be 1.0 foot below the
top of the embankment.

Vl.
From Chapter 5 of this manual determine the peak rate of runoff

expected from the drainage area of the basin for a ten-year storm.

VII. Principal Spillway Design

A. If an emergency spillway is included, the principal spillway must
pass a minimum of 0.2 cfs/acre of drainage area.

i. Compute, Qp = 0.2 x drainage area, the peak rate of runoff
the.princibal spillway, must pass.

B. If an emergency spillway is not included, the principal spillway
must pass the peak rate of ru-~ff from the basin drainage area for
a lO-year storm.

I. Qp = the 10-year peak rate of runoff.

C. Refer to Plate 1.26g, where h is the difference between the
elevation of the crest of the principal spillway and the elevation
of the crest of the emergency spillway.
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~m-.. m" ~ ~i~e~ which ~..11~
- n

E, Refer ;e Pl~ ~ " -’~ "’on. e ..26g, wnere# ~s ~e d~fference in :~.va~l    og ~ne
cen~e~line og %he oJ~=t Og t~e barre! and
emergen;y spillway. L is the length of the ~arrel :nrough
embankmen;.

w..h     Choose the smallest-sizeF. Enter Table 1.26a or Table 1.26~ ~" H.
~h_ flow provided by the riser If L isbarrel which will pass " = ¯

other than 70 f~., make the necessary correction.

PRINCIPAL SPILLWAY DESIGN

Emergency Spillway
Design High Water                           Cres~

-seep
H

er Collars

Concrete -~
Base ~ L

H - Head on pipe through embankment
h - Head over riser cres:
L : Length of pipe through embankment

Dp = Diameter of pipe through embankment
Dr - Diameter of riser

Source: Va SWCC Plate 1.26g

VIII. Emergency Spillway Design

A. The emergency spillway must pass the remainder of the 10-year peak
runoff not carried by the principal spillway.

B. Compute, Qe = QIO - Qp.

C. Refer to Plate 1.26i and Table 1.26c.

D. Determine approximate permissible values for b, the bottom width;
s, the slope of the exit channel; and X, minimum length of the exit
channel.

E. Enter Table 1.26c and choose a channel cross-section which passes
the required flow and meets the other constraints of the site.
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Level Portion                I                  and Control See:ion

t Sector

Note: Neither the location

Approach Channel nor alignment of the control
section has to coincide with

Embankment                        the centerline of the dam.

Plan

X- Length of

L Water Surface~..
Exit Channel

S~age (H~) Section

Sector

Level or
S

100’

Profile A1 ong. Centerl i ne

Cross-Section At Control Section

EXCAVAT£D EARTH SPILLWAY

Source: USDA-SCS                                          Plate 1.26i
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F    NO~_.

I. Maximum permissible velocity for vegetated waterways is 6
ft./sec.

2. For a given H~, a decrease in the exit slope from S as given
in the table decreases spillway discharge but increasing the
exit slope from S does not increase discharge. If an exit slope
(Se) steeper than S is used, the velocity (Ve) in the exit
channel will increase according to the following relationship:

Ve = V(Se)0.3

S

3. Data to right of heavy vertical lines should be used with
caution, as the resulting sections will be either poorly
proportioned or have velocities in excess of 6 ft./sec.

IX. Re-estimate the elevation of the design high water and the top of the
dam based upon the design of the principal spillway and the emergency
spillway.

X. Anti-vortex device and trash rack.

A. This design procedure refers .only to riser pipes of corrugated
metal.

B. Refer to Plate 1.26j and Table 1.26d. Choose cylinder size,
support bars, and top requirements from Plate 1.26p based on the
diameter of the riser pipe.

XI. Anti-seep collars.

A. Anti-seep collars must be used under the conditions specified in
the Design Criteria.

B. Anti-seep collars are used to increase the seepage length along
the barrel by 10%.

C. Determine the length of the barrel within the saturated zone.
This may be done graphically as in Plate 1.26k or by solving the
following equation:

Ls = Y (Z + 4) (1 + S      )
0.25 - S

where,

Ls : length of barrel in the saturated zone,
feet.

Y - the depth of water at the principal
spillway crest, feet.

Z : slope of the upstream face of the embank-

ment in Z feet horizontal to one vertical.
S = slope of the barrel in feet per foot.
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Table 1.26c
DESIGN DATA FOR EARTH SPlLL~IAYS

Source: USDA-$CS
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Top stl ffener ( I f re-
Pressure Reltef                                 qulred) is     x    x

: ’ Dta. angle welded to top and
oriented perpendicular
to corrugations.

Top’S    gage cor~
rugated meLal or l

A steel plate. Pressure
/n

L__
relief holes may he

I
o omitted, tf ends of cor-

rugations are left fully
open when the top ts
a t tached,

Cyltnder ts     gage
corruga Led

Plan or fahrlcated from !
D____ .....----I steel plate,

Tackweld-.-’, ..... ; ....... ,.,.          :~ T-
~..,...............___._.,;.....:.....:._........ =!::!:i:i:!:i:~:i:~:~:i:!:i:i:i:i:~.~7~.i!~.!:i!~:!:!:i:!:!:i:i:!:~:i:i:i:!:i:~|                                                    No t e s :II around

~.’: :]~!~.~.~.:~:;~:~.~:~:~::J~:~:~:.:~:~:~:~::;~:~:~:.~..~.~:~!~!~
=.:.:.:= =,--..-.-.-:~.:;’.’-’-’-’,’.’., ,,..=~J_

firmly fastened to the

__ ~....:.:...:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:......:.:::.:.:.: ~. Sllpport hars are
~~ ~ welded to the top of the

riser or attached hy
06 X 12"

iiii::~i~
Support Bar Size straps bolted to top

Spacer bar i::ii~::i~i~i ( #6 Rebar ml n. ) of r I set
(typical)

~Riser ’
Diameter

Section A-A Isometric

ANTI - VORTEX DEVICE DESI~,N



Table 1.26d

CONCENTRIC TRASH RACK AND ANTI-VORTEX DEVICE DESIGN TABLE

Cyl i nder
Diam. Thick. Minimum Size Minimum Top

Diam./in. in. gauge H/in.    Support Bar Thickness Stiffener

12 18 16 6 #6 Rebar 16 ga. -

15 21 16 7 " " -

18 27 16 8 " " -

21 30 16 11 " " -

24 36 16 13 " 14 ga. -

27 42 16 15 " " -

36 54 14 17 #8 Rebar 12 ga. -

42 60 14 19 " " -

48 72 12 21 1-1/4" pipe or 10 ga. -
1-1/4"x1-1/4x1/4
angle

54 78 12 25        " " -

60 90 12 29 1-1/2" pipe or     8 ga. -
1-1/2x1-1/2x1/4
angle

66 96 10 33 2" pipe or 8 ga., 2x2x1/4
2x2x3/16 angle w/stiffener angle

72 102 10 36       " ,, 2-1/2x2-i/2.
i/4 angl e

78 114 10 39 2-1/2" pipe or " "
2x2x1/4 angle

84 120 10 42 2-1/2" pipe or " 2-1/2x2-1/2~
2-1/2x2-1/2x1/4 5/16 angle
angle

Note: The criterion for sizing the cylinder is that the area between the
inside of the cylinder and the outside of the riser is equal to or greater
than the area inside the riser. Therefore, the above table is invalid for

with concrete pipe risers.

Source: USDA-SCS
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0

PIP£ L£,NGTH ZN SATURAT£D ZON£

Source: USDA-SCS                               Plate 1.26k
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Source: USDA-SCS                                          Plate 1.261
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~weld I l/#’xJ I/8"xl/O" angles r.o co!la2
~ o: ~end a ~ ~fle i i/8" wide a.~

o~ngs s~ll ~ �he s~ as
~ ~ FOR ~DS

~d of ~~
prior �o dallve~. .

~ ~i pi~ ~ ~ I~~ l~= ~l ~az *~I’ ~ � - � ".

sloc~e4 ~les, a~ no~es, see de~aZ~

N~E: T~ o~er ~ o( ~l-seep ¢=~ars are:
i. ~a~ed me~, 8~lar =o uppe~ de¢=i%,

weld~ ~o a =~rt (& ~.) sec=t~ of �he p~pe ~ �~-
~ec~ed ~=h �o~8c~%=J ba~ds =o theP~ZA~ £~A~2~ 2. ~ncte~e, s%z ~ch~ ~¢k fomed arou~ ¢he ~ vLch

;ource: USDA-SCS Plate 1.26m
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D :n;e" s~ase 261 wish Ls. !,to e ~o"izs:.s~ .. rl¯ " _ , ~ ,v ~,=,] ~ne ,tne ~ines is in=ersecse=. ~o:e va~;~=a ~    - ~ cot’re-"

for ~a~rel dlame;er is in~erse:~e~.. !.~ove !~o~iz~,~;~~1’, ~i~n-
P, :me ~ize of ~he anti-seep colla’.

if more than one collar is use~, the spa;in~ between collars
be ~ times the proje;%ion of the coiiar above the ~arrel.

F. Collars should not be located closer than 2 feet to a pipe joint.

G. See Plate 1.26m for details of the anti-seep collar.

XII. Anchoring the Principal Spillway

A. The principal spillway must be firmly anchored to prevent its
floating.

B. If the riser is over I0 feet in height, the forces acting on the
spillway must be calculated. A method of anchoring the spillway
which provides a safety factor of 1.25 must be used (downward
forces : 1.25 x upward forces).

C. If the riser is i0 feet or less in height, choose one of the two
methods in Plate 1.25n to anchor the principal spillway.

XIII. Dewatering

A. Refer to Plates 1.26o-i.26p. Choose one method to dewater the

basin. Plate 1.26o shows methods to dewater the basin down to
the sediment cleanout level. Plate 1.26p shows a method to

dewater the sediment.
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METHODS OF DEWATZRING SEDIMENT BASIN
DETENTION POOLS

Methods Comments

Easy ~o construct

ax Dia. Non-ski~rni ng
Capable of draining

.... n_._ down "co sediment clean-
Riser --

-I

Cleanou~ out level
Level Passes base flow wi

out storage of wa~er

Flow

Cross-Sec:i on

B. Same as "A" except for ski~ing device, de:iled below:

Efficient skimer
Non-el oggi ng

Open Fairly easy to construct
top and Capable of draining
bottom down to sediment clean-

Tack 2"
out level

¯ Passes base flow wi:hou%
storage of water

4" dia.
hole 3"

8"dia. -
pipe, cut Sediment

in half Cleanout
Iength- ~vel
wise

Eleval:ion
Plate 1.26o

iource: USDA-$CS
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DEWATERING SEDIMENT BASIN WITH SUBSURFACE DRAIN

Edge of ~.
~mbankmen:

’LS-I ~Barrel

Perforated Pipe , --i/Note: S=15’~:o 25’
in Trench Plan View

fBo~:tom of Basin ~

Source: USDA-$CS                                          Plate Z.26 p
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TEMPORARY SEDIMENT BASIN DESIGN DATA SHEET

Computed by            Date
Checked by             Date

Project

Basin#              Location

Total Area draining to basin,                Acres.

BASIN VOLUME DESIGN

i. Min. required vol. = 67 cu. yds. x       ac. drainage =        cu.yds.
2. Vol. of basin =                                                cu.yds.
3. Excavated        cu. yds. to obtain required capacity.

Min. vol. ~ cleanout = 27 cu. yds. x        ac. drainage = cu.yds.
Elevation corresponding to scheduled time to clean out
Distance below top of riser                           ¯

BASIN SHAPE

4. L/We =       Baffles needed? No~, Yes ~; show location on site
plan.

DESIGN OF SPILLWAYS

Runoff

5. QIO =                                        cfs (see chapter 5).

Pipe Spillway (Qp)

6. Min. pipe spillway capacity, Qp = 0.2 x       ac. drainage = ~cfs.
Note: If there is no emergency spillway, then req’d Qp = QIO : ~cfs.

7. Riser: Diam.      inches; Height    ft.; h =      ft.
8. H =      ft.~el length : --’--’i~t.
9. Barr~iam. ~inches;

10. Trash Rack: Di~m.      inches; A :~      inches.

Emer~enc~ Spillway Oesign

11. Emergency Spillway Flow, Qe = QIO - Qp =     "     cfs.

12. Width     ft. Hp      ft.Entra~hannel sop~I~-~-                           %
Exit channel slope                                %

ANTI-SEEP COLLAR DESIGN (IF REQUIRED)

13. y =     ft.; z :      :1; pipe slope :     %, Ls :~      ft.
# of~ars = ~mensions =

DESIGN ELEVATIONS

14. Riser Crest     =                 Design High Water =

Em. Spwy. Crest =                Top of Dam       :
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ES BMP 1.30

TEMPORARY SLOPE DRAIN

Definition

A flexible tubing or conduit extending from the top to the bottom of a cut
or fill slope.

Purpose

To temporarily conduct concentrated stormwater runoff safely down the face
of a cut or fill slope without causing erosion problems on or below the
slope.

Conditions Where Practice Applies

On cut or fill slopes before permanent stormwater drainage structures are
installed.                                                              ~
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Plannin~ Considerations

There is often a significant lag between the time a cut or fill slope is
completed and the time a permanent drainage system can be installed.
During this period, the slope is usually not stabilized and is particularly
vulnerable to erosion. This situation also occurs on slope construction
which is temporarily delayed before final grade is reached. Temporary
slope drains can provide valuable protection of exposed slopes until
permanent drainage structures can be installed.

When used in conjunction with diversion dikes, temporary slope drains can
be used to convey stormwater from the entire drainage area above a slope to
the base of the slope without erosion. It is very important that these
temporary structures be installed properly since their failure will often
result in severe gully erosion. The entrance section must be securely
entrenched, all connections must be watertight, and the conduit must be
staked securely.

Design Criteria

Drainage Area

The maximum allowable drainage area per drain is 5 acres.

Flexible Conduit

I. The slope drain shall consist of heavy duty flexible material designed
for this purpose. The diameter of the slope drain shall be equal over
its entire length. Reinforced hold-down gro~nets shall be spaced at
lO-foot (or less) intervals.

2.
Slope drains shall be sized according to the following table:

Table 1.30a

SIZE OF SLOPE DRAIN

Maximum Drainage Pipe Diameter~ D (in.)
Area (Acres)

12
0.5 18
1.5 21
2.5 24
3.5 30
5.0

Source: Va SWCC

Entrance Sections

The entrance to the slope drain shall consist of a Standard FDOT "Flared
End- Section for Metal Pipe Culverts." Extension collars shall consist of
12-inch long corrugated metal pipe. Watertight .fittings shall be .provided.

(See Plate 1.30b).
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Dike Design.

i. .An earthen dike shall be used to direct stormwater runoff into the
temporary slope drain and shall be constructed according to the
practice entitled DIVERSION (ES BMP 1.18). (Plate 1.30a).

2. The height of the dike at the centerline of the inlet shall be equal
to the diameter of the pipe (D) plus 6 inches. Where the dike height
is greater than 18 inches at the inlet, it shall be sloped at the rate
of 3:1 or flatter to connect with the remainder of the dike. (Plate
1.30a).

Outlet Protection

The outlet of the slope drain shall be protected from eroSion according to
the practice entitled OUTLET PROTECTION (ES BMP 1.36).

Construction Specifications

i. The measure shall be placed on undisturbed soil or well-compacted
fill.

2. The entrance section shall slope toward the slope drain at the minimum
rate of 1/2-inch per foot.

3. The soil around and under the entrance section shall be hand-tamped in
8-inch lifts to the top of the dike to prevent piping failure around

the inlet.

4. The slope drain shall be securely staked to the slope at the grommets
provided.

5. The slope drain sections shall be securely fastened together and have
watertight fittings.

Maintenance

The slope drain structure shall be inspected weekly and after every storm
and repairs made if necessary. The contractor should avoid the placement
6f any material on and prevent construction traffic across the slope
drain.
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Earthen Dike
Corrugated Meta"

S(Compacte~)Extension Collar

Waterproof Seal

Section

Earthen Di
(Compacted)

Secti on A-A

TEHPORARY SLOPE DRAIN

Source: Va SWCC                                         Plate 1.30
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FLARED END-SECTION
(Continued)

~ Plal:e 1.30 c
Source: VDH&T Road Desions and Standards
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ES BMP 1.31

PAVED FLUME

Definition

A permanent concrete-lined channel constructed on a slope.

Purpose

To conduct stormwater runoff safely down the face of a slope without
causing erosion problems on or below the slope.

Conditions Where Practice Applies

Wherever concentrated stormwater runoff must be conveyed from the top to
the bottom of cut or fill slopes on a permanent basis.
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Planning Considerations

Paved flumes are used routinely on highway cuts and fills to convey
concentrated stormwater runoff from the top to the bottom of a slope
without erosion. The Virginia Department of Highways and Transportation
(VDH&T) has developed standards and specifications for these structures.
Fortunately these structures have equal applicability to cut and fill
slopes for construction projects other than highways.

Design Criteria

Design criteria and construction specifications contained herein are
extracted and sun~arized from the following VDH&T publications:

Road Designs and Standards (76)
Road and Bridge Specifications (75)
Drainage Manual (73)

Handbook users should refer to the above publications for additional
information or clarification if needed.

Capacity

Paved flumes shall be capable of passing the peak flow expected from a
lO-year frequency storm.

Cross-Sections

Plate 1.31a illustrates a typical trapezoidal cross-section of a VDH&T
"Standard Paved Flume (PG-4)." Where additional flow capacity is required,
larger trapezoidal cross-sections may be designed. The following criteria
apply to all trapezoidal flume designs:

1. The maximum slope of the structure shall be 1.5:1 (67%).

2. Curtain Walls shall be provided at the beginning and end of all paved
flumes not abutted to another structure. The curtain wall shall be as
wide as the flume channel, extend at least 18 inches into the soil
below the channel, and have a thickness of 6 inches. Curtain walls
shall be reinforced with #4 reinforcing steel bars placed on 6-inch
centers. (See Plate 1.31a).
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3. Anchor Lugs shall De spaced at a maximum of 10 feet on center for the
length of the flume. Where no curtain wall is required, an anchor lug
shall be constructed within 2 feet of the end of the flume. Anchor
lugs are to be as wide as the bottom of the flume channel, extend at
least I foot into the soil below the channel, and have a thickness of
6 inches. Anchor lugs shall be reinforced with #4 reinforcing steel
bars placed on 4-inch centers. (See Plate 1.31a).

4. The flume channel shall have at least a 4-inch thickness of class A-3
concrete with welded wire fabric (6 x 6 - W2.1 x W2.1) in the center
for reinforcement. (See Plate 1.31a).

5. Expansion Joints shall be provided approximately every 90 feet.
Eighteen-inch dowels of #4 reinforcing steel placed on 5-inch centers
shall be located at all required joints. (See Plate 1.31a).

Outlet

Outlets of paved flumes shall be protected from erosion. In addition to
OUTLET PROTECTION (ES BMP 1.36), each paved flume should be provided with a
VDH&T "Standard Energy Dissipator." Plates 1.31b and 1.31c show a
"Standard Energy Dissipator (EG-I)" which is designed for use in
conjunction with a "Standard Paved Flume (PG-4)." Larger energy
dissipators may be similarly designed for larger flume cross-sections.

Construction Specifications

i. The subgrade shall be’constructed to the required elevations. All soft
sections and unsuitable material shall be removed and replaced with
suitable material.- The subgrade shall be thoroughly compacted and
shaped to a smooth, uniform surface. For Portland cement, the subgrade
shall be moist at the time the concrete is poured.

2. Anchor lugs and curtain walls shall be formed to be continuous with the
channel lining~

3. Traverse joints for crack.control should be provided at approximately
20-foot intervals and when more than 45 minutes elapses between
consecutive concrete placements. All sections should be at least 6
feet long. Crack control joints ~ay be formed by using a 1/8-inch
thick removable template, by scoring or sawing to a depth of at least
3/4 inch or by an approved "leave-in" type insert.

Maintenance

Before permanent stabilization of the slope, the structure should be
inspected after each rainfall and damages to the slope or paved flume
repaired immediately. After the slope is stabilized, little maintenance
should be required.
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PAV£D FLUME

~ Plate ~.3~a
Source: VDH&T Road Designs and $:an~ard_s
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ENERGY DISSIPATOR

Source: VDH&T Road Desians and S~a~dards                   Pla=e 1.31b
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Isometric

ENERGY DISSIPATOR
(Continued)

Source: VDH&T Road Oesians and Standards                   Plate 1.31c
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Planning Considerations

The design of a channel cross-section and lining is based primarily upon the
volume and velocity of flow expected in the channel. If conditions are
appropriate, vegetated or riprap channels are generally preferred over
concrete. While concrete channels are efficient and easy to maintain, they
remove runoff so quickly that channel erosion, flooding and pollution often
result downstream. Stormwater conveyance channels that do not provide
treatment as required by Chapter 17-25, F.A.C. will require treatment
facilities before discharging to state waters.

Besides the primary design considerations of capacity and velocity, a number
of other important factors should be taken into account when selecting a
cross-section and lining. These factors include land availability,
compatibility with land use and surrounding environment, safety, maintenance
requirements, outlet conditions and stormwater treatment capability. For
these reasons SWALES (see SW BMP 3.04) are the preferred means of conveying
stormwater since they provide treatment of pollutants and allow
infiltration.

Vee-Shaped ditches are generally used where the quantity of water to be
handled is relatively small, such as along roadsides. A grass or sod lining
will suffice where velocities in the ditch are low. For steeper slopes
where high velocities are encountered, a concrete or bit~ninous concrete
lining may be appropriate.                                              .

Parabolic channels are often used where the quantity of water to be handl’ed
Ts larger and wher"e space is available for a wide, shallow channel with low
velocity flow. Riprap should be used where higher velocities are expected
and where some dissipation of energy (velocity) is desired. Combinations of
grass and riprap are also useful where there is a continuous low flow in the
channel.

Trapezoidal channels are often used where the quantity of water to be
carried is large and conditions require that it be carried at a relatively
high velocity. Trapezoidal ditches are generally lined with concrete or
riprap.

Outlet conditions for all channels should be considered. This is
particularly important for the transition from a man-made lining such as
concrete to a vegetative lining. Appropriate measures must be taken to
dissipate the energy of the flow to prevent scour of the receiving channel.

(See OUTLET PROTECTION, ES BMP 1.36).
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Desi ~n Criteria

Capacity.

Unless otherwise specified in local or state stormwater criteria, all
channels shall be designed to contain at least the peak flow from a 10 year
frequency storm. If channel flooding will cause inconvenience or property
damage, the minimum channel capacity should be increased to carry at least
25 year frequency storm. Where the consequences of channel flooding are
"severe", the capacity of the channel should be increased accordingly.

Velocity

Channels shall be designed so that the velocity of flow expected from a 10
year frequency storm shall not exceed the permissible velocity for the type
of lining used.

Grass-lined channels: Permissible velocities for grass-lined channels

are shown in Table 1.35a.

Riprap-lined channels: Riprap linings can be designed to withstand most
flow velocities by choosing a stable stone size. The procedure for
selecting a stable stone size for channels is contained in ES BMP 1.37,
RIPRAP.

Concrete-lined channels: Velocity is usually not a limiting factor in    ’
the design of concrete-lined channels; however, it should be kept in mind
that the flow velocity at the outlet of the paved section must not exceed
the permissible velocity of the receiving channel. The outlet must also be
stabilized to prevent erosion and scour. It may require energy
dissipaters.

The design water surface elevation of a channel receiving water from
diversions or-other tributary channels shall be equal to or less than the
design water surface elevation of the diversion or other tributary channel
at the point of intersection.

Cross-Sections

1) Channel cross-sections may be vee-shaped, parabolic or trapezoidal.
Typical vee-shaped, parabolic and trapezoidal cross-sections are shown
in Plate 1.35a. Parabolic cross-sections are closest to that of natural
channels. Trapezoidal cross-sections tend to revert to the parabolic
shape with time.

2) The top width of parabolic and vee-shaped, grass-lined channels shall
not exceed 30 feet, and the bottom width of trapezoidal, grass-lined
channels shall not exceed 15 feet unless multiple or divided waterways,
riprap center, or other means are provided to control meandering of low
flows.

R0071431

6- 403



TYPICAL WATERWAY CROSS-SECTIO~IS

Compacted Soi I

Typical Grass-Lined Ditch

TYPICAL VEE CROSS-SECTIONS

PARABOLIC WATERWAY CROSS-SECTION

W

3" dia. Weep
Hole, 8’ o.c.

Secti on A-A

TRAPEZOIDAL WATERWAY CROSS-SECTIONS
Pla=e

Source: Va SWCC
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Table 1.35a

PERMISSIBLE VELOCITIES GRASS-LINED CHANNELS

PERMISSIBLE

CHANNEL SLOPE LINING
VELOCITY*

0-5% Bermudagrass ¯ .6 ft/sec
..5 ft/sec

Bluestem (broomsedges) ¯ ..5 ft/sec

Grass-legume mixture

~i

. ..4 ft/sec

Sericea lespedeza . ..2.5 ft/sec

Annual lespedeza . ..2.5 ft/sec

Small grains ...... 2.5 ft/sec

(temporary)

............... 5 ft/sec
5-10% Bermudagrass

Bahia ...............
4 ft/sec

Bluestem (broomsedges) ............... 4 ft/sec

Grass-legume mixture ............... 3 ft/sec

For highly erodible soils, permissible velocities should be decreased 25%.
An erodibility factor (K) greater than 35 would indicate a highly erodible
soil. Erodibility factors (K-factors) for many Florida soils are listed in
Appendix 2-4 of this manual.

Channel Linings

Gras..__~s: The type of grass chosen shall be appropriate for the site
conditions; i.e., drainage tolerance, shade tolerance,
maintenance requirements,, permissible velocities, slope and soil
type. (See PERMANENT SEEDING, ES BMP 1.66).

Riprap: Riprap shall meet the design criteria set forth in RIPRAP, ES
BMP 1.37.

Concrete: Concrete channels shall be at least four inches thick and
meet applicable FDOT criteria.

R0071433
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Drainage (grass-lined channels)

Where there will be a base flow in grass-lined channels, a stone center, a
subsurface, or other suitable means of handle the base flow shall be
provided. Plate 1.35b shows typical cross-sections for stone center
channels. Refer to RIPRAP, ES BMP 1.37 to choose the correct stone size.

Outlet

The outlets of all channels shall be protected from erosion. (See OUTLET
PROTECTION, ES BMP 1.36).

Calculations

i) Peak runoff shall be calculated in accordance with the guidelines
contained in Chapter 5 of this manual.

2) Channel dimensions for roadside ditches and median channels shall be
determined in accordance with applicable design procedures outlined in
the FDOT Drainage Manual. Helpful design charts are also included in
that publication to aid in the design of concrete-lined channels for
many cross-sectional shapes.

3) Channel dimensions for parabolic, grass-lined channels may be determined
from the tables in Appendix 6-4.

4) A general "trial and error" procedure for designing channels using the~
Manning’s Equation and Continuity Equation is contained in SWALES (SW
BMP 3.04).

Construction Specifications

General

1) All trees, brush, stumps, roots, obstructions and other unsuitable
materials shall be removed and properly disposed of.

2) The channel shall be excavated or shaped to the proper grade and
cross-section.

3) All fills shall be well compacted to prevent unequal settlement.

4) Any excess soi.l shall be removed and properly disposed of.

Grass-lined channels

The method used to establish grass in the ditch or channel will depend upon
the severity of the conditions encountered. The methods available for grass
establishment are:

R0071434
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STONE-LINED WATERWAYS

W

Gravel Bedding

V-Shaped Waterway with Stone Center Drain
(Shaped by Mot:or Patrol)

1~~Gravel Bedding

Parabolic-Shaped Waterway with Stone Center Drain
(Shaped by Bulldozer}

Source: USDA-SCS                                            Plate 1.35b
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la) Seeding with straw mulch and tack coat.
b) Sprigging with bermudagrass.

2 ) Seeding with straw mulch and jute mesh or erosion netting.
3 ) Sodding.

Consult Table 1.35b to choose the correct grass establishment technique.
For each establishment technique, if any one of the four conditions is
exceeded, the next establishment technique below must be used.

TABLE 1.35b

GRASS ESTABLISHMENT ALTERNATIVES

Establishment Technique                    Conditions

la) Seeding with straw mulch and           1) Slopes less than 5%.
tack coat.                           2) Velocity less than 3 feet

ib) Establishing bermudagrass                 per second.
by sprigging.                          3) Majority of drainage can be

diverted away from channel
during gemination and
establishment.

4) Erosion-resistant soils.

2) Seeding with straw mulch and           I) Slopes less than 5%.
jute mesh or erosion netting.          2) Velocity less than 5 feet

per second.
3) Majority of drainage can

not be diverted away from
cha----nnel during gemination
and establishment.

4) Moderate erodible soil.

3) Soddin.g                              1) Slopes greater than 5%.
2) Velocity between 5 feet per

second and 6 feet per second.
3) Majority of drainage can not

be diverted away from chaff
during germination.

4) Highly erodible soil.

la) Seeding with straw mulch and tack coat. All seeding shall be done in
accordance with PERMANENT SEEDING. ES BMP 1.66. When mulching, use 2
tons/acre small grain straw with an acceptable tacking agent. Refer to
MULCHING, ES BMP 1.75.

b) Bermudagrass establishment by sprigging. Establish bermudagrass
in accordance with BERMUDAGRASS ESTABLISHMENT, ES BMP 1.68. Irrigation
water must be available during the first 4 weeks. Divert drainage away
from the channel during the first 3 weeks of the establishment period by
using temporary dikes, silt fencing, or straw bale barriers.
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2) ~ mulch and jute. mesh or_erosi~.    In
a                                       e ~~netting. If
using jute mesh, use only I ton/acre small grain straw, evenly
distributed. If using a light plastic or paper erosion netting, i-i/2 to
2 tons/acre of straw is appropriate. Care should be taken to staple the
mesh or netting according to specifications in MULCHING, ES BMP 1.75,
Nets and Mats. Excelsior blankets, used alone, are also acceptable
mulches for waterways.

3) Sodding. Sod shall be installed in accordance with SODDING, ES BMP
1.67.

Concrete-lined channels

Concrete-lined channels must be constructed in accordance with all applicable
FDOT specifications. Following is a sun~ary of those specifications provided
as a guide only:

i) The subgrade should be moist at the time the concrete is poured.

2) Traverse joints for crack control should be provided at approximately
20-feet intervals and when more than 45 minutes elapses between the times
of consecutive concrete placements. All sections should be at least 6
feet long. Crack control joints may be formed by using a l/B-inch thick.
removable template, by scoring or sawing to a depth of at least 3/4 inch
or by an approved "leave in" type insert.                             ~

3) Expansion joints shall be installed every 100 feet.

Riprap-lined channels

Riprap shall be installed in accordance with RIPRAP, ES BMP 1.37.

Maintenance

Grass-lined Channels

During the initial establishment, grass-lined channels should be repaired
immediately and grass re-established if necessary. After grass has become
established, the channel should be checked periodically to determine if the
grass is staying in place. If the channel is to be mowed, it should be done
in a manner that will not damage the grass.

Riprap-lined channels

Riprap-lined channels should bechecked periodically to ensure that scour
does not occur beneath the riprap layer. The channel should also be checked
to determine that the stones are not dislodged by the flow.
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Concrete-l~ned channels

Concrete-lined channels should be checked periodically to ensure that there
is no undermining of the channel, particu3ar attention should be paid to the
outlet of the channel. If scour is occurring at the outlet, appropriate
energy dissipation measures shall be taken.

Sediment deposition

I~ the channel is be3ow a high sediment-producing area, sediment should be
trapped before it enters the channel. If sediment is deposited in
grass-~ined channels, it should be removed promptl~ to prevent damage to the
grass. Sediment deposited in ~iprap and concrete-~ined channels shou3d be
removed when it reduces the capacit~ o~ the channel.



ES BMP 1.36

OUTLET PROTECTION

Definition

Structurally lined aprons or other acceptable energy dissipating devices
placed at the outlets of pipes or paved channel sections.

Purpose

To prevent scour at stormwater outlets and to minimize the potential for
downstream erosion by reducing the velocity of concentrated stormwater
flows.

Conditions Where Practice Applies

Applicable to the outlets of all pipes and paved channel sections where the
velocity of flow at design capacity of the outlet will exceed the
permissible velocity of the receiving channel or area. (See Table 1.36a).
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Plannin~ Considerations

The outlets of pipes and structurally lined channels are points of critical
erosion potential. Stormwater which is transported through man-made
conveyance systems at design capacity generally reaches a velocity which
exceeds the capacity of the receiving channel or area to resist erosion.
To prevent scour at stormwater outlets, a flow transition structure is
needed which will absorb the initial impact of the flow and reduce the flow
velocity to a level which will not erode the receiving channel or area.

The most commonly used device for outlet protection is a structurally lined
apron. These aprons are generally lined with riprap, grouted riprap or
concrete. They are constructed at a zero grade for a distance which is
related to the outlet flow rate and the tailwater level. Criteria for
designing such an apron are contained in this practice. Sample problems of
outlet protection design are contained in Appendix 1.36A.

1. Hydraulic Design of Energy Dissipators for Culverts and Channels,
Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 14, U.S. Department of
Transportation, Federal Highway Administration (70).

2. Hydraulic Design of Stillin~ Basins and Ener~ Dissipators,
Engineering Monograph No. 25, U.S. Department of the Interior - Bureau
of Reclamation (61).

3. Road Designs and Standards,’Virginia Department of Highways and
Transportation (76).

Design Criteria

Structurally lined aprons at the outlets of pipes and paved channel
sections shall be designed according to the following criteria:

PIPE OUTLETS

1. Tailwater depth: The depth of tailwater immediately below the
pipe outlet must be determined for the design capacity of the pipe.
Manning’s Equation may be used to determine tailwater depth (see
Chapter 5 of this manual). If the tailwater depth is less than half
the diameter of the outlet pipe, it shall be classified as a Minimum
Tailwater Condition. If the tailwater depth is greater than. half the
pipe diameter, it shall be classified as a Maximum Tailwater
Condition. Pipes which outlet onto flat areas with no defined channel
may be assumed to have a Minimum Tailwater Condition.
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3io A                            A

Plan

~~ Notes

_ I. Apron lining may be
riprap, grouted riprap

Pipe Outlet To Flat Area or concrete.
With No Defined Channel

2. La is the length of
the riprap apron as
calculated using
Plates 1.36d and
1.36e.

A A 3. d - 1.5 times the
mximum stone diameter
but not less ~an 6
inches.

Pipe Outlet To Well-Defined Channel

PIPE OUTLET CONDITIONS

Source: Va SWCC                                           Plate !.36a
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2. Apron length: The apron length shall be determined from the
~urves according to the tailwater condition:

Minimum Tailwater - Use Plate 1.36c.

Maximum Tailwater - Use Plate 1.36d.

3. Apron width: If the pipe discharges directly into a well-defined
channel, the apron shall extend across the channel bottom and up the
channel banks to an elevation one foot above the maximum tailwater
depth or to the top of the bank (whichever is less).

If the pipe discharges onto a flat area with no defined channel, the
width of the apron shall be determined as follows:

a. The upstream end of the apron, adjacent to the pipe, shall have a
width three times the diameter of the outlet pipe.

b. For a Minimum Tailwater Condition, the downstream end shall have a
width equal to the pipe diameter plus the length of the apron.

c. For a Maximum Tailwater Condition, the downstream end shall have a
width equal to the pipe diameter ’plus 0.4 times the length of the
apron.

4. Bottom grade: The apron shall be constructed with no slope along    ~
its length (0.0% grade). The invert elevation of the downstream end
of the apron shall be equal to the elevation of the invert of the
receiving channel. There shall be no overfall at the end of the
apron.

5. Side slopes: If the pipe discharges into a well-defined channel,
the side sl"opes of the channel shall not be steeper than 2:1
(Horizontal: Vertical).

6. Alignment: The apron shall be located so that there are no bends
in the horizontal alignment.

7. Materials: The apron may be lined with riprap, grouted riprap, or
concrete. The median size stone for riprap shall be determined from
the curves in Appendix 1.36A (Plates 1.36c and 1.36d) according to the
tailwater condition. The gradation, quality and placement of riprap
shall conform to ES BMP 1.37, RIPRAP.
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Table 1.36a

PERMISSIBLE VELOCITIES GRASS-LINED CHANNELS

PERMISS IBLE
CHANNEL SLOPE         LINING                                 VELOCITY*

0-5%              Bermudagrass ............... 6 ft/sec
Bahia ............... 5ft/sec
Bluestem (broomsedges) ............... 5 ft/sec
Grass-legume mixture ............... 4 ft/sec
Sericea lespedeza ............... 2.5 ft/sec
Annual lespedeza ............... 2.5 ft/sec
Small grains ............... 2.5 ft/sec

(temporary)

5-10%             Bermudagrass ............... 5 ft/sec
Bahia ............... 4 ft/sec
Bluestem (broomsedges) ............... 4 ft/sec
Grass-legume mixture ............... 3 ft/sec

*For highly erodible soils, decrease permissible velocities by 25%.

EARTH LININGS

Permissible
Soil Types                                            Velocity

Fine Sand (noncolloidal)                                        2.5 ft/sec
Sandy Loam (noncolloidal)                                       2.5 ft/sec
Silt Loam(noncolloidal)                                        3.0 ft/sec
Ordinary Firm Loam                                               3.5 ft/sec
Fine Gravel                                                    5.0 ft/sec
Stiff Clay (very colloidal)                                    5.0 ft/sec
Graded, Loam to Cobbles (noncolloidal)                          5.0 ft/sec
Graded, Silt to Cobbles (colloidal)                             5.5 ft/sec
Alluvial Silts (noncolloidal)                                   3.5 ft/sec
Alluvial Silts (colloidal)                                      5.0 ft/sec
Coarse Gravel (noncolloidal)                                     6.0 ft/sec
Cobbles and Shingles                                           5.5 ft/sec
Shales and Hard Pans                                             6.0 ft/sec

Source: Soil and Water Conservation Engineering, Schwab, et al., and
American Society of Civil Engineers.
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PAVED CHANNEL OUTLETS
(See Plate 1.36b)

i. The flow velocity at the outlet of paved channels flowing at design
capacity must not exceed the permissible velocity of the receiving
channel. (See Table 1.36a).

2. The end of the paved channel shall merge smoothly with the receiving
channel section. There shall be no overfall at the end of the paved
section. Where the bottom width of the paved channel is narrower than
the bottom width of the receiving channel, a transition section shall
be provided (see Plate 1.36b). The maximum side divergence of the
transition shall be 1 in 3F where:

F = g~ and

F = Froude number
V = Velocity at beginning of transition (ft./sec.)
d = depth of flow at beginning of transition (ft.)
g = 32.2 ft./sec.

3. Bends or curves in the horizontal alignment of the transition are not~
allowed unless the Froude number (F) is 1.0 or less, or the section is
specifically designed for turbulent flow.
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I

Paved Channel ~ Riprap Receiving
\ Transition Apron    Channel

Notes

1. Riprap apron reduces the flow velocity below the
permissible velocity of the natural receiving channel.

2. Transition side divergence is I in 3F, where

V
F - Froude Number = ~ , where

tV - Velocity at the beginning of the transition

d - De.~th of flow at the beginning of .the transition

g - 32.2 ft./sec.2

PAVED CHANNEL OUTLET

Source: Va SWCC                                           Plate 1.36b
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APPENDIX 1.36A

Sample Problems
Outlet Protection Design

,Example I

Given: An 18-inch pipe discharge 24 ft.3/sec, at design capacity
onto a grassy slope (no defined channel).

Find: The required length, width and median stone size (d50)
for a riprap-lined apron.

Solution: 1. Since the pipe discharges onto a grassy slope with no
defined channel, a Minimum Tailwater Condition may be
assumed.

2. From Plate 1.36c, an apron length (La) of 20 feet and a
median stone size (dBo) of 0.8 ft are determined.

3. The upstream apron width equals three times the pipe
diameter; 3 x 1.5 ft. = 4.5 ft.

4. The downstream apron width equals the apron length plus
the pipe diameter; 20 ft. + 1.5 ft. = 21.5 ft.

Example 2

Given: The pipe in example No. I discharges into a channel with a
triangular cross-section, 2 feet deep and 2:1 side slopes.
The channel has a 2%.slope and an "n" factor of .045.

Find: The required length, width and the median stone size (d50)
for a riprap lining.

Solution: I. Determine the tailwater depth using Manning’s Equation.

1.49 2/3 i/2
Q =-’~--’R    S    A

1.49 ( 2d    ) 2/3     1/2 2
(.02) (2d)24 = .045 2~2Z + 1

where,

d = depth of tailwater
d = 1.74 ft.*

*Since d is greater than half the pipe diameter, a Maximum
Tailwater Condition exists.

2. From Plate 1.36d, a median stone size (d56) of 0.5
ft. and an apron length of (La) of 41 ft. is determined.

3. The entire channel cross-section should be lined, since
the.maximum tailwater depth is within one foot of the top
of the channel.
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ES BMP 1.37

RIPRAP

Definition

A permanent erosion-resistant ground cover of large, loose, angular stone.

Purposes

i. To protect the soil surface from the erosive forces of concentrated

runoff.

2. To slow the velocity of concentrated runoff while enhancing the
potential for infiltration.

3. To stabilize slopes with seepage problems and/or non-cohesive soils.

Conditions Where Practice Applies

To soil-water interfaces where the soil conditions, water turbulence and
velocity, expected vegetative cover, etc., are such that the soil may erode
under the design flow conditions. Riprap may be used, as appropriate, at
stormdrain.outlets, on channel banks and/or bottoms, roadside ditches, drop
structures, at the toe of slopes, etc.



Plannin~ Considerations

Graded vs. Uniform Riprap

Riprap is classified as either graded or uniform. A sample of graded
riprap would contain a mixture of stones which vary in size from small
to large. A sample of uniform riprap would contain stones which are all
fairly close in size.

For most applications, graded riprap is preferred to uniform riprap.
Graded riprap forms a flexible self-healing cover, while uniform riprap
is more rigid and cannot withstand movement of the stones. Graded riprap
is cheaper to install, requiring only that the stones be dumped so that
they remain in a well-graded mass. Hand or mechanical placement of
individual stones is limited to that necessary to achieve the proper
thickness and line. Uniform riprap requires placement in a more or
less uniform pattern, requiring more hand or mechanical labor.

Riprap sizes can be designated by either the diameter or the weight of the
stones. It is often misleading to think of riprap in terms of diameter,
since the stones should be rectangular instead of spherical. However, it
is simpler to specify the diameter of an equivalent size of spherical stone.
Table 1.37a lists some typical stones by weight, spherical diameter and the
corresponding rectangular dimensions. These stone sizes are based upon an
assumed specific weight of 165 Ibs./ft.3.

Table 1.37a

SIZE OF RIPRAP STONES

Mean Spherical             Rectangular Shape
Weight (Ibs.)     Diameter (ft.)     Length (ft.) Width~ Height (ft.)

50           0.8           1.4         0.5
100                1.1                i. 75             O. 6
150                1.3                2.0              0.67
300                1.6                2.6              O. 9
500                1.9                3.0              1.0

1000                2.2                3.7              1.25
1500                 2.6                 4.7               1.5
2000                 2.75                5.4               I. 8
4000                 3.6                 6.0               2.0
6000                 4.0                 6.9               2.3
8000                 4.5                 7.6               2.5

20000                 6.1                10.0               3.3

Since graded riprap consists of a variety of stone sizes, a method is
needed to specify the size range of the mixture of stone. This is done
by specifying a diameter of stone in the mixture for which some percentage,
.by weight will be smaller. For example, d85 refers to a mixture of
stones in which 85% of the stone by weight would be smaller than the
diameter specified. Most designs are based on dso. In other words,
the design is based on the average size of stone in the mixture.
Table 1.37b lists Virginia Department of Highways and Transportation

(VDH&T) standard graded riprap sizes by diameter and weight of the stone.



Table 1.37b

GRADED RIPRAP

Mean
D15 Spherical DSO Spherical

Riprap Class D15 Weight (Ibs) Diameter (ft.) Diameter (ft.)

Class I 50 0.8 1.1

Class II 150 1.3 1.6

Class Ill 500 1.9 2.2

Type I 1500 2.6 2.8

Type II 6000 4.0 4.5

Sequence of Construction

Since riprap is used where erosion potential is high, construction must be
sequenced so that the riprap is put in place with the minimum possible
delay. Disturbance of areas where riprap is to be placed should be
undertaken only when final preparation and placement of the riprap can
follow immediately behind the initial disturbance. Where riprap is used
for outlet protection, the riprap should be placed before or in conjunction
with the construction of the pipe or channel so that it is in place when
the pipe or channel begins to operate.

Design Criteria

Gradation

The riprap shall be composed of a well-graded mixture down to the one-inch
size particle such that 50% of the mixture by weight shall be larger than

-the d50 size as determined from the design procedure. A well-graded
mixture as used herein is defined as a mixture composed primarily of the
larger stone sizes but with a sufficient mixture of other sizes to fill the
p~ogressively, smaller voids between the stones. The diameter of the
largest stone size in such a mixture shall be 1.5 times the dso size.

The designer, after determining the riprap size that will be stable under
the flow conditions, shall consider that size to be a minimum size and
then, based on riprap gradations actually available in the area, select the
size or sizes that equal or exceed the minimum size. The possibility of
damage by children shall be considered in selecting a riprap size,
especially if there is nearby water to toss the stones into.

Thickness

The minimum thickness of the riprap layer shall be 1.5 times the maximum
stone diameter but not less than 6 inches.
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Quality of Stone

Stone for riprap shall consist of field stone or rough unhewn quarry stone
of approximately rectangular shape. The stone shall be hard and angular
and of such quality that it will not disintegrate on exposure to water or
weathering and it shall be suitable in all other respects for the purpose
intended. The specific gravity of the individual stones shall be at least
2.5.

Rubble concrete may be used provided it has a density of at least 150
pounds per cubic foot, and otherwise meets the requirements of this
ES BMP Section.

Riprap at Outlets

Design criteria for sizing the stone and determining the dimensions of
riprap pads at the outlet of drainage structures are contained in
STORMDRAIN OUTLET PROTECTION (ES BMP 1.36).

Riprap for Channel Stabilization

Riprap for channel stabilization shall be designed to be stable for the
condition of bank-full flow in the reach of channel being stabilized. The
design procedure in Appendix 1.37A, which is extracted from the Federal
Highway Administration’s Design of Stable Channels with Flexible Linings .
(69) shall be used.

Riprap size to be used in a channel bend shall extend upstream from the
point of curvature and downstream from the point of tangency a distance of
at least 5 times the channel bottom width. The riprap shall extend across
the bottom and up both sides of the channel.

Where riprap is used only for bank protection and does not extend across
the bottom of the channel, riprap shall be keyed into the bottom of the
channel to a minimum depth equal to the thickness of the blanket and shall

extend across the bottom of the channel the same distance. (See Plate
1.37a).

Riprap for Slope Stabilization

Riprap for slope stabilization shall be designed so that the natural angle
of repose of the stone mixture is greater than’the gradient of the slope
being stabilized (see Plate 1.37d).
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TOE REQUIREMENTS FOR RIPRAP BANK PROTECTION

T Min.

Source: VDH&T                                                Plate 1.37a

Filter Blankets

A filter blanket is a layer of material placed between the riprap and the
underlying soil surface to prevent soil movement into or through the riprap.

A filter blanket can be of two general .forms: a gravel layer or a plastic
filter cloth. A determination of the need for a filter blanket is made by
comparing particle sizes of the overlying material and the base material in
accordance with the criteria below:

Gravel filter blanket: The following relationships must exist:

d15 filter< 5 < dl~ filter < 40_
d85 base        d15 base

and,

dso filter < 40
d50 base

In these relationships, filter refers to the overlying material and base
refers to the underlying material. The relationships must hold between the
filter material and the base material and between the riprap and the filter
material. In same cases, more than one layer of filter material may be
needed. Each layer of filter material should be approximately 6 inches
thick.

Plastic filter ¢leth: Plastic filter cloth may be used in place of or in
conjunction with gravel filters. The following particle size relationships
must exist:
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I. For filter cloth adjacent to granular materials containing 50 percent
or less (by weight), of fine particles (less than 0.074 mm):

a. d85 base (mm)         > 1
EOS* filter cloth (mm)

b. Total open area of filter is less
than 36 percent.

2. For filter cloth adjacent to all other soils:

a. EOS* less than U.S. Standard Sieve No. 70.
b. Total open area of filter is less than 10 percent.

No filter cloth should be used with less than 4 percent open area or an
EOS* less than U.S. Standard Sieve No. 100.

*EOS - Equivalent Opening Size to a U.S. Standard Sieve Size.

Filter blankets should always be provided where seepage from underground
sources threatens the stability of the riprap. No filter blanket is
required for riprap used for storm drain outlet protection.

Construction Specifications

Sub~rade Preparation: The subgrade for the riprap or filter shall be
prepared to the requlred lines and grades. Any fill required in the
subgrade shall be compacted to a density approximating that of the
surrounding undisturbed material. Brush, trees, stumps and other
objectionable material shall be removed.

Filter Blanket: Placement of the filter blanket should be done
immediately after slope preparation. For granular filters the stone should
be spread in a uniform layer to the specified depth. Where more than one
layer of filter material is used, the layers should be spread so that there
is minimal.mixing of the layers.

For plastic filter clothes, the cloth should be placed directly on the
prepared slope. The edges of the sheets should overlap by at least 12
inches. Anchor pins, 15 inches long, should be spaced every 3 feet along
the overlap. The upper and lower ends of the cloth should be buried a
minimum of 12 inches deep. Care should be taken not to damage the cloth
when placing the riprap. If damage occurs, that sheet should be removed
and replaced. For large stone (12 inches or greater), a 4-inch layer of
gravel may be necessary to prevent damage to the cloth.

Stone Placement: Placement of riprap should follow in~nediately after
placement of the filter. The riprap should be placed so that it produces a
dense well-graded mass of stone with a minimum of voids. The desired
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distribution of stones throughout the mass may be obtained by selective
loading at the quarry, controlled dumping of successive loads during final
placing, or by a combination of these methods. The riprap should be placed
to its full thickness in one operation. The riprap should not be placed in
layers. The riprap should not be placed by dumping into chutes or similar
methods which are likely to cause segregation of the various stone sizes.
Care should be taken not to dislodge the underlying material when placing
the stones.

The finished slope should be free of pockets of small stone or clusters of
large stones. Hand placing may be necessary to achieve the required grades
and a good distribution of stone sizes. Final thickness of the riprap
blanket should be within plus or minus i/4 of the specified thickness.

Maintenance

Once a riprap installation has been completed, it should require very
little maintenance. It should, however, be inspected periodically to
determine if high flows have caused scour beneath the riprap or dislodged
any of the stone. If repairs are needed, they should be accomplished
immediately.
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APPENDIX 1.37A

RIPRAP DESIGN IN CHANNEL

The design method described below is adapted from Hydraulic Engineering
Circular No. 15 of the Federal Highway Administration. It is applicabl~ to
both straight and curved sections of channel where the flow is tangent to
the bank of the channel.

Tangent Flow - Federal Highway Administration Method

This design method determines a stable rock size for straight and curved
sections of channels. It is assumed that the shape, depth of flow, and
slope of the channel are known. A stone size is chosen for the maximum
depth of flow. If the sides of the channel are steeper than 3:1, the stone
size must be modified accordingly. The final design size will be stable on
both the sides of the channel and the bottom.

I. Enter Plate 1.37b with the maximum depth of flow (feet) and channel
slope (feet/foot). Where the two lines intersect, choose the d50
size of stone. (Select the dso for the diagonal line abov~e the
point of intersection.)

2. If channel side slopes are steeper than 3:1, continue with step 3; if
not, the procedure is complete.

3. Enter Plate 1.37c with the side slope and the base width to maximum
depth ratio (B/d). Where the two lines intersect, move horizontally
left to read KI.

4. Determine from Plate 1.37d the angle of repose for the d50 size of
stone and the side slope of the channel. (Use 42° for d50 greater
than 1.0’+. Do not use riprap on slopes steeper than the angle of
repose fo~ the size of stone.)

5. Enter Plate 1.37e with the side Slope of the channel and the angle of
repose for the d50 size of stone. Where the two lines intersect,
move vertically down to’ read K2.

6. Compute d50x K1/K2 = d’50 to determine the correct size
stone for the bottom and side slopes of straight sections of channel.

For Curved Sections of Channel

1. Compute the radius of the curve (Ro), measured at the outside edge of
the bottom.

2. Compute the ratio of the top width of the water surface (Bs) to the
radius of the curve (Ro), Bs/Ro.

3. Enter Plate 1.37f with the ratio Bs/Ro. Move vertically until the
curve is intersected. Move horizontally left to read K3.
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4. Compute d’50 x K3 = d50c to determine the correct size stone
for bottom and side slopes of curved sections of channel.

Example Problem

Given:

A trapezoidal channel 3 feet deep, 8 feet bottom, 2:1 side slopes, and a 2%
slope.

Calculate:

A stable riprap size for the bottom and side slopes of the channel.

Solution:

1. From Plate 1.37b, for a 3-foot-deep channel on a 2% grade, dSO =

0.75 feet or 9 inches.

2. Since the side slopes are steeper than 3:1, continue with step 3.

3. From Plate 1.37c, B/d = 8/3 = 2.67, Z = 2, K1 = 0.82.

4. From Plate 1.37d, for dso : 9 inches, 0 : 41°.

5. From Plate 1.37e, for Z : 2 and 0 = 41°, K2 = 0.73.

6. d50 x KI/K2 = d’50 : 0.75 x 0.82/0.73 = 0.84 feet.

0.84 feet x 12 inches _ 10.08. Use d’50 : 10 inches.
1 foot

Given:

The preceding channel has a curved section with a radius of 50 feet.

Calculate:

A stable riprap size for the bottom and side slopes of the curved section of
channel.
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Solution:

i. Ro = 30 inches.

2. Bs/Ro = 20/30 = 0.67

3. From Plate 1.37f, for Bs/Ro = 0.67, K3 = 1.4

4. d’50 x K3 = d50c = 0.84 x 1.4 = 1.2 feet

1.2 feet x 12 inches - 14.4 inches
i foot
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Source: VDH&T Drainage Manual                           Plate 1.37e

R0071461

6- 4~3



Surface
Mean Radius of Bend

0              0.2              0.4             0.5               ~.B              ,.0
BS/Ro

RJ~TIO OF MAXIMUM BOUNDARY SMEAR IN BENDS TO ~IAXIMUM BOTTOt~
SHEAR iN STRAIGHT REACHES

Source: VDH&T Drainage Manual                             Plat~ 1.37f

434



ES BMP 1.38

CHECK DAMS

Definition

Small temporary dams constructed across a swale or drainage ditch.

Purpose

To reduce the velocity of concentrated stormwater flows, thereby reducing
erosion of the swale or ditch. This practice also traps small amounts of
sediment generated in the ditch itself. However, this is not a sediment
trapping practice and should not be used as such.

Conditions Where Practice Applies

This practice is limited to use in small open channels which drain 10 acres
or less. It should not be used in a live stream. They are especially
applicable to sloping sides where the gradient of waterways is close to the
maximum for a grass lining. Some specific applications include:

i. Temporary ditches or swales which, because of their short length of
service, cannot receive a non-erodible lining but still need some
protection to reduce erosion.
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i. Permanent ditches or swales which for some reason cannot receive a
permanent non-erodible lining for an extended period of time.

2. Either temporary or permanent ditches or swales which need protection
during the establishment of grass linings.

Plannin~ Considerations

Check dams can be constructed of either stone or logs. Log check dams are
more economical from the standpoint of material costs, since logs can
usually be salvaged from clearing operations. However, log check dams
require more time and hand labor to install. Stone for check dams, on the
other hand, must generally be purchased. However, this cost is offset
somewhat by the ease of installation.

If stone check dams are used in grass-lined channels which will be mowed,
care should be taken to remove all the stone from the dam when the dam is
removed. This should immediately include any stone which has washed
downstream.

Since log check dams are embedded in the soil, their removal will result in
more disturbance of the soil than will removal of stone check dams.
Consequently, extra care should be taken to stabilize the area when log
dams are used in permanent ditches or swales.

Specifications

No formal design is required for a ch~ck dam; however, the following
criteria should be adhered to when specifying check dams.

The drainage area of the ditch or swale being protected should not exceed
10 acres. The maximum height of the check dam should be 2 feet. The
center of the check dam must be at least 6 inches lower than the outer
edges (see Plate 1.38a). The cross-sections of the dams should be as shown
in Plates 1.38a and 1.38b, respectively, for logs and stone. The maximum
spacing between the dams should be such that the toe of the upstream dam is
at the same elevation as the top of the downstream dam. (See Plate
1.38c).

Stone check dams should be constructed of FDOT Aggregate No. I (2- to
3-inch stone). The stone should be placed according to the configuration
in Plate 1.38b. Hand or mechanical placement will be necessary to achieve
complete coverage of the ditch or swale and to insure that the center of
the dam is lower than the edges.

Log check dams should be constructed of 4- to 6-inch logs salvaged from
clearing operation site, if possible. The logs should be embedded into the
soil at least 18 inches. The 6-inch lower height required at the center
can be achieved either by careful placement of the logs or by cutting the
logs after they are in place.
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LOG CHECK DAM

Source: Va SWCC                                           Plate 1.38a

ROCKCHECK DAM

FDOT No. i ~ ~ �

flOW " "~ "     ’~    _<~. 24"

Source: Va SWCC Plate 1.38b
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Logs and/or brush should be placed on t~e downstream side of tne dam to
prevent scour during high flows.

Sediment Removal

While this practice is not intended to be used primarily for sediment
trapping, some sediment will accumulate behind the check dams. Sediment
should be removed from behind the check dams when it has accumulated to
one half of the original height of the dam.

L = The distance such that points
A and B are of equal elevation

SPACING BETWEEN CHECK DAMS

Plate 1.38c
Source: Va SWCC

Removal,

Check dams must be removed when
their useful life has been completed. In

temporary ditches and swales, check dams should be removed and the ditch
filled in when it is no longer needed. In permanent structures, check
dams should be removed when a permanent lining can be installed. In the
case of grass-lined ditches, check dams should be removed when the grass
has matured sufficiently to protect the ditch or swale. The area beneath
the check dams should be seeded and mulched or sodded (depending upon
velocity) immediately after they are removed.

Maintenance

Check dams should be checked for sediment accumulation after each signi-

ficant rainfall. Sediment should be removed when it reaches one-half of
the original height or before.

Regular inspections should be made to insure that the center of the dam
is lower than the edges. Erosion caused by high flows around the edges
of t~e dam should be corrected immediately.
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ES BMP 1.39

WATERWAY DROP STRUCTURE

Definition

A permanent structure or series of structures designed to set up the flow
of water down a slope without causing erosion of the channel.

Purpose

To prevent channel erosion of waterways by preventing high velocity flows
in moderately steep channels.

Conditions Where Practice Applies

i. In man-made channels which must traverse long, relatively steep slopes
without large increases in the flow velocity.

2. In natural channels which have long or relatively steep sections and
which, as a result of construction activities, are expected to
experience channel erosion problems.
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Plannin) Considerations

Waterway drop structures are expensive permanent structures and
consequently should be designed by a qualified engineer.

When locating the structure, attention should be given to changed water
elevations which will result and their effect upon adjacent areas.

Waterway drop structures of this type are most cost-effective where the
design flow is i00 cfs or greater and the drop in elevation across the
structure is less than I0 feet.

Chapter 6 of the SCS Engineering Field Hanual contains criteria for
selecting the type of structure.

Oesign Criteria

Waterway drop structures should either be designed on an individual basis
by a qualified engineer or constructed from standard plans which may be
obtained, for structures with a drop of up to 9 feet, from USDA-Soil
Conservation Service. In general, however, the structure should adhere to
the following criteria:

Location

Waterway drop structures should be located on reasonably straight sections
of channel, with no upstream or downstream curves within I00 feet of the ’"
structure. It is often necessary to straighten the channel alignment so
that it merges smoothly with the existing channel. This will lessen the
likelihood of scour in channel.

The site of the structure should be one that provides a stable foundation.
The foundation material should have sufficient strength to support the
structure and to resist sliding and piping. The foundation material
should also be relatively homogeneous to prevent uneven settling.

Capacity

The structure should be designed to pass. the peak rate of runoff from a
lO-year storm. If the consequences from the failure of the structure will
be severe, the design rate of flow should be increased accordingly. The
maximum design flow should not exceed 1000 cfs (see Plate 1.3ga).

Dimensions

Refer to Plate 1.39b. The width W, and the depth of flow d, over the weir,
should be those necessary to achieve the design flow. A minimum freeboard
of 6 inches should be allowed between the design high water and the top of
the structure. The maximum drop H should not exceed 10 feet.

The downstream apron of the structure should extend at zero grade far
enough downstream to prevent scour of the channel. The length of the apron
can be calculated by the following equation:
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Section A-A

6" L = 0.75(H÷d÷0.5’)÷H
!

H " ~    1

I ~ Plan ,/~

H+d+3.5’
.L/--- Reinforced Concrete

A

WATERWAY DROP STRUCTUR£:     DETAILS

Source: Soil and Water Conservation ~n~ineerin~,          Plate i.~gb
Schwab e:. al.



L = 0.75 (H + d) + H

where,

L = the length of the apron
H = the drop in elevation across the structure
d = the depth of flow across the weir plus 7 inches

The headwall extensions should extend a distance of (H + d + 3’) on either
side of the weir. The wing walls should project out from the channel at a
45° angle at a distance of 2.25d. (See Plate 1.39b).

Embankment

Depending upon the topography, an earthen embankment may need to be
constructed in conjunction with the waterway, drop structure to direct the
flow of water to the spillway of the structure. The embankment should be a
minimum of 6 inches higher than the top of the structure. The top width of
the embankment should correspond to the width of the structure. (See Plate
1.39a). Side slopes of the embankment should not be steeper than 2:1.

Materials

The waterway drop structure shall be constructed of 6-inch thick reinforced
concrete. Reinforcing of the structure shall be in accordance with
accepted engineering practice. Standard plans for reinforcing can be
obtained from the USDA-Soil Conservation Service.

Construction Specifications

1. All runoff should Be diverted away from the swale, if possible, during
construction.

2. The foundation of the structure shall be well compacted and free of
roots, rocks, organic matter and other objectionable material.

3. Pouring of concrete for the structure shall be done in a continuous
operation.

4. Backfill around the structure shall be hand-compacted in 4-inch
layers.

5. The embankment shall be constructed according to the specifications
for sediment basin embankments (Std. & Spec. 1.26).

6. The embankment and all other disturbed areas shall be seeded within 15
days of construction.

7. All necessary precautions shall be taken to prevent excess erosion and
sedimentation during constructi.on of the structure.
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Maintenance

Once the waterway drop structure has been established and the area around
it stabilized, maintenance should be minimal. Immediately after
construction~ however, the channel should be checked for scour above and
below the structure. The embankment should be checked to insure that
vegetation is well established. The structure itself should be checked for
cracking of the concrete, uneven settlement, and piping around the
structure.



ES BMP 1.40

LEVEL SPREADER

Definition

An outlet for dikes and diversions consisting of an excavated depression
constructed at zero grade across a slope whereby concentrated runoff may be
discharged at non-erosive velocities onto undisturbed area stabilized by
existing vegetation.

Purpose

To convert concentrated runoff to sheet flow and release it onto area
stabilized by existing vegetation.

Conditions Where Practice Applies

Where sediment-free storm runoff is intercepted and diverted away from
graded areas onto undisturbed stabilize~l areas. This practice applies ~
in those situations where the spreader can be constructed on undisturbed
soil and the area below the level lip is stabilized by natural vegetation.
The water should not be allowed to reconcentrate after release.
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Plannin~ Considerations

The TEHPORARY DIUERSION DIKE (ES BHP 1.15) and the TEHPORARY RIGHT-OF- WA~Y
DIUERSION (ES BHP 1.17) each call for a stable outlet for concentrated
stormwater flows. The Level Spreader can be used for this purpose provided
the runoff is relatively free of sediment. If properly constructed, the
Level Spreader will significantly reduce the velocity of concentrated
stormwater and spread it uniformly over a stable undisturbed area.

This practice is relatively easy and inexpensive to install. However,
particular care must be taken during construction tO insure that the lower
lip of the structure is level. If there are any depressions in the lip,
flow will tend to concentrate at these points and erosion will occur,
resulting in failure of the outlet. Regular maintenance is essential for
this practice.

Desi)n Criteri~

No formal design is required. The following criteria must be met:

Length

Spreader Length will be determined by estimating the flow expected from a
lO-year storm (QIO), and selecting the appropriate length from the
following table:

Design Flow, QIO             Minimum Length
(CFS)               (FEET)

0 - 10 10

10 - 20 20

20 - 30 30

30 - 40
40

40 - 50 50

Width

The minimum acceptable width shall be 6 feet. (See Plate 1.40a).

The depth of the level spreader as measured from the lip shall be at least
6 inches. The depth shall be uniform across the entire length of the
measure.
(See Plate 1.40a).

Grad~e

I. The grade of the channel for the last 20 feet of the dike or diversion
entering the level spreader shall be less than or equal to i%. (See
Plate 1.40a).
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2. The grade of the level spreader shall be 0%.

i~--- Undisturbed Soil

Section A-A

0% Channel G

Maximum Grade of I% for a
Transition of 15’ Minimum

Diversion or Dike

LEVEL SPREADER

Source: Va SWCC                                           Plate 1.40a

Outlet

The release of the stormwater will be over the level lip onto an undis-
turbed stabilized area. The level lip should be of uniform height and
zero grade over the length of the spreader.

Construction Specifications

1. Level spreaders must be constructed on undisturbed soil (not fill
material).

2. The entrance to the spreader must be shaped in such a manner as to
insure that runoff enters directly onto the 0% channel.
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3. The level lip shall be constructed on zero percent grade to insure
uniform spreading of storm runoff.

4. The released runoff must outlet onto undisturbed stabilizedareas in
sheet flow and not be allowed to reconcentrate below the structure.

Maintenance

The measure shall be inspected after every rainfall and repairs made if
required. The contractor should avoid the placement of any material on and
prevent construction traffic across the structure. If the measure is
damaged by construction traffic, it shall be repaired immediately.



ES BMP 1.50

SUBSURFACE DRAIN

Definition

A perforated conduit such as pipe, tubing or tile installed beneath the
ground to intercept and convey ground water.

Purposes

i. To prevent sloping soils from becoming excessively wet and subject to
sloughing.

2. To improve the quality of the growth medium in excessively wet areas
by lowering the water table.

3. To drain stormwater detention areas or structures.

Conditions Where Practice Applies

Wherever excess water must be removed from the soil. The soil must be dee)
and permeable enough to allow an effective system to be installed. Either
a gravity outlet must be available or pumping must be provided. These
standards do not apply to foundation drains.



Plannin~ Considerations

Subsurface drainage systems are of two types: relief drains and
interceptor drains. Relief drains are used either to lower the water table
in order to improve the growth of vegetation, or to remove surface water.
They are installed along a slope and drain in the direction of the slope.
They can be installed in a gridiron pattern, a herringbone pattern, or a
random pattern (see Plate 1.50a).

Interceptor drains are used to remove water as it seeps down a slope, to
prevent the soil from becoming saturated and subject to slippage. They are
installed across a slope and drain to the side of the slope. They usually
consist of a single pipe or series of single pipes instead of a patterned
layout (see Plate 1.50b).

Design Criteria

Location

Tree roots can often clog subsurface drain systems. Consequently,
subsurface drains should be located such that there are no trees within 50
feet of the drain.

Relief drains - Relief drains should be located through the center of
wet areas. They should drain in the same direction as the slope.        ,

Interceptor drains - Interceptor drains should be located on the uphill
side of wet areas. They should be installed across the slope and drain to
the side of the slope.

Capacity of Drains

The required capacity of a subsurface drain depends upon its use.

Relief drains - Relief drains installed in a uniform pattern should
remove a minimum of i inch of groundwater in 24 hours (0.042 cfs/acre).
The design capacity must be increased accordingly to accommodate any
surface water which enters directly into the system (Plate 1.50d).

Interceptor drains or relief drains in a random pattern - Interceptor
drains or relief drains installed in a random pattern should remove a
minimum of 1.5 cfs/1000 feet of length. This value should be increased for
sloping land according to the values in Table 1.50a. In addition, if a
flowing spring or surface water enters directly into the system, this flow
must be accommodated and the design capacity must be increased accordingly
to take care of this flow (Plate 1.50d).



Table 1.50a

WATER REMOVAL RATES FOR SLOPING LAND

Land Slope                        Water Removal Rate

2 - 5%                        1.65 cfs/lO00 ft.
6 - 12%                         1.80 cfs/lO00 ft.
> 12%                         1.95 cfs/lO00 ft.

Size of Drains

Subsurface drains should be sized for the required capacity using Plates
1.50f to 1.50h in Appendix 1.50A. The minimum diameter for a subsurface
drain shall be 4 inches.

Depth and Spacin~

Relief drains - Relief drains installed in a uniform pattern should
have equal spacing between drains and the drains should be at the same
depth. Maximum depth is limited by the allowable load on the pipe, depth
to impermeable layers in the soil, and outlet requirements. The minimum
depth is 24 inches under normal conditions. Twelve inches is acceptable
where the drain will not be subject to equipment loading or frost action.
Spacing between drains is dependent on soil permeability and the depth of
the drain. In general, however, a depth of 3 feet and a spacing of 50 feet
will be adequate. A more economical system may be designed, if the
necessary information is available, by using the equations found in
Appendix 1.50A.

Interceptor drain - The depth of installation of an interceptor drain
is influenced mainly by the depth to which the water table is to be
lowered. The maximum depth is limited by the allowable load on the pipe
and the depth to an impermeable layer. Minimum depth should be the same as
for relief drains.

One interceptor drain is usually sufficient. However, if multiple drains
are to be used, determining the required spacing can be difficult. The
best approach is to install.the first drain--then if seepage or high water
table problems occur downslope, install an additional drain a suitable
distance downslope. This distance can be calculated from equations found
in Appendix 1.50A.

Velocity and Grade

The minimum velocity required tO prevent silting is 1.4 ft./sec. The line
should be graded to achieve at least this velocity. Steep grades should be
avoided, however. Table 1.50b lists maximum velocities for various soil
textures.



SUBSURFACE DRAIN LAYOUTS

Ou:le:

Parallel Pa~:ern La:eral ~ Main

Source:
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Table 1.50b

MAXIMUM VELOCITIES FOR VARIOUS SOIL TEXTURES

Maximum
Soil Texture Velocity - ft./sec.

Sandy and Sandy Loam 3.5
Silt and Silt Loam 5.0
Silty Clay Loam 6.0
Clay and Clay Loam 7.0
Coarse Sand or Gravel 9.0

Envelopes and Filters

Envelopes or filters shall be used around all drains for proper bedding and
improved flow of groundwater into the drain. The envelope shall consist of
3 inches of FDOT No. 68 aggregate placed completely around the drain (see
Plate 1.50c).

Where high concentrations of silt and fine sand are encountered, a filter
should be used instead of an envelope. The filter shall consist of 3
inches of FDOT No. 9 aggregate placed completely around the drain.

Plastic filter clothes can be used instead of granular filters. Filter
cloths should be used with a gravel envelope as shown in Plate 1.50c.       .

I I’DOT NO. 9 Coarse~ I
Aggregate

or
I~I)OT No. 68 Coarse

3 Aggregate with     3" ~’"
Plastic Filter Cloth

F̄DOT No. 6S Coarse Aggregate

Envelope                                         Fi I ter

DRAINAGE ENVELOPES AND FILTERS

Source: USDA-SCS Plate 1.5Oc

Surface Water

Plate 1.50d shows two types of surface water inlets. The grated inlet
should not be used where sediment might be a problem.
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SURFACZ I;~LZTS

Sod or    FDOT No. 1 Coarse Sod
Aggregate

~-:-

Natural Inlet Grated Inlet

Source: USDA-SCS Plate 1.50d

Outlet

The outlet of the subsurface drain shall empty into a stabilized channel
or other watercourse which will remove the water from the outlet. It
shall be above the mean water level in the receiving channel. It shall
be protected #rom erosion, undermining, damage from periods of
submergence, and the entry of small animus into the drain.

The outlet shall consist of a 10-foot section of corrugated metal, cast
iron, or steel pipe without perforations. No envelope material shall be
used around the pipe. At least two-thirds of the outlet pi.pe length
shall be buried.

Materials

Acceptable materials for subsurface drains include perforated, continuous
closed-joint conduits of corrugated plastic, concrete, corrugated metal,
asbestos cement, and bituminized fiber. The strength and durability of
the pipe shall meet the requirements of the site in accordance with the
manufacturer’s specifications.
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Construction Specifications

1. The trench shall be constructed on a continuous grade with no reverse
grades or low spots.

2. Soft or yielding soils under the drain shall be stabilized with gravel
or suitable material.

3. Deformed, warped, or otherwise unsuitable pipe shall not be used.

4. Envelopes or filter material shall be placed as specified with at
least 3 inches of material on all sides of the pipe.

5. Backfilling shall be done immediately after placement of the pipe. No
sections of pipe should remain uncovered overnight or during a
rainstorm. Backfill material shall be placed in the trench in such a
manner that the drain pipe is not displaced or damaged.

6. The outlet section of the drain shall consist of at least 10 feet of
non-perforated corrugated metal, cast iron or steel pipe. At least
two-thirds of its length shall be buried.

Maintenance

1. Subsurface drains should be checked periodically to insure that they
are free-flowing and not clogged with sediment.

2. The outlet should be kept clean and free of debris.

3. Surface inlets should be kept open and free of sediment and other
debris.

4. Trees located too close to a subsurface drain often clog the system
with their roots. If a drain becomes clogged, relocate the drain or
remove the trees.

5. Where drains are crossed by heavy vehicles, the line should be checked
to insure that it is not crushed.



APPENDIX 1.50A

Subsurface drains are not generally designed to flow under pressure and the
hydraulic gradient is parallel with the grade line. Consequently, the flow
is considered to be open channel and Manning’s Equation can be used. The
required drain size can be determined by the following procedure:

1. Determine the flow the drain must carry.
2. Determine the gradient of the drain.
3. From Table 1.50c, determine n for the type of drain pipe to be used.

Choose the correct Plate 1.50e-1.50g for the n just determined.
4. Enter the appropriate plate with the gradient of the pipe and the flow

in the pipe. The intersection of the two lines must be to the right of
the line for 1.4 ft./sec. If it is not, increase the gradient or flow
capacity or both.

Example 1

Given:

A random subsurface drain is to be installed on a 1.0% grade, 700 feet in
length, and using corrugated plastic pipe.

Calculate:

The required size of the drain pipe.

Solution:

From the Std. and Spec., the required capacity of the pipe is 1.5 ft.3/sec.
1000 ft.

Capacity = 700 x 1.5 ft.3Xsec. 1.05 ft.3/sec.
1000

From Table 1.50c, n 0.015 for corrugated plastic pipe.

From Plate 1.50f, choose an 8-inch pipe.

Example 2

Given:

A relief drain installed in a gridiron pattern, of 8 laterals, 500 feet long,
0.5% grade, and 50 feet on centers. A main 400 feet in length on a 0.5%
grade will connect to the laterals. Use bituminized fiber pipe for the main
and laterals.

Calculate:

The required size of the drain pipe.
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Solution:

The drainage area for each lateral is 25 feet on either side of the pipe
times the length, therefore,

50 ft. x 500 ft. - 0.57 acre
43,560 ft.2/acre

From the Std. & Spec., the drains must remove 1 inch of water in 24 hours or
0.042 ft.3/sec./acre.

0.042 ft.3/sec./acre x 0.57 acre = 0.02 ft.3/sec.

From Table 1.50c, n = 0.013 for bituminized fiber pipe.

From Plate 1.50e, a 4-inch pipe must be used for the laterals.

The first 25 feet of the main will drain 25 feet on either side of the pipe.
The remaining 375 feet will drain only 25 feet on the side opposite from the
laterals. In addition, the main will drain the laterals.

Drainage from the main:

25 ft. x 50 ft.    375 ft. x 25 ft.
+                 = 0.24 acre

43,560 ft.2/acre 43,560 ft.2/acre

Drainage from laterals:

8 x 0.57 acre = 4.56 acre

Total = 0.24 + 4.56 = 4.8 acre

Required capacity:

0.042 ft.3/sec./acre x 4.8 acre = 0.20 ft.3/sec.

From Plate 1.50e, choose a 5-inch pipe for the main.

Table 1.50c

"n" VALUES FOR SUBSURFACE DRAIN PIPES

Composition of Pipe or Tubin~                  "n" Values

Asbestos Cement                            0.013
BAtuminized Fiber                          0.013
Concrete                                   0.015
Corrugated Plastic                         0.015
Corrugated Metal                             0.025
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Spacing of Relief Drains

If the necessary informa:ion is known, zne following equazion can be useC ~
calculate drain spacing in lieu of the recommenaed standard:

=~k (M2 + 2 AM)S       q

where,

S = drain spacing, feet,
k = average hydraulic conductivity, in./hr. (For practical purposes,

hydraulic conductivity is equal to permeability).
M = vertical distance, after drawdown, of water table above drain at

mid-point between lines, feet.
A = depth of barrier below drain, feet.
q = drainage coefficient, rate of water removal, in./hr.

Also, see Plate 1.50h.

Limitations of the equation are listed in the SCS National Engineering
Handbook, Section 16, Drainage of Agricultural Land (53).

t
RELIEF DRAIN SPACING                         J

Source: USDA-SCS                                         Plate 1.5Oh
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Spacin~ of Interceptor Drains

If one interceptor ~rain is not sufficient, ~ne spacing of multiple ~rains
can be calculated by the following equation:

Le = k_~_i (de - dw + W2)
q

where,

Le = the distance downslope from the drain to the point where the
water table is at the desired depth after drainage, fees. The
second drain should be located at this point.

k : the average hydraulic conductivity of the subsurface profile to
the depth of the drain, in./hr.

q : drainage coefficient, rate of water removal, in./hr.
i : the hydraulic gradient of the water table before drainage,

feet/foot.
de = the effective depth of the drain, feet.
dw : the desired minimum depth to water table after drainage, feet.
W2 : the distance from the ground surface to the water table,

before table, before drainage, at the distance (Le) downslope
from the drain, feet.

Also see Plate 1.50i.

Further information on this equation can be obtained from the SCS National
En~ineerin~ Handbook, Section 16, Drainage of Agricultural Land (53).

INTERCEPTOR DPJ~IN SPACING

Source: USDA-SCS                                          Pla:e 1.50i
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ES BMP 1.60

SURFACE ROUGHENING

Definition

Providing a rough soil surface with horizontal depressions created by
operating a tillage or other suitable implement on the contour, or by leaving
slopes in a roughened condition by not fine-grading them.

Purposes

i. To aid in establishment of vegetative cover with seed.

2. To reduce runoff velocity and increase infiltration.

3. To reduce erosion and provide for sediment trapping.
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Conditions Where Practice Applies

1. All slopes steeper than 3:1 require surface roughening, either stair-
step grading, grooving, furrowing, or tracking if they are to be
stabilized with vegetation.

2. Areas with grades less steep than 3:1 should have the soil surface
lightly roughened and loose to a depth of 2 to 4 inches prior to
seeding.

3. Areas which have been graded and will not be stabilized immediately may
be roughened to reduce runoff velocity until seeding takes place.

4. Slopes with a stable rock face do not require roughening or
stabilization.

Planning Considerations

Grades areas with smooth, hard surfaces give a false impression of "finished
grading" and a job well done. It is difficult to establish vegetation on
such surfaces due to reduced water infiltration and the potential for
erosion. Rough slope surfaces with uneven soil and rocks left in place m~y
appear unattractive or unfinished at first, but encourage water infilt-
tration, speed the establishment of vegetation, and decrease runoff
velocity.                            .

Rough, loose soil surfaces give lime, fertilizer and seed some natural
coverage. Niches in the surface provide microclimates which generally
provide a cooler and more favorable moisture level than hard flat surfaGes;
this aids seed germination.

There are different methods for achieving a roughened soil surface on a
slope, and the selection of an appropriate methods depends upon the type of
slope. Roughening methods include stair-step grading, grooving, and
tracking. Factors. to be considered in choosing a method are slope steepness,
mowing requirements, and whether the slope is formed by cutting or filling.

1. D~sturbed areas which will not require mowing may be stair-step graded,
grooved, or left rough after filling.

2. Stair-step grading is particularly appropriate in soils containing large
amounts of soft rock. Each "step" catches material which sloughs from
above, and provides a level site where vegetation can become
established.



~ Water, soil, and fertilizer
are held by steps - plan:s
can become es’~ablisned on
the steps.

STAIR STEPPING CUT SLOPES

iource: Va SWCC                                            Plate 1.60a"

Groovin~ i$ cu~ing furrows
alon~ ~he concur of a slope ....
Irregularities in %he soil
surface ca:~h rainwater and
provide some coverage of
lime, fertilizer and see~.

GROOVING SLOPES

Source: Va SWCC                                             Place 1.60b
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3. Areas which will be mowed (these areas should have slopes less steep than
3:1) may have small furrows left by discing, harrowing, raking or
seed-planting machinery operated on the contour.

It is important to avoid excessive compacting of the soil surface when
scarifying. Tracking with bulldozer treads is preferable to not
roughening at all, but is not as effective as other forms of roughening,
as the soil surface is severely compacted and runoff is increased.

Specifications

Cut Slope Applications for Areas Which Will Not Be Mowed

Cut slopes with a gradient steeper than 3:1 shall be stair-step graded or
grooved (Plate 1.60a and 1.60b).

1. Stair-step grading may be carried out on any material soft enough to be
ripped with a bulldozer. Slopes consisting of soft rock with some
subsoil are particularly suited to stair-step grading.

The ratio of the vertical cut distance to the horizontal distance shall
be less than 1:1 and the horizontal portion of the "step" shall slope
toward the vertical wall.

Individual vertical cuts shall not be more than thirty inches on soft
soil materials and not more than forty inches in rocky materials.

2. Grooving consists of using machinery to create a series of ridges and
depressions which run perpendicular to the slope (on the contour).

Grooves may be made with an appropriate implement which can be safely
operated on the slope and Which will not cause undue compaction.
Suggested implements include discs, tillers, spring harrows, and the
teeth on a front-end loader bucket. Such grooves shall not be less than
three inches deep nor further than fifteen inches apart.

Fill Slope Applications For Areas Which Will Not Be Mowed

Fill slopes with a gradient steeper than 3:1 shall be grooved or allowed to
remain rough as they are constructed. Method (1) or (2) below may be used:

1. Groove according to #2, above.

2. As lists of the fill are constructed, soil and rock materials may be
allowed to fall naturally onto the slope surface (Plate 1.60c).

Colluvial materials (soil deposits at the base of slopes or from old stream
beds) shall not be used in fills as they flow when saturated.

1~0071494
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Each lift of the fill is comoacted, but the outer face
of the slope is allowed to remain loose so :hat :he rocks,
clods, etc. reach the natural angle of repose.

=~, ~ ~, n~= TREATM.ENT

Source: Va SWCC                                          Plate 1.60c

¯

Dozer treads create ~.
grooves perpendicular
~o the slope.                 ~.

TRACKING"

Source: Michigan Soil Erosion and Sedimentation            Plate
Control GuiaeoooK
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At no time shall slopes be bladed or scraped to produce a smooth, hard
surface.

~.uts~ Fills~ and Graded Areas Which Will Be Mowed

Mowed slopes should not be steeper than 3:1. Excessive roughness is
undesirable where mowing is planned.

These areas may be roughened with shallow grooves such as remain after
tilling, discing harrowing, raking, or use of a cultipacker-seeder. The
final pass of any such tillage implement shall be on the contour
(perpendicular to the slope).

Grooves formed by such implements shall not be less than one inch deep and
not further than twelve inches apart.

Fill slopes which are left rough as constructed may be smoothed with a
dragline or pickchain to facilitate mowing.

Roughening With Tracked Machinery (Plate 1.60d)

Roughening with tracked machinery on clayed soils is not recommended unless
no alternatives are available. Undue compaction of surface soil results from
this practice. Sandy soils do not compact severely, and may be tracked. In
no case is tracking as effective as the other roughening methods described.

When tracking is the chosen surface roughening technique, it shall be done~by
operating tracked machinery up and down the slope to leave horizontal
depressions in the soil. As few passes of the machinery should be made as
possible to minimize compaction.

Seeding

Roughened areas shall be seeded and mulched as soon as possible to obtain
optimum seed gemination and seedling growth.
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ES BMP 1.61

TOPSOILING

Definition

Methods of preserving and using topsoil to enhance final site stabilization
with vegetation.

Purpose

To provide a suitable growth medium for final site stabilization with
vegetation.

Conditions Where Practice Applies

i. Where the preservation or importation of topsoil is determined to be the
most effective method of providing a suitable growth medium.

2. Where the subsoil or existing soil presents the following problems:

a. The texture, pH, or nutrient balance of the available soil cannot be
modified by reasonable means to provide an adequate growth medium.

b. The soil material is too shallow to provide an adequate root zone
and to supply necessary moisture and nutrients for plant growth.

c. The soil contains ~ubstances potentially toxic to plant growth.
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3. Where high-quality turf is desirable to withstand intense use or meet
aesthetic requirements.

4. Where ornamental plants will be established.

5. 0nly on slopes that are 2:1 or flatter.

Plannin~ Considerations

Topsoil is the surface layer of the soil profile, generally characterized as
being darker than the subsoil due to the presence of organic matter. It is
the major zone of root development, carrying much of the nutrients available
to plants, and supplying a large share of the water used by plants.

Although topsoil provides an excellent growth medium, there are disadvantages
to its use. Stripping, stockpiling, and reapplying topsoil, or importing
topsoil, may not always be cost-effective. Topsoiling can delay seeding or
sodding operations, increasing the exposure time of denuded areas. Most
topsoil contains weed seeds, and weeds may compete with desirable species.

Advantages of topsoil include its high organic matter content and friable
consistence, water-holding capacity, and nutrient content.

In site planning, the option of topsoiling should be compared with tha~ of
preparing a seedbed in subsoil. The clay content of subsoils does provide
high moisture availability and deter leaching of nutrients, and when properqy
limed and fertilized, subsoils may provide a good growth medium which is
generally free of weed seeds.

Topsoiling is strongly recommended where ornamental plants or high-
maintenance turf will be grown. Topsoiling is a required procedure when
establishing vegetation on shallow soils, soils containing potentially toxic
materials, and soils of critically low pH (high acid) levels.

If topsoiling is to be done, the following items should be considered:

i. Whether an adequate volume of topsoil exists on the site. Topsoil will
be spread at a compacted depth of 2-4 inches.

2. Location ofthe topsoil stockpile so that it meets specifications and
does not interfere with work on the site.

3. Allow sufficient time in scheduling for topsoil to be spread and bonded
prior to seeding, sodding, or planting.

4. Care must be taken not to apply topsoil to subsoil if the two soils
have contrastin) textures. Clayey topsoil over sandy subsoil is a
particularly poor combination, as water creeps along the junction
between the soil layers and causes the topsoil to slough.

5. If topsoil and subsoil are not properly bonded, water will not
infiltrate the soil profile evenly and it will be difficult to establish
vegetation.
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~ecifications

Materials

Field exploration of the site should be made to determine if there is
sufficient surface soil of good quality to justify stripping. Topsoil
should be friable and loamy (loam, sandy loam, silt loam, sandy clay loam,
clay loam). It should be free of debris, trash, stumps, rocks, roots, and
noxious weeds, and should give evidence of being able to support healthy
plant growth.

Stripping

Stripping should be confined to the immediate construction area. A 4-
to 6- inch stripping depth is common, but depth may vary depending on the
particular soil. All perimeter dikes, basins, and other sediment controls
shall be in place prior to stripping.

Stockpilin~

Topsoil shall be stockpiled in such a manner that natural drainage is not
obstructed and no off-site sedimentation occurs. Stockpiles should be
planned so as not to interfere with any of the construction operations.
Stockpiles can also act as barriers to shield the construction site from
the neighborhood and adjacent landowners. They will also help to reduce
the amount of dust and noise coming from the site.

Side slopes of the stockpile shall not exceed 2:1.

A perimeter dike with ~ravel outlet~ silt fence, or straw bale barrier
shall surround all topsoil stockpiles.

Temporary seeding of stockpilesshall be completed within 15 days of the
formation of the stockpile, in accordance with TEMPORARY SEEDING (ES BMP

1.65).

Site Preparation Prior to and Maintenance Ourin9 Top$oiling

Before topsoiling, establish needed erosion and sediment control practices
such as diversions, grade stabilization structures, berms, dikes, level
spreaders, waterways, sediment basins, etc. These practices must be
maintained during topsoiling.

~e : Previously established grades on the areas to be topsoiled
maintained according to the approved plan.

~: Where the pH of the subsoil is 6.0 or less, or the soil is com-
posed of heavy clays, agricultural limestone shall be spread in accordance
with the soil test or the vegetative establishment practice being used.
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Bonding: After the areas to be topsoiled have been brought to grade, and
immediately prior to dumping and spreading the topsoil, the subgrade shall be
loosened by discing or scarifying to a depth of at least 2 inches to insure
bonding of the topsoil and subsoil.

Applying Topsoil

Topsoil shall not be placed while in a muddy condition, when the subgrade is
excessively wet, or in a condition that may otherwise be detrimental to
proper grading or proposed sodding or seeding. The topsoil shall be
uniformly distributed to a minimum compacted depth of 2 inches on 3:1 or
steeper slopes and 4 inches on flatter slopes. (See Table 1.61a to determine
volume of topsoil required for application to various depths). Any
irregularities in the surface, resulting from topsoiling or other operations,
shall be corrected in order to prevent the formation of depressions or water
pockets.

It is necessary to compact the topsoil enough to ensure good contact with the
underlying soil and to obtain a level seedbed for the establishment of high
maintenance turf. However, undue compaction is to be avoided as it increases
runoff velocity and volume, and deters seed germination. In areas which are
not going to be mowed, the surface should be left rough in accordance with
SURFACE ROUGHENING (ES BMP 1.60).

Soil Sterilants

No sod or seed shall be placed on soil which has been treated with soil
sterilants until sufficient time has elapsed to permit dissipation of toxic
materials.

Table 1.61a

CUBIC YARDS OF TOPSOIL REQUIRED FOR APPLICATION TO VARIOUS DEPTHS

Depth                   Per 1,000
(inches)               Square Feet              Per Acre

1                3.1              134
2                        6.2                     268
3                9.3              403
4                12.4              537
5                15.5              672
6                18.6              806



ES BMP 1.65

TEMPORARY SEEDING

Definition

The establishment of a temporary vegetative cover on disturbed areas by
seeding with appropriate rapidly growing annual plants.

Purposes

i. To reduce erosion and sedimentation by stabilizing disturbed areas that
will not be brought to final grade for a year or less.

2. To reduce problems associated with mud and dust production from bare
soil surfaces during construction.

Conditions Where Practice Applies

Where exposed soil surfaces are not to.be fine-graded for periods from 30
days to one year. Such areas include denuded areas, soil stockpiles, dikes,
dams sides of sediment basins, temporary roadbanks, etc.
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Plannin~ Considerations

Sheet erosion, caused by the impact of rain on bare soil, is the source of
most fine particles in sediment. To reduce this sediment load in runoff, the
soil surface itself should be protected. The most efficient and economical
means of controlling sheet and rill erosion is to establish vegetative cover.
Annual plants which sprout rapidly and survive for only one growing season
are suitable for establishing temporary vegetative cover.

Temporary seeding may prevent costly maintenance operations on other erosion
control systems. For example, sediment basin clean-outs will be reduced if
the drainage area of the basin is seeded where grading and construction are
not taking place. Perimeter dikes will be more effective if not choked with
sediment.

Temporary seeding is essential to preserve the integrity of earthen
structures used to control sediment, such as dikes, diversions, and the ban’ks
and dams of sediment basins.

Proper seedbed preparation and the use of quality seed are important in this
practice just as in permanent seeding. Failure to carefully follow sound
agronomic recommendations will often result in an inadequate stand of
vegetation that provides little or no erosion control..Temporary measures
should be coordinated with permanent vegetation to assure the most economical
and efficient control.

Specifications

Prior to seeding, install necessary erosion control practices such as dikes,
waterways, and basins.

Plant Selection

Select plants appropriate to the season and site conditions from Table 1.65a.

Seedbed Preparation

To control erosion on bare ~oil surfaces, plants must be able to germinate
and grow. Seedbed preparation is essential. A soil test should be taken to
determine liming and fertilization requirements. In the absence of a soil
test the following guidelines should be followed:

1. Liming: Where soils are known to be highly acid (pH 5.5 and lower),
lime should be applied at the rate of two tons of pulverized
agricultural limestone per acre.

2. Fertilizer: Shall be applied as 450 Ibs./acre of 10-20-20 (10 Ibs./
1,000 sq. ft.) or equivalent. Lime and fertilizer shall be incorporated
into the top 2 to 4 inches of the soil.

3. Surface Roughening: If the area has been recently loosened or
~istur~ed, no further roughening is required.



lADLE 1.65 A

1EHPOFlAR¥ SEEDING PLNtI HAIERIALS

Seedl~L~at___e___          Plantln~ Dates Comnents

|flo~anlcal Name.) Acre I~ ft2    NORlll CENTRAL SOUIII

riAlS ] I1~ ----3 IE~ S~T 3~t~her- October- gl1~1~1~l~h water t~le soils.
(Arena saliva) {~5 Ibs) ~ebruar~ Februar~ February
eYE, ---]D~ --~15~ ,~beF: -~-~5~
(Se~ale cereale) (170 Ibs] february    February February

(Iritlcmn sp}            (120 Ibs]            February February Februa~
AXIIUkL-A~[~AASS-- ---~16~ ~51~ S~[~G~7;-~i6~ ~[6~ ~Ib~ may return.
(Lolls~mulLtflor~)                           February    February Januar~

(lrlloll~n Incarnatma) Norther    Nov~ber ~es poorly on deep dry sands_will no~ tolerate flooding.
fl[ff~L~[~ ~15~ --E~ 5~(~5~ -O~l~-~[~ ~i~1~l~L~-l~1~1~e Seed at 5~ rec~nd~d rate.
(lrlfoll~ praLense) Dec~ber    December December ;rows best on moist soils, will not tolerate flooding. Easily hurt by drought.

(Irlfollt~ repens) Dec~ber    Oec~ber December Grows best on molsl-wet solls~ tolerates s~e flooding.
AIIFlUAE’SgIET{LGV(Fl 1~5~--6"~ ~(~1~ -O~IG~ -O~Gb~ Xi~l~F-l~l~G~Gla~-~:5~l~k ~ec~nded rate.
(Helllotus altlsslma) Dec~ber Dec~ber December Grows well on both flatwoods and upland soils, gill not tolerate floodln9.

(Trlfolh~ veslculos~) Dec~ber December December Grow on soil too wet for crimsont tolerates s~e flooding. Use scarified seed.

(L,plnus SP,) Dec~ber Dec~ber Dec~ber SusCeptible to freeze damage at time of ~ergence. Use scarified seed.

)ec~ber December Dec~ber Grows best on ~ell-dralnedz fertile soils, gill not tolerate wet soils.(Hedlcagn saliva)

December December December Grows best on well-drained soils alth high clay content,
IIAIfl?VET~II z~--~ ~(~: ~E(~~~
(vl{lz vlllozz) De~mber De~ber Dec~ber Grovs best on ~ell-dralnedz Ioaay soils.

(Aiyslcarpus vaginalls)                          July    ~ul[      Jul~      Grows best on well-drained sandy soils.
-F~brG~--[~Er~ ~ season~1~fl~a{-1~6~G1~Llon on ernded soils.

~Leslddeza slrlaLl) July July July ]ro~s best on sandy loans. Fairly drought resistant.

(Imllgoferi hlrsuti) (120 15s] July Jul~ July

(Aeschyn~rl merlcznz August August Auuust 4ost suitable of steer leg~es for use In lo~Lwet areas.

(Setarla sp) August August August suits. Pearl and BrownLop are 9ood varieties to use.
~£~RANIA ~1~]"~ --M~F~ -R~[~ -r~6~ ~ season
($esban macrocarpa) July July_ Jul~ Does well under extremely wet conditions.
S~i~II~:SIIHFI~ASS ~F~[-~- --R~F~ -R~ch~ -~Er~ garm ~~]~fl~]~ grower. T~1~FateS dryer soils than
ItY~ID .... July ~ . July July      Grows best on well-drained soils. Can also use Sudangrass alone.

(Eragrostls curvula)    [ August August August    [~ole[ates hole dr~ slopes and aclde Infertile soils.

Usually mixtures of the almve plant materials are better than a single plant alone. Each of the legu~s discussed above can be 9ro~ In mixture with ~nual
ryegrass andlor the small grains, in a two-crop mixture cut the seeding rate of each c~op to one-hall of the rec~nded planting rate ~hen gro~ alone.
$1m" ~y three plant types In a mixture requires approximately one-third ~f the nodal seeding rote for each plant. In a three plant mlxt~, containing a
sin "~e.. the leg~ should be planted at one-bal~ of the pure sta     ~aln9 rate.



When the area is compacted, crusted, or hardened, the soil surface shall
be loosened by discing, raking, harrowing, or other acceptable means.
(See SURFACE ROUGHENING, ES BMP 1.60).

4. Tracking: Tracking with bulldozer cleats is most effective on sandy
soils. This practice often causes undue compaction of the soil surface,
especially in clayey soils, and does not aid plant growth as effectively
as other methods of surface roughening.

Seeding.

Seed shall be evenly applied with a cyclone seeder, drill, cultipacker seeder
or hydroseeder. Small grains shall be planted no more than one inch deep.
Grasses and legumes shall be planted no more than 1/4 inch deep.

Mulching

1. Mulching should usually be used to reduce damage from water runoff or
wind erosion, and to improve moisture conditions for seedlings.
Mulching without seeding should be considered for very short term
protection. The use of mulch is a judgment decision based on time of
seeding and conditions of individual sites. When used, mulch shall be
applied according to MULCHING, ES BMP 1.75.

2. Seedings made on slopes in excess of 3:1, or on adverse soil conditions,
or during excessively hot or dry weather, shall be mulched according to
MULCHING, ES BMP 1.75.

3. Seedings made during optimum spring and summer seeding dates, with
favorable soil and site conditions, may not require mulch.

Re-seeding

Areas which fail to establish vegetative cover adequate to prevent rill
erosion will be re-seeded as soon as such areas are identified.
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ES BMP 1.66

PERMANENT SEEDING

Definition

The establishment of perennial vegetative cover on disturbed areas by
planting seed.

Purposes

I. To reduce erosion and decrease sediment yield from disturbed areas.

2. To permanently stabilize disturbed areas in a manner that is economical,
adaptable to site conditions, and allows selection of the most
appropriate plant materials.

Conditions Where Practice Applies

I. Disturbed areas where permanent, long-lived vegetative cover is needed
to stabilize the soil.

2. Rough-graded areas which will not be brought to final grade for a year
or more.

R0071505
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Plannin~ Considerations

Vegetation controls erosion by reducing the velocity and the volume of
overland flow and protecting the bare soil surface from raindrop impact.

Areas which must be stabilized after the land has been disturbed require
vegetative cover. The most common and economical means of establishing this
cover is by seeding grasses and legumes.

Advantages of seeding over other means of establishing plants include the
small initial establishment cost, the wide variety of grasses and legumes
available, low labor requirement, and ease of establishment in difficult
are as.

Disadvantages which must be dealt with are the potential for erosion during
the establishment stage, a need to reseed areas that fail to establish,
limited periods during the year suitable for seeding, and a need for water
and appropriate climatic conditions during germination.

There are so many variables in plant growth that an end product cannot be
guaranteed. Much can be done in the planning stages to increase the chances
for successful seeding. Selection of the right plant materials for the site,
good seedbed preparation, and conscientious maintenance are important.

SELECTING PLANT MATERIALS: The factors affecting plant growth are
climate, soils, and topography. In Florida, there are four major
physiographic regions that reflect changes in soil and topography. In
selecting appropriate plant materials, one should take into account the
characteristics of the physiographic region in which the project is located.
(See Plate 1.66a).

PHYSIOGRAPHIC REGIONS:

Coastal Plain--Gently to strongly sloping rolling plain underlain by
unconsolidated sands, silts and clays. Dominant soils are acid, well
drained, finely textured and low in nutrients. Rainfall, perennial streams
and groundwater provide an abundance of water although summer droughts occur
on sandy soils.

Central Florida Rid~e--A gently sloping to rolling sandy ridge underlain
by limestone. Land surface is very irregular because of numerous sinkholes
and lakes. Dominant soils are acid, well drained, coarse textured and low in
nutrients. Rainfall, groundwater, lakes and sinkholes provide ample water
although deep sands can become droughty.

Flatwoods--A nearly level plain characterized by swamps, marshes,
wetlands and generally high groundwater levels. Dominant soils are acid,
poorly drained, coarse textured and low in nutrients. Rainfall, surface
water and groundwater provide an abundance of water although drainage
activities and urbanization have caused salt water intrusion and water
shortages.



Florida                           ,                      A~laa:;.c
Major Land Kesource Areas

i. Coastal Plain

2. Central Florida Ridge
Ocea.

3 ¯ Flatwoods

4. Everglades

Plaue 1.66a
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Ever~lades--A level, low coastal primarily composed of swamps, marshes
and o~her’~etlands. Dominant soils are poorly drained and range from organic
mucks and peats to rockland. Water is abundant and extensive ditching and
draining are required to control the groundwater levels. Urbanization and
draining of wetlands has created seasonal water shortages and salt water
intrusion along the coast.

SOILS: On the whole, soils in Florida always require some nitrogen (N)
"i~-~-~Tlization to establish plants. Phosphorus (P) and potassium (K) are
usually needed. Except for some small pockets of shallow limestone soils,
lime is universally needed.

Soils can be modified with lime and fertilizer, but climate cannot be
controlled. For this reason, the State has been divided into three major (or
five minor) climatic regions for plant selection. (See map, Plate 1.66b).

Microclimate, or localized climate conditions, can affect plant growth. A
south-facing slope is drier and hotter than a north-facing slope, and may
require drought-tolerant plants. Shaded areas require shade-tolerant plants;
the windward side of a ridge will be drier than the leeward, etc.

LAND USE: A prime consideration in selecting which plants to establish
is the intended use of land. All of these uses--residential, industrial,
commercial, recreational--can be separated into two categories: High-
maintenance and low-maintenance.

Hi~h-maintenance areas will be mowed frequently, limed and fertilized
regularly, and will either receive intense use (e~g., athletics) or require
maintaining to an aesthetic standard (home lawns). Grasses used for these.
situations must be fine-leaved and attractive in appearance, able to form
tight sod, and be long-lived perennials. They must be well-adapted to the
geographic area where they are planted, because constant mowing puts turf
under great stress. Sites where high-maintenance vegetative cover is
desirable include homes, industrial parks, schools, churches, and some
recreational areas.

Low-maintenance areas will be mowed infrequently or not at all; lime and
fertilizer may be applied on a regular basis; the areas will not be subjected
to intense use, nor required to have a uniform appearance. These plants must
be able to persist with little maintenance over long periods of time. Grass
and legume mixtures are favored for these sites because legumes are capable
of fixing nitrogen from the air for their own use, and the use of the plants
around them. Such mixed stands are better able to withstand adverse
conditions. Sites that would be suitable for low-maintenance vegetation
include steep slopes, stream or channel banks, some commercial properties,
and "utility turf" areas such as roadbanks.

SEEDBED PREPARATION - The soil on a disturbed site must be modified to
provide an optimum environment for seed germination and seedling growth.
The surface soil must be loose enough for water infiltration and root
penetration. The pH (acidity and alkalinity) of the soil must be such that
it is not toxic and nutrients are available, usually between pH 6.0-7.0.
Sufficient nutrients--added as fertilizer--must be present.

- 8 0 RooT 
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After seed is in place, it must be protected with a mulch to hold moisture
and modify temperature extremes, and to prevent erosion while seedlings are
growing.

The addition of lime is equally as important as applying fertilizer. Lime is
best known as a pH, or acidity, modifier, but it also supplies calcium and
magnesium which are plant nutrients. Its effect on pH makes other nutrients
more available to the plant. It can also prevent aluminum toxicity by making
aluminum less soluble in the soil.

MAINTENANCE - Even with careful, well planned seeding operations,
failures can occur. When it is clear that plants have not germinated on an
area or have died, these areas must be reseeded inm~ediately to prevent
erosion damage. Healthy vegetation is the most effective erosion preventive
available.

Specifications

Selection of Plant Materials

1. Selection of plant materials is.based on climate, topography, soils,
land use, and planting season. To determine which plant materials are
best adapted to a specific site, use Tables 1.66b and 1.66c, which
describe plant characteristics and list recommended varieties.

2. Appropriate seeding mixtures for various site conditions in Florida are
given in Table 1.66a. These mixtures are designed for general use, and
are known to perform well on the sites described. Adhere to these
mixtures whenever feasible. Check Tables 1.66b and 1,66c for
recommended varieties.

Seedbed Requirements

Vegetation should oot be established on slopes that are unsuitable due to
inappropr£ate soil texture, poor internal structure or internal drainage,
volume of overland flow, or excessive steepness, until measures have been
taken to correct these problems.

To maintain a good stand of vegetation, the soil must meet certain minimum
requirements as a growth medium. The existin~ soil must have these criteria:

i. Enough fine-grained material to maintain adequate moisture and nutrient
supply.

2. Sufficient pore space to permit root penetration. A bulk density of 1.2
to 1.5 indicates that sufficient pore space is present. A fine granular

or crumb-like structure is also favorable.

3. Sufficient depth of soil to provide an adequate root zone. The depth to
rock or impermeable layers such as hardpans shall be 12 inches or more,
except on slopes steeper than 2:1 where the addition of soil is not
feasible.
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4. A favorable pH range for plant growth. If the soil is so acid that a
pH range of 6.0-7.0 cannot be attained by addition of pH-modifying
materials, then the soil is considered an unsuitable environment for
plant~ roots.

5. Freedom from toxic amounts of materials harmful to plant growth.

6. Freedom from excessive quantities of roots, branches, large stones,
large clods of earth, or trash of any kind. Clods and stones may be
left on slopes steeper than 3:1 if they are to be hydroseeded.

If any of the above criteria cannot be met, i.e., if the existing soil is
too coarse, dense, shallow, acid, or contaminated to foster vegetation,
then topsoil should be applied in accordance with TOPSOILING, ES BMP 1.61.

Necessary mechanical erosion and sediment control practices will be
installed prior to seeding. Grading will be carried out according to the
approved plan.

Surfaces will be roughened in accordance with SURFACE ROUGHENING, ES BMP
1.60.

Soil Conditioners

In order to modify the texture, structure, or drainage characteristics of a
soil, the following materials maybe added to the soil:

1. Peat shall be sphagnum moss peat, hypnum moss peat, reed-sedge peat or
pea~ humus, from fresh-water sources. Peat shall be shredded and
conditioned in storage piles for at least six months after
excavation.

2. Sand shall be clean and free of toxic materials.

3. Vermiculite shall be horizontal grade and free of toxic substances.

4. Rotted manure shall be stable or cattle manure not containing undue
amounts of straw or other bedding materials or toxic chemicals.

5. Thoroughly rotted sawdust shall be 6 Ibs. of nitrogen added to each
cubic yard and shall be tree of stones, sticks, and toxic substances.

6. Where local ordinances permit, treated sewage sludge may be used in
accordance with local, state, and federal regulations.

Lime and Fertilizer

Lime and fertilizer needs should be determined by soil tests. Soil tests
may be performed by the Cooperative Extension Service Soil Testing
Laboratory at the U.F., or by a reputable commercial laboratory.
Information concerning the State Soil Testing Laboratory is available from
county extension agents.
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Under unusual conditions where, it is not possible to obtain a soil test, the
following soil amendments will be applied:

LIME: 2 tons/acre finely ground a~ricultural or dolomitic
limestone (90 Ibs./1000 ft.~).

FERTILIZER: Mixed grasses and~legumes: 1000 Ibs./acre 5-20-10
(25 Ibs./lO00 ft.~).

Legume stands only: 1000 Ibs./acre 5-20-10 (25 Ibs./lO00
ft.~).

Grass stands only: 1000 Ibs./acre 5-20-10 and 300 Ibs.
of 38-0-0 in spring (7 Ibs./1000 ft.2).

1000 Ibs./acr~ 10-20-10 and 300 Ibs. of 38-0-0 in fall (7
Ibs./lO00 ft.~).

Other fertilizer formulations may be used, provided they
can supply the same amounts and proportions of plant
nutrients.

Incorporation - Lime and fertilizer shall be incorporated into the top
4-6 inches of the soil by discing or other means. Whe~ applying lime and
fertilizer with a hydroseeder, apply to a rough, loose surface.

Seeding

i. Certified seed should be used for all permanent seeding whenever
possible.

2. Legume seed - Legume seed should be inoculated with the inoculant
appropriate to the species. Seed of lespendezas, crown vetch, and
clovers should be scarified to promote uniform germination.

3. Apply seed uniformly with a cyclone seeder, drill, cultipacker seeder,
or hydroseeder on a firm, friable seedbed. Maximum seeding depth should
be 1/4 inch.

4. Hydroseedin~ - To avoid seed damage, it is recommended that if a
machinery breakdown of 30 minutes to 2 hours occurs, 50% more seed be
added to the tank, based on the proportion of the slurry remaining in
the tank. Beyond 2 hours, a full rate of new seed may be necessary.

Often hydroseeding contractors prefer not to apply lime in their rigs as
it is abrasive. In inaccessible areas, lime may have to be applied in
pelletized or liquid form, separately. Rates of wood fiber should be at
least 2000 Ibs. per acre. Surface roughening is particularly important
when hydroseeding, as a roughened slope will provide some natural
coverage of lime, fertilier and seed.

5. Legume inoculants should be used by the date indicated on the container.
When dry seeding use four times the manufacturer’s recommended rate and
use ten times the recommended rate of inoculant when hydroseeding.
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Mulching

All permanent seeding must be mulched immediately upon completion of seed
application. Refer to MULCHING, ES BMP 1.75.

Maintenance of New Seedin~s..

Irrigation: New seedings should be supplied with adequate moisture.
Supply wa~er as needed, especially late in the season, in abnormally hot or
dry weather, or on adverse sites. Water application rates should be
controlled to prevent runoff. Inadequate amounts of water may be more
harmful than no water.

Inspect seeded areas for failure and make necessary repairsRe-seedinQ:
and reseeaings within the same season, if possible.

I. If vegetative cover is inadequate to prevent rill erosion, overseed and
fertilize in accordance with soil test results.

2. If a stand has less than 40% cover, re-evaluate choice of plant
materials and quantities of lime and fertilizer. Re-establish the stand
following seedbed preparation and seeding recommendations, omitting lime
and fertilizer in the absence of soil test results. NOTE: if
vegetation has failed to grow, soil must be tested to determine if
acidity or nutrient imbalances are responsible.

Fertilization: Seedlings should be fertilized one year after planting toi

insure proper stand density.

I. To established all-grass stands apply 500 Ibs./acre of 10-20-10 (12
Ibs./1000 ft.2) between August 15 and November 15. (The first fall
following seeding.)

2. To legume-and-grass stands or pure legume stands, apply 500 Ibs./acre of
0-20-20 (12 Ibs./1000 ft.2) in early May or between August 15-October
15.

GENERALLY, A STAND OF VEGETATION CANNOT BE DETERMINED TO BE FULLY
ESTABLISHED UNTIL SOIL COVER HAS BEEN MAINTAINED FOR ONE FULL YEAR FROM
PLANTING.    DISTURBED AREAS WHICH ARE TO BE STABILIZED WITH PERMANENT

VEGETATION MUST BE SEEDED OR PLANTED WITHIN 15 DAYS AFTER FINAL GRADE IS
REACHED UNLESS TEMPORARY STABILIZATION IS APPLIED.
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TABLE 1.66 A

SEH)ING MIX’ITJRES, RATES ~ DATES

Seeding Rate Seedin~j Dates Cu,,,ents
S | te Per Per
Cc~l|ti~m Seodlr~j Mixtures J~Te I000 Ft2 North       Central S~Ith

Maintenanc~ Soe Table 1.67A
|~s

C~eral I. Bah|a~rass 40-60 Ib~ I Ib 2/15-8/15 2/1-8/31 1/15-9/15 Use 50t scarlfie~ seed.
[Jse 2. Bahla~rass 40-60 Ib~ IIb 2/15-8/I~. 2/1-8/3[ 1/15-9/15 Use 501 scarified Bahia seed.

Ben,luda~rass (l]ulled) 8-12 1~ 4 oz
3. Bahlagrass with one of the following: 20-30 Ibs .5 Ib Use 501 scarified Bahia seed.

~ Sour|turn White Clover 3 Ibe 1.2 oz 9/1-1/1 9/15-1/I I0/I -12/15 Innoculate le~urms.
| Annual White S~zetclover 8 Ibs 3 oz 9/1-I/I 9/15-I/I 10/1-12/15

Crimson Clover 12 Ib~ 4.5 oz 9/1-1/1 9/15-1/1 10/1-12/15
~ Arrow]ear Clover 8 lhs 3 oz 9/1-]/1 9/15-1/1 10/I-12/15

~O ~lyce Clnver 8 Ib~ 3 oz 2/15-7/1: 2/1-7/15 1/15-7/15
llal~y lrdigo 4 Ib¢ 1.5 o~ 2/~5-7/15 2/1-7/15 1/15-7/15

~ Aeschyn~.ene 12 II~ 4.5 oz 2/15-7/15 2/1-7/15 ~/15-7/15

S|ot~_s I. Serlcea lespedeza a.40-50 IL~ 1.2 Ibs I/I-7/15 1/15-7/15 1/15-7/1 For scarified seed.
b. 75 II~ 1.7 Ibs 7/15-1/1 7/15-I/15 7/1-1/15 ~or unhulled seed.

2. Sor|cea |espe~eza w|th one of the follow|n~ Use seeding rate specified above.
Baldagras. 15 11~ 7 oz 2/15-8/1~ 2/1-8/31 1/15-9/15
’l’ai| Be~cue 20 ]i~ 8 oz I0/1-11/I.~ I0/15-]]/~C Best adapted to N. Florida.
~e~ing ~oveqrass 3 I~ 1.2 oz 2/15-8/1~. 2/1-8/3~ 1/15-9/15

l~r~jhty     ]. Weoplng |~/ograss 5 lbs 2 oz 2/15-8/1: 2/I-8/31 1/15-9/~5    Gives qu|ck sum~r cover.
A[ea~ 2. WO~l~|ng lov~jr~ss with one of the followinq: 5 Ib~ 2 oz 2/15-8/I~ 2/I-8/31 1/15-9/15

a. Rahiagrass (50~ scarified seed) 30-40 lb~ 12 oz 2/15-8/1: 2/1-8/31 1/15-9/15
b. ~eom~la~rass (llulled| 8-12 11~ 4 oz 2/15-8/15 2/1-8/31 1/15-9/15
c. llalry |~anJcum B-12 I~ 4 oz 2/15-B/15 2/1-8/31 1/15-9/15
d. Set|tea |esp~deza Use seeding rate and dates specified

above.



TABLE 1.66 B

¯ CIIARACTERISTICS OF GRASSES APPROPRIATE FOR EROSION CONIROL

Drainage Tolerance ~ugges~ea
Sod- Pro[ Salt F S 14aintenance Varieties

Common Name Life For. Bunc~ Hetl Tol- ~ ~ F F F Requirements Comments for

(Botanical Name) Cycle Seasor mar Gras~ od eranc( [ [ [ [ ~ T Florida

|AIIIA~RASS P M X S L Low. Requires good, Use scarified seed. Yidely used on highways PenSacola

(Pa~palum Sd moisture for germtna- for stabilizing shoulders. Argentine

notatum| tion~ first growth. Paraguay

~’~HUOAGRASS P Y X S H X High. Requires fert- Common can be seeded. Coastal does not do wel! Common
Sd IIIzatlon. on poorly drained flatwood soils. Callle tol- Callle(Cynodon sp)
Sp crates very droughty soils. Coastal

BUSIIYBEABD BLUESIEH P ~’ X S L ~ ~ Very low. Does well Good cover for old fields or vacant lots.
(Andropogon T on soils of low left- Native grass.

_glomorat~s) --
CA~A~ P M X- S L ) ~ X Low. Responds little Poor cold hardiness and drought tolerance.
~Axono_pg~ af[~nis) Sp to fertilization.
COHHON EEEOGRASS P M X R H X Low. ReqUires water. Grows in marshes, swamps, on banks of streams
(Phragmltes communis) T of streams and lakes. Excellent erosion

control plant In such areas.

~EEPING BLIIESTEH P M X R H X Low. Grows best in open spacek, tolerates some shade

(Andropogon T Excellent cover for vacant lots.

stoloniler)
[A~][~’~SS p y X R L ~ X X Low. Very robust Flood tolerant for short periods only.
(lrlpsacum T growth. Excellent erosion control along stream and

lakes.dactyloldes)
~r~--~R~-~’-~-- p ~ X R L ) ) X Low. EXc~|lent erosion control plant along stream

(Arundo donax) T and lakes. Good screenin9 plant.
|iAIEV-~EII~U# p " ~ X R L X -- Low. Good cover on dry sandy soils.

{.i]~Panlcumrhlzomatum) S Good wildlife plant food.
0 ~[ASS p Y X Sp L X Low. Grows well with Continuous growth during cool season. Some

T moderate fertlllzatlor varleti~s do well under freezing temperatures.(l!~.~rthrla altlsslm~
[O]I~’[[/~’-(~IOLA ’ P C X S L ~ ~ ~ Low. Grows On soils Good cover plant for shaded areas.

(Unlola sesslllflora] of low fertility. Not suited to wet soils or sand hills.
[~I~]~LrO-’IN-OI]~k-~-A~ ~ ~’~ X S L ) Low. in S. Florida, growth Starts by mid-January.

In N. Flortda~ growth starts by AprilI~nr~hastrum secundu~ " ’.







TABLE |.66 C

CIIARACTERISTICS OF LEGUHES APPROPRIATE FOR EROSION CONTROL

........................... 1 IDralna9 Tolerance 1 S~,99ested
Varieties, Germl I I M- -

Colmtm~t Name ife Thai I g/ g P Remarks for
.

i i

O~ O ,
~

Flor,da
(flo[anical Nm~m) yc]( ,easm~ Days D

~~ ~ ~ 7-2]I
I

X X
(Aiysl~:arpus)

,E~O~[E’-CLOVEE ~- C

~l--l~

T " -- ’ell adapted L° well-drained l°a~y sands and �~’in N" Fl°rida" ~es n°t 9ermin~ A~LO

(Tri[olim~ well aL high t~peratures or dry conditions. If planted with pe~anenL 9rassess, YUCIII
vesiculosum) do not use ~echee variety. Reseeds Itself. F[ECIIE[

~i~i~l~’[~~ ~- ~ ~--!~
~ Does poorly on deep dry sands, wi]] not tolerate flowing. ~apted to N. Florida. DIXIE

([rl[ollum
]]

Midely used in’N. Florida along highways. Do not ~w before seed heads mature if

iocarnatnm) it Is to serve as a ~erennial. ~DURN
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ES BMP 1.67

SODDING

Definition

Stabilizing fine-graded disturbed areas by establishing permanent grass
stands with sod.

Purposes

1. To establish permanent turf immediately.

2. To prevent erosion and damage from sediment and runoff by stabilizing
the soil surface.

3. To reduce the production of dust and mud associated with bare soil
surZaces.

4. To stabilize drainageways where concentrated overland flow will
occur.

Conditions Where Practice Applies

i. Disturbed areas which require immediate vegetative covers, or where
sodding is preferred to other means o£ grass establishment.
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2. Locations particularly suited to stabilization with sod are:
--waterways carrying intermittant flow
--area around drop inlets in grassed swales
--residential or commercial lawns where quick use or aesthetics are

factors.

Plannin9 Specifications

The successful establishment of quality turfgrass is relatively easy in
Florida. Sod is relatively inexpensive and fairly easy to obtain
throughout the state.

A quality turf containing the recommended mixtures and species can be
established with either seed or sod. Soil preparation for the two methods

is the same.

The advantages of properly installed sod include:

i. immediate erosion control
2. an instant green surface with no dust or mud
3. nearly year-round establishment capability
4. less chance of failure than with seed
5. freedom from weeds
6. quick use of the sodded surface
7. the option of buying a quality-controlled product with predictable

results.

It is initially more costly to install sod than to seed. However, this
cost is justified in places where sod can perform better than seed in
controlling erosion.

In swales and waterways where concentrated flow will occur, properly pegged
sod is preferable to seed because there is no lag time between installation-
and the time when the channel is protected by vegetation.

Drop inlets which will be placed in grassed areas can be kept free of
mulch, seed, and mud, and the grade immediately around the inlet can be
maintained, by framing the inlet with sod strings.

Sod can be laid during any time of the year so long as there is adequate
water available to meet the moisture requirements of the grass.

Ground preparation and proper maintenance are as important with sod as with
seed. Sod is composed of living plants and those plants must receive
adequate care in order to provide vegetative stabilization on a disturbed
area. Sod cannot be expected to provide erosion control and prevent soil
slippage, on a slope that is not stable because of its structure, water
movement or excessive gradient.



Specifications

Soil Preparation

I. Prior to soil preparation, areas to be sodded shall be brought to final
grade in. accordance with the approval plan. These operations should
leave as much topsoil as possible or replace the topsoil to a depth of
four inches.

2. Soil tests should be made to determine the exact requirements for lime
and fertilizer. Soil tests may be conducted by the State Laboratory at
the University of Florida or a reputable commercial laboratory.
Information on state soil tests is available from county agricultural
extension agents.

When a soil test is not made the following soil amendments should be
made:

Pulverized a~ricultural limestone at 100 Ibs./lO00 ft.2 (2 tons/acre).

Fertilizer at 25 Ibs./1000 ft.2 (1000 Ibs./acre) of 10-10-10 in fall
o~r 25 Ibs./lO00 ft.2 of 5-10-10 in spring. NOTE: Equivalent
nutrients may be applied with other fertiliz~ormulations.

These amendments shall be spread evenly over the area to be sodded, and
incorporated into the top 3-6 inches of the soil by discing, harrowing
or other acceptable means.

3. Prior to laying sod, the soil surface shall be clear of trash, debris,
roots, branches, stones and clods in excess of 2 inches in length or
diameter. Sod shall not be applied to gravel or other non-soil
surfaces.

4. Any.irregularities in the soil surface resulting-from topsoil or other
operations shall be filled or leveled in order to prevent the formation
of depressions or water pockets.

5. Areas to be topsoiled and topsoil used shall fulfill the requirements of
TOPSOILING, ES BMP 1.61. No sod shall be spread on soil which has been
treated with soil sterilants until enough time has elapsed to permit
dissipation of toxic materials.

Sod Qualit~

i. Sod should be free of weeds and undesirable coarse weedy grasses. If
possible, Certified or Approved turfgrass sod should be used.

2. Sod shall be machine cut at a uniform soil thickness of 3/4 inch, plus
or minus i/4 inch, at the time of cutting. This thickness shall exclude
shoot growth and thatch.                                         ~

3. Pieces of sod shall be cut to the supplier’s standard width and length,
with a maximum allowable deviation in any dimension of 5%. Torn or
uneven pads will not be acceptable.

R0071522
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4. Standard size sections of sod shall be strong enough to support their
own weight and retain their size and shape when suspended from a firm
grasp on one end of the section.

5. Sod shall be not cut or laid in excessively wet or dry weather.

6. Sod shall be harvested, delivered, and installed within a period of 36
hours.

Choosing Appropriate Types of Sod

The type of sod used must be composed of plants adapted to the locality.
Use Table 1.67a to select the type of sod best suited to your area.

Sod Installation

A. Solid Sodding (Plate 1.67a)

i. Irrigate areas to be sodded with a minimum of 1/2-inch of water
unless recent rains have provided equivalent moisture.

2. The first row of sod shall be laid in a straight line with subs-
equent rows placed parallel to and butting tightly against each
other. Lateral joints shall be staggered to promote more uniform
growth and strength. Care shall be exercised to insure that sod is
not stretched or overlapped and that all joints are butted tight;in
order to prevent voids which would cause drying of the roots.

3. On slopes 3:1 or greater, or wherever erosion may be a problem, sod
shall be laid with staggered joints and secured by pegging or other
approved methods. Sod shall be installed with the length per-
pendicular to the slope (on the contour). Begin laying sod at the
bottom of the slope and work uphill. On very steep slopes, the use
of ladders will facilitate the work and prevent damage to the sod.

4. Surface water cannot always be diverted from flowing over the face
of the slope, but a capping strip of heavy jute or erosion
netting, properly secured, along the crown of the slope will
provide extra protection against lifting and undercutting of sod.
This same technique can be used to fortify sod in water-carrying
channels and other critical areas. Use wire staples to anchor
heavy jute or erosion netting in channels.

5. As sodding of clearly defined areas is completed, sod shall be
rolled or tamped to provide firm contact between roots and soil.

6. After rolling, sod shall be irrigated to a depth sufficient that
the underside of the sod pad and the soil 4 inches below the sod
is thoroughly wet.

7. During the first week, in the absence of adequate rainfall,
watering shall be performed as often as necessary to maintain
moist soil to a depth of at least 4 inches.
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8. The first mowing shall not be attempted until the sod is firmly
rooted, usually after 2-3 weeks. Not more than i/3 of the grass
leaf should be removed at any one cutting.

B. Spot Sodding

i. Spot sodding is the planting of plugs or blocks, a minimum of four
inches in diameter or square, of sod at measured intervals. The
plugs or blocks should be placed one foot apart.

2. Sod spots within a row should be placed alternately and not
directly opposite sod spots in adjacent rows.

3. Fit the plugs or blocks tightly into prepared holes and tamp them
firmly into place.

4. Irrigate to a depth sufficient that the underside of the sod spot
and the soil 4 inches below the sod is thoroughly wet.

C. Strip Sodding

i. Areas to be strip sodded should be fertilized, limed, prepared and
smoothed as in solid sodding.

2. Lay the strips end to end in rows that are from I to 1-1/2 feet
apart with the stripe a minimum of 2 to 4 inches wide.

3. Roll or tamp the strips thoroughly to provide firm contact between
roots and soil.

4. Irrigate to a depth sufficient that the underside of the strips
and the soil 4 inches below the strips are wet.
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SODDING

~..- .., .... ,. ...... I    Lay sod in a staggered
-- ~ ....... ¯ ~    pattern. BuSt the

"-- I,, .~-_ . -J--          ~ ~ ~. strips tiQntly, aQainst
~,                                                ..- ..     _        - each other. Do not

leave spaces and do not

~     I _     ~ ~"    --- overlap. A sharpened
i )".~. ’-".i. - --..~-

°’"- -’L " I mason’s trowel is a
I -~- .-- ~ .... .- . .-.~ handy tool for tuckinc.
1 .... "-’" -. | -~ ..... } down the ends and
- .....- ~-- "’"-’-" ..... ~rin=n, ing ~ieces.
~~ But:in(~ - angled enms

cause~ by the auto-
~rrea~|" matic sod cutter must

Incorrect    be matcned correctly.

ROLL sod in~nediately WATER to a depth MOW when the sod is

to achieve firm of ~" as needed, established - in

contact with Zne soil. Water well as soon 2-3 weeks. Set the
as the sod is laid. mower high (2"-3").

S~APPEARANCE OF GOOD    ~

Shoots or ~rass blades.
ra~’F~"sbou~d be green and
healthy, mowed a: a 2 -.
cuttin.e heignt.

Thatch - grass clipoings an~
:eao ~’---~--’.=aves, up to I/2" tmick.
Root Zone - soil and roots.
Snoul: be I/2"-3/~" thick, with
dense roo: mat for strength.

Source: Va SWCC Plate Z.67a



Sodded Waterways (Plate !.67b)

i.
Care should be taken to prepare the soil adequately in accordance wit~
this specification. The sod type shall consist of plant materials able
to withstand the designed velocity. (See STORMWATZR CONVEYANCE

CHANNELS, ES BMP 1.35).

2. Sod strips in waterways shall be laid perpendicular to the direction of
flow. Care should be taken to butt ends of strips tightly.

3,
After rolling or tamping, sod shall be pegged or stapled to resist
washout during the establishment period. Chicken wire, jute or other
netting may be pegged over the sod for extra protection in critical

areas.

All other specifications for this practice shall be adhered to when
sodding a waterway.

SODDED WATERWAYS

F1 ow

_ . -;":-
Lay sod across the
direction of flow.

~.°

Use pegs or staples to fasten sod         ~6"-~I0"

firmly - at the ends of strips and
in the center, or every 3-4 feet if
the strips are long. When ready to ~ s        Z~-Peg or
mow, drive pegs or staples flush    }            Staple
with the ground.                   .(._. ......................

In critical areas,
secure sod with
chicken wire or
netting. Use staoles.

ate I. 67b
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Maintenance o~ Established Sod

1. After the first week, sod shall be watered as necessary to maintain
adequate moisture in the root zone and prevent dormancy.

2. Apply lime and fertilizer under a regular program based on soil tests
and on the use and general appearance of the vegetative cover. In the
absence of a soil test apply i-2 tons/acre (45-90 Ibs./lO00 ft.2) of
finely ground agricultural limestone every three years. Apply 400-500
Ibs./acre (9-18 Ibs./lO00 ft.2) of 10-10-10 fertilizer. To obtain
better vegetative cover, topdress with 150-300 Ibs./acre (6-12
Ibs./1000 ft.2) of 16-4-4 fertilizer during the growing season, but
at least six weeks before the end of the growing season.

If Centipede or St. Augustine grass i~ used, do not apply more than 1
pound of actual nitrogen per 1000 ft.( (20-40 Ibs./acre).

3. Mow to control weeds, improve the appearance of the vegetative cover,
and to reduce fire hazard, as necessary. In general, the coarser the
leaf texture of the grass, the higher it should be cut. Continuous
close mowing will result in loss of vigor and reduced stand. No more
than I/3 of the grass leaf should be removed in any mowing.



TABLE 1.67a

Comparison of Florida Lawn Grasses

Soil Tolerances* Minimum
Grass Texture Adaptability Shade Salt Drought Fertilization/yr.

A. IIIGH HAINTENANCE

St. Augustine Coarse Wide Range E E G 1-4

Bermuda Fine Wide Range VP F-G F 4-6

Zoysia Intermediate Wide Range G G F 2-4
O~ to Fine

~
B. LOg HAIHTENANCE

Bahia Intermediate Acid Soils £ P-F E 1-2
to Coarse

Centipede Intermediate Acid Soils G VP F-G 1

Carpet Intermediate Wet, Acid Soils F-G VP P 1

~Tolerances:

E TM Excellent P = Poor
G = Good VP = Very Poor
F TM Fair



ES BMP 1.68

BERMUDAGRASS ESTABLISHMENT

Definition

The establishment of vegetative cover with hybrid bermudagrass by planting
sprigs, stolons, or plugs.

Purposes

i. To reduce erosion and decrease sediment yield from disturbed areas.

2. To stabilize disturbed areas with a specific plant material suited to
the site which cannot be established by seed.

3. To establish vegetative cover more rapidly than would be possible
using seed.

Conditions Where Practice Applies

i. In areas where hybrid bermudagrass is the desired plant material, and
establishment with sod is not preferred.

2. Bermudagrass is particularly suited to droughty, sandy sites or
situations where high salt content is a problem. It should not be
used in shaded areas or on poorly drained sites.

3. Irrigation must be available during the establishment phase.

R0071529
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Plannin9 Considerations

Bermudagrasses are warm-season permanent grasses which are well suited to
erosion control, as they have vigorous rhizomes and stolons (runners).
There are two main types of bermudagrass in Florida, common and hybrid.
Common bermudagrass produces seed and may be established with seeds.
~owever, it has the potential to become a weed problem because it spreads
vigorously; it is also coarse and not suitable for fine turf. Common
bermuda has little cold tolerance and winterkills frequently.

Hybrid bermuda~rasses do not produce seed and must be established by
sodding, sprlgging or plugging. These grasses produce a fine, tight turf,
do not spread as virorously as common bermudagrass, exhibit good cold
tolerance, and can withstand many adverse conditions. For these reasons,
hybridbermudagrass produces the finest lawns in Florida, however they
require extensive maintenance.

Turf may be established most rapidly and efficiently with sod. Where speed
is essential and cost is not an overriding constraint, sod should be used.
(See SODDING, ES BMP 1.67).

Sprigging: A bermudagrass sprig is a small section of rhizome
(underground stem) 3 to 5 inches long, with at least one node or
joint. Leaves should be present at the nodes. Stolons (runners) are
above-ground stems that spread by creeping on the soil surface. A
mixture of sprigs and stolons is usually used in "sprigging". Sprigs
may be planted by machine or by hand.

Plugging: Plugs are small sections of sod which are expressed
into precut holes in the soil so that topgrowth is flush to the
surface and leaves are exposed. Plugs are usually planted by hand.

Bermudagrass is particularly suited to use in grassland waterways.
Depending upon the soil type, an established stand of bermudagrass can
tolerate intermittent concentrated flows of water on slopes up to 10%. It
is important to divert runoff from the.waterway during the first three
weeks of establishment to permit bermudagrass to take root. If this cannot
be done, the center of the waterway should be sodded to prevent washout.

Bermudagrass is drought-tolerant, salt-tolerant, and tolerates floods of
short duration. It prefers a pH range from 6.0-7.0 with high nitrogen
fertilization during the growing season. In northern and parts of central
Florida, bermudagrass will be dormant in winter and will turn brown at that
time.

The Bermudagrass hybrids most frequently used in Florida differ in
appearance, texture, growth rate, susceptibility to pests and suitability
for turf use. The following varieties are suggested for rough and
fine-turf areas:
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For Rough Areas

Comon: A low growing variety that produces dense sod. It is very
coarse and typically used for forage or erosion control in
critical areas.

Coastal: Also a forage type used in low maintenance areas.

For Fine-turf Areas

Ormond: A medium-textured, dense type with good drought and cold
tolerance. Very susceptible to dollar spot disease and the stunt
mite.

Tiflawn: Also called Tifton-57. Similar to Ormond but less
susceptible to dollar spot and mites.

Tifwa~: Also called Tifton-419. Often used on golf course fairways.

Tif~reen and Tifdwarf: Both are used on golf greens. Very fine
textured, textured, dense sod but requires very
high maintenance.

Specifications

Soil Preparation

Procedures for preparing the soil are the same for sprigging and plugging.

1. Bermudagrass requires soil which is well drained, loose enough for
root penetration, has a pH range between 6.0-7.0, and is free of toxic
amounts of materials harmful to plant growth. If any of these
criteria cannot be met, topsoil shall be applied in accordance with
TOPSOILING, ES BMP 1.61.

2. Necessary erosion and sediment control practices will be installed
prior to establishment of bermudagrass. Final grading will be carried
out according to the approved plan.

3. Surfaces will be roughened in accordance with SURFACE ROUGHENING, ES
BMP 1.60.

4. The soil shall be free of debris, trash, roots, and weeds.

Lime and Fertilizer

Soil tests should be made to determine the exact requirements for lime and
fertilizer. Soil tests may be conducted by the State Laboratory at the
University of Florida or at a reputable commercial laboratory. Information
on low cost state soil tests is available from county or city agricultural
extension agents.
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Under difficult circumstances where it is not possible to obtain a soil
test the following soil amendments shall be made:

Pulverized a~ricultural limestone: 100 Ibs./lO00 ft.2 (2
tons/acre).
NOTE: Only carbonate forms of lime may be used. Dolomitic
lime’----stone shall be used on the Coastal Plain.

Fertilizer: 800 Ibs. lO-10-10/acre (20 Ibs./1000 ft.2).
)TOl’~"~r~-~ivalent nutrients may be applied with other fertilizer
~ulations.

These amendments shall be spread evenly over the area to be sprigged, and
incorporated into the top 3-6 inches of the soil by discing, harrowing or
other acceptable means.

Any irregularities in the soil surface resulting from topsoiling or other
operations shall be filled or leveled in order to prevent the formation of
water pockets.

SPRIGGING AND PLUGGING

Sources

Sprigs can be purchased as sod and then shredded or can often be purchased
by the bushel. For turf-type bermudagrasses, Certified or Approved sod
sources (bearing the label of the Florida Crop Improvement Association)
should be used. Coastal and Common bermudagrasses are available through
agricultural sources. Contact the county or city agricultural extension
agent or the Soil Conservation Service district office for information on
where these materials may be obtained. Plugs may be cut from sod as needed
or purchased pre-cut.

Sprigs shall be 3 to 5 inches long, having several nodes (joints). Plugs
shall be a minimum diameter of 2 inches.

Quantities of Materials Needed

Sprigging: 2-7 bushels per 1000 ft.2, or 80-300 bushels per acre.
Use of the maximum recommended amount when broadcast sprigging. One
bushel of sprigs is approximately equal to i yard2 of sod.

Plugging: About 12 square yards of sod for 1000 ft.2, or 530
square yards of sod per acre.

When to Plant

To establish quickly, bermudagrass should not be in a dormant state (leaves
should b egreen) and the material should be fresh and moist. Bermuda-
grassess may be planted from mid-March until mid-September except in
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southern Florida where it can be planted at any time if soil mixture
conditions are favorable.

How to Plant

SPRIGGING: Sprigs may be broadcast over the surface by hand, planted in
rows by machine, or applied with a hydroseeder. Machines are available
which will insert sprigs properly and firm the soil over them. When sprigs
are broadcast or hydrosprigged, they should be partially covered with soil
by light discing or topdressing with good soil. Ideally, half of the sprig
should be covered with soil, and half (including some leaves) should be
exposed. Soil should be firmed over the sprigs by using a cultipacker, or
by rolling or tamping. Spacin~ - When planted in row, sprigs should be
placed no more than 12 inches apart. Closer spacing is recommended for
slopes, waterways, and highly erodible soils.

PLUGGING: Plugs should be inserted in the soil surface so that leaf
tips are above the surrounding soil, and tamped firmly in place. Spacin~
- Plugs should be placed in a grid pattern on 12 inch centers. Close
spacing is recommended on critical areas. Plugs are usually placed by
hand, but machines are available which can plug automatically.

Weed Control

In order to become effectively established, bermudagrass must not have to
compete with weeds or excessive nurse crop growth. These can be controlled
by mowing, hand cultivation or the use of herbicides. When herbicides are
used, follow current Florida Institute of Food and Agricultural Sciences
chemical weed control recommendations and adhere strictly to the
instructions on the label.

Maintenance

Bermudagrass sprigs and plugs can be expected to root in 5 to 10 days under
optimum conditions. Full coverage of the soil by spreading plants can be
effected in 4 to 8 weeks wi~h good growing conditions. The following
maintenance activities should be followed to retaineffective vegetative
cover:

I. Adequate moisture. Water immediately after planting, and water
enough to keep so11 moist to a depth of 4 inches~uring the first 4
weeks and as needed thereafter to sustain growth.

2. Sunlight. Do not permit mulches, weeds, or other plantings to
shade new bermudagrass stands.

3. Freedom from erosive forces. Keep concentrated flows of water off
of new plantings for 2 weeks to one month depending upon growth.
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4. Repairs. Inspect all areas for planting failures and-make
necessary repairs, replacements and reseeding within the planting
season, if possible.

5. Lime and fertilizer. Apply lime and fertilizer under a regular
program based on soil tests, and on the use and general appearance of
the vegetative cover. In the absence of a soil test, apply lime and
fertilizer as follows:

a. Apply 1 to 2 tons of finely ground dolomite or agricultural
limestone per acre or 45 to 90 Ibs. per 100 square feet every 3 to
5 years.

b. Apply 40 to 50 Ibs. per acre or one pound per 1000 square feet of
nitrogen, phosphate and potash annually in the spring. This can
be supplied with 400 to 500 pounds per acre or 9 to 12 pounds per
1000 square feet of 10-10-10. To obtain better vegetative cover,
topdress with 30 to 60 pounds per acre or 1 to 2 pounds per 1000
square feet of nitrogen during the growing season, but at least
six weeks before the end of the growing season.

6. Mowing. As necessary, mow to control weeds and as growth
requires. Common and Coastal may be left unmowed except for an
ocCasional trimming to about six inches in height. Turf-type
bermudagrasses should be cut to a height of i to 1.5 inches.

"~
(~- 5 0 (~
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ES BMP 1.75

MULCHING

Definition

Application of plant residues or other suitable materials to the soil
surface.

Purposes

I. To prevent erosion by protecting the soil surface from raindrop impact
and reducing the velocity of overland flow.

2. To foster the growth of vegetation by increasing available moisture
and providing insulation against extreme heat and cold.

Conditions Where Practice Applies

I. Areas which have been permanently seeded should be mulched immediatelY
following seeding.

2. Areas which cannot be seeded because of the season should be mulched
to provide some protection to the soil surface. An organic mulch (not
wood fiber alone) shall be used, and the area then seeded as soon as
feasible in spring.
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3. Mulch shall be used together with plantings of trees, shrubs, or
certain ground covers which do not provide adequate soil stabilization
by themselves.

4. Mulch shall be used in conjunction with temporary seeding operations
specified in TEMPORARY SEEDING, ES BMP 1.65.

Plannin~ Considerations

Mulches are applied to the soil surface to conserve a desirable soil
property or to promote plant growth. A surface mulch is one of the most
effective means of controlling runoff on disturbed land.

Mulches can increase the infiltration rate of the soil, reduce soil
moisture loss by evaporation, prevent crusting and sealing of the soil
surface, modify soil temperatures, and provide a suitable microclimate for
seed germination.

Organic mulch materials, such as straw, wood chips, bark, and wood fiber,
have been found to be the most effective.

Chemical soil stabilizers are less effective mulches when used alone.
These materials are useful to bind organic mulches together.

A variety of nets and mats have been developed for erosion control in
recent years, and these are also used as mulches, particularly in critical
areas such as waterways. They may be used to hold other mulches to the
soil surface.

The choice of materials for mulching will be based on the type of soil to
be protected, site conditions, season, and economics. It is especially
important to mulch liberally in mid-summer and prior to winter, and on cut
slopes and southern, slope exposures.

Organic Mulches

Straw - The mulch most commonly used in conjunction with seeding. The
straw should come from wheat or oats, and may be spread by hand or machine.
Straw can be windblown and must be tacked down.

Corn Stalks - These should be shredded into 4 to 6-inch lengths.
Stalks decompose slowly and are resistent to windblow.

Wood Chips - Suitable for areas that will not be closely mowed, and
around ornamental plantings. Chips decompose slowly, do not require
tacking. Must be treated with 12 pounds nitrogen per ton to prevent
nutrient deficiency in plants. Can be a very inexpensive mulch if chips
are obtained from trees cleared on the site.

Bark Chips, Shredded Bark - By-products of timber processing. Used in
landscaping plantings. Bark is also a suitable mulch for areas planted to
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grasses and not closely mowed; may be applied by hand or mechanically.
Bark is not usually toxic to grasses or legumes, and additional nitrogen
fertilizer is not required.

Wood Fiber - Used in hydroseeding operations, applied as part of the
slurry. These short cellulose fibers do not require tacking, although
tacking agent or soil binders are sometimes used with wood fiber. This
form of mulch does not provide sufficient protection to erodible soils to
be used alone durin~-~he severe heat of summer or for late fall seedings.
Wood fiber hydroseeder slurries may be used to tack straw mulch. This
combination treatment is well suited to steep slopes and critical areas,
and severe climate conditions.

There are other organic materials which make excellent mulches but are only
available locally or seasonally. Creative use of these materials can
reduce costs.

Chemical Mulches and Soil Binders

A wide range of synthetic, spray-on materials are marketed to stabilize and
protect the soil surface. These are emulsion or dispersions of vinyl
compounds, asphalt, rubber or other substances which are mixed with water
and applied to the soil. They may be used alone or or may be used to tack
wood fiber hydromulches or straw.

When used alone, chemical mulches do not have the capability to insulate
the soil or retain soil moisture that organic mulches have. This soil
protection is also damaged by traffic. Application of these mulches is
usually more expensive than organic mulching, and the mulches decompose in
60-90 days.

Nets and Mats

Used alone, netting does not retain soil moisture or ~odify soil
temperature. It stabilizes the soil surface while grasses are being
established, and is useful in grassed waterways and on slopes. Light
netting may also be used to hold other mulches in place.

The most critical aspect of installing nets and mats is obtaining firm,
continuous contact between material and the soil. Without such contact,
the material is useless and erosion occurs. It is important to use an
adequate number of staples and to roll the material after laying it to
insure that the soil is protected.

Specifications

ORGANIC MULCHES

Organic mulches may be used in any area where mulch is required, subject to
the restrictions noted in Table 1.75a.
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Table 1.75a

ORGANIC MULCH MATERIALS AND APPLICATION RATES

MULCHES          RATES                      NOTES
Per Acre Per 1000 ft.2

Free from weeds and Coarse matter.
Straw     i-1/2-      70-90 Ibs.    Must be anchored. Spread with mulch

2 Tons                   blower or by hand.

Fibers 4mm or longer. Do not use

Wood 1000-       25-50 Ibs.    alone in winter or during hot, dry
Fibers 2000 Ibs.                weather. Apply as slurry.

Cut or shrredded in 4-6" lengths.

Corn      4-6 tons    185-         Air-dried. Do not use in fine turf
Stalks                275 Ibs.      areas. Apply with mulch blower or

by hand.

Free of coarse matter. Air-dried.
Wood      4-6 tons    185-         Treat with 12 Ibs. nitrogen per ton.
Chips                275 Ibs.     Do not use in fine turf areas.

Apply with mulch blower, chip
handler, or by hand.

Bark                .             Free of coarse matter. Air-dried.
Chips     50-70      I-2          Do not use in fine turf areas.
Shredded cu. yds..    cu. yds.      Apply with mulch blower, chip

handler, or by hand.

Source: Va SWCC
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INSTALLATIO~ OF NE~-FING AND MATTING

Anchor Slot: Bury the up-channel end of the
net in a 6" deep trench. Tamp the soil
firmly. Staple at 12" intervals across the
net.

Over.lap: Overlap edges of the
str~ps at least 4". Staple "    . ._
every 3 feet down the center
of the strip. I. "."-".

F1 ow

~
Joinin.o Strips: InSert the new roll of net
in a trencn,’as with the Anchor Slot. Over-
lap the up-channel end of the previous roll
18" and turn the end under 6". Staple the
end of the previous roll just below’the
anchor slot and at the end at iZ" intervals.

~
Check Slots: On erodible soils or steep
slopes, check slots should be made every
15 feet. Insert a fold of the net into a
6" trench and tam~ firmly. Staple at
12" intervals across the net. Lay the
smoothly on the surface of the soil - do not

~t, sl:re~ch the net, and do not allow wrinkles.

Anchorino Ends At Structures:
Place the end of the net in
a 6" slot on the up-channel
side o~ the s~ructure.
Fill the trench and
tamp firmly. Roll the

...... ¯ - .., ¯ net up the channel .... -. -,::.,--.
Place sta~les at 12" ~...:,".. : intervals along the = :.,....-.

..... anchor end of the net. .--

Source: Adap;ed from Conwed Proouc:s Brochure Plate 1.75a

R0071539
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Shal low
Slope

On shallow slopes, strips
of netting may be applied
across the slope.

Where there is a berm at the top of the slope, .~ Berm
brine the netting over the berm and anchor it

" behind the berm.

On steep slopes, apply
strips of netting parallel
to the direction of flow
and anchor securely.

Bring netting down to a level area before
terminating the installation. Turn the

6

Flow
Di

In ditches, apply netting
parallel :o the direction
of flow. Use check slo:s
every 15 fee:. Do not
join strips in the center

the ditch.
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Materials: Select mulch material based on site requiremen-ts,
availabi~’ity of materials, and availability of labor and equipment. Table
1.75a lists the most commonly used organic mulches. Other materials, such
as peanut hulls and cotton burs, may be used.

Prior to mulching: Complete the required grading and install needed
sediment control practice.

Lime and fertilizer should be incorporated and surface rou~heninB
accomplished as needed. Seed should be applied prior to mulching except in
the following cases: (a) Wh~re seed is to be applied as part of a hydro-
seeder slurry containing wood fiber mulch. (b) Where seed is to be applied
following a straw mulch spread during winter months. (c) Where a hydro-
seeder slurry is applied over straw.

Application: Mulch materials shall be spread uniformly, by hand or
machine.

When spreading straw by hand, divide the area to be mulched into
approximately 1000 sq. ft. sections and place 70-90 Ibs. (I-i/2 to 2 bales)
of straw in each section to facilitate uniform distribution.

Mulch Anchoring: Straw mulch must be anchored immediately after
spreading-to prevent windblow. Other organic mulcheslisted in Table 1.75a
do not require anchoring. The following methods of anchoring straw may be
used:

1. Mulch anchorin~ tool: This is a tractor-drawn implement designed
to punch mulch into the soil surface. This method provides maximum
erosion control with straw. It is limited to use on slopes no steeper
than 3:1, where equipment can operate safely. Machinery shall be
operated on the contour.

2. Liquid mulch binders: Application of liquid mulch binders and
tackifiers should be heaviest at edges of areas and at crests of ridges
and banks, to prevent windblow. The remainder of the area should have
binder applied uniformly. Binders may be applied after mulch is spread
or may be sprayed into the mulch as it is being blown onto the soil.
Applying straw and binder together is the most effective method.

The following types of binders may be used:

a. Asphalt - Any type of asphalt thin enough to be blown from
spray equipment is satisfactory. Recommended for use are rapid
curing (RC-70, RC-250, RC-800), medium curing (MC-250, MC-BO0) and
emulsified asphalt (SS-I, CSS-1, CMS-2, MS-2, RS-1, RS-2, CRS-1,
and CRS-2).

Apply asphalt at 0.10 gallon per square yard (10 gal./lO00 ft.2,
480 gal./acre). Do not use heavier applications as it may cause
the straw to "perch" over rills. All asphalt designations are from
the Asphalt Institute Specifications.
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b. Synthetic binders - Chemical binders such as Petroset,
Terratack and Aerospray may be used as recommended by the
manufacturer to anchor mulch. These are expensive and therefore
usually used in small areas or in residential areas where asphalt
may be a problem. (Use of trade names do not constitute an
endorsement by the Commission).

3. Mulch nettings - Lightweight plastic, cotton, or paper nets may be
stapled over the mulch according to manufacturer’s recommendations.
(See NETS AND MATS, below).

4. Peg and twine - Because it is labor intensive, this method is
feasible only in small areas where other methods cannot be used.
Drive 8 - 10 inch wooden pegs to within 3 inches of the soil surface,
every 4 feet in all directions. Stakes may be driven before or after
straw is spread. Secure mulch by stretching twine between pegs in a
criss-cross-within-a- square pattern. Turn twine 2 or more times
around each peg.

CHEMICAL MULCHES

Chemical mulches may be used alone only in the following situations:

a. Where no other mulching material is available.

.o b. In conjunction with temporary seeding during the times when mulch
is not required for that practice.

c. From May i to June 15 and September 15 to October 15, provided
that they are used on areas with slopes no steeper than 4:1, which
have been roughened~in accordance with SURFACE ROUGHENING ES BMP
1.60. If rill erosion occurs, another mulch material shall be
applied immediately.

NETS AND MATS

Nets may be used alone on level areas, on slopes no steeper than 3:1, and
in waterways (as specified in STORMWATER CONVEYANCE CHANNELS, ES BMP
1.35).

When mulching is done in late fall or during June, july, or August, o~r
where soil is highly erodible, net should only be used in conjunction with
an organic mulch such as straw.

When net and organic mulch are used together, the net should be installed
over the mulch except when the mulch is wood fiber. Wood fiber may be
~yed on top of the installed net.
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Excelsior binders are considered protective mulches and may be used alone
on erodible soils and during all times of year.

Materials: Jute net shall be heavy, uniform cloth woven of single jute
yarn, which if 36 to 48 inches wide shall weigh an average of 1.2 pounds
per linear yard.

Other products designed to control erosion shall conform to manufacturer’s
specification and should be applied in accordance with manufacturer’s
instructions provided those instructions are at least as stringent as this
specification. Examples of these products are Erosionet, Holdgro,
Weedchek, and Curlex. (Use of trade names does not indicate an endorsement
of products by the department). In no case shall these products cover less
than 30% of the soil surface.

Staples will be made of plain iron wire, No. 8 gauge or heavier, and will
be 6 inches or more in length.

Prior to installation:

1. Shape and grade as require the waterway, channel, slope or other area
to be protected.

2. Remove all rocks, clods, or debris larger than 2 inches in diameter
that will prevent contact betwen the net and the soil surface.

3. When open-weave nets are used, lime fertilizer and seed may be applied
either before or after laying the net. When excelsior netting is
used, they must be applied before the the mat is laid.

La~in~ the Net

i. Start laying net from top of channel or top of slope and unroll
downgrade.

2. Allow to lay loosely on soil--do not stretch.

3. To secure net: Upslope ends of net should be buried in a slot or
trench no less than 6 inches deep. Tamp earth firmly over net.
Staple the net every 12 inches across the top end.

Edges of net shall be stapled every 3 feet. Where 2 strips of net are
laid side by side, the adjacent edges shall be overlapped 3 inches and
stapled together.

Staples shall be placed down the center of net strips at 3-foot intervals.
DO NOT STRETCH net when applying staples.

joinin~ strips: Insert new roll of net in trench, as with upslope ends
of net. Overlap the end of the previous roll 18 inches, turn under 6
inches, and staple across end of roll just below anchor slot and at the end
of the turned-under net every 12 inches.
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At bottom of slopes: Lead net out onto a level area before anchoring.
Turn enos under 6 inches, and staple across end every 12 inches.

Check slots: On highly erodible soils and on slopes steeper than 4:1,
erosion check slots should be made every 15 feet. Insert a fold of net
into a 6-inch trench and tamp firmly. Staple at 12-inch intervals across
the downstream portion of the net.

Rollin~: After installation, stapling, and seeding, net should be
rolled to ensure firm contact between net and soil.

Maintenance

All mulches should be inspected periodically, in particular after
rainstorms, to check for rill erosion. Where erosion is observed
additional mulch should be applied. Net should be inspected after
rainstorms for dislocation or failure. If washouts or breakage occur,
re-install net as necessary after repairing damage to the slope.
Inspections should take place up until grasses are firmly established.
Where mulch is used in conjunction with ornamental plantings, inspect
periodically throughout the year to determine if mulch is maintaining
coverage of the soil surface; repair as needed.
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ES BMP 1.80

TREES, SHRUBS, VINES
AND GROUND COVERS

Definition

Stabilizing disturbed areas by establishing vegetative cover with trees,
shrubs, vines, or ground covers.

Purposes

i. To aid in stabilizing soil in areas where vegetation other than turf
is preferred.

2. To provide food and shelter for. wildlife where wildlife habitat is
desirable.

Conditions Where Practice Applies

I. On steep or rocky slopes, where mowing is not feasible.

2. Where ornamentals are desirable for landscaping purposes.

3. In shady areas where turf maintenance is difficult.

4. Where woody plants are desirable for soil conservation, or to
establish wildlife habitats.

R0071545

6- 5.17



Plannin9 Considerations

Disturbed areas may be stabilized in many different ways. Most frequently,
a permanent vegetative cover of grasses and legumes is established. Tnere
are locations, however, where other types of vegetation are preferred. The
following situations are examples of ways in which trees, shrubs, vines,
and ground covers may be used:

1. On cut and fill slopes adjacent to paved areas of shopping centers,
schools, industrial parks, or other non-residential projects: woody
plants and ground covers can be used on these slopes to control
erosion. They will also help to control foot traffic, will not
require as much maintenance as mowed lawns, and will be more
attractive than unmowed grass cover.

2. In residential areas, slopes too steep to be mowed and areas along
rights-of-way or easements may be planted in trees, shrubs, vines, or
ground covers to reduce maintenance and improve appearance.

3. The interested homeowner or small project developer may choose to use
ornamental plants in problem areas--shade, steep slopes, inaccessible
places--as alternatives to grass. Ground covers may be used to reduce
or eliminate the need for mowing grass on level areas.

There are vast numbers of plants that may be used for these purposes. The
plants discussed in this practice are those which are known to be adapted i
to Florida, fairly easy to grow, and commonly available from commercial
nurseries. Many plants suitable for use are not mentioned here.
Information on such plants can be obtained from nurserymen, landscape
architects, and extension agents.

Because many types of woody plants and ground covers are discussed, and
because site conditions and land use vary so widely, it is not practical to
give specific requirements for the establishment of every plant mentioned.
This practice consists, instead, of a set of general guidelines for growing
trees, shrubs, vines, and ground covers on disturbed land.

6uidelines

Disturbed soil between trees and shrubs must be mulched or planted with
permanent vegetation to prevent erosion. Refer to the other practices to
select a method for stabilizing these areas.

TREES

Selectin9 the Right Trees - In the urban and suburban environments, trees
may be exposed to insufficient light and water; high velocity winds; salt
spray in coastal locations; heat radiation from roads and buildings;
pollutants from cars and industry; root amputation for water, power, sewer,
and gas lines; topping to prevent interference with power lines; and
covering of roots by pavement. New species and varieties of trees are

R0071546
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being selected for the modern environment on the basis of their ability to
withstand those difficult conditions and still provide the benefits
associated with having trees (see Plate 1.80a).

Selection of trees depends on the desired function of the tree, whether it
be shade, privacy screening, noise screening, aopearance, enhancement of
wildlife habitat, or a combination of these. The following characteristics
of the tree should be considered when making choices:

i. Hardiness - "Hardiness zones" are based on average annual minimum
temperature. Florida contains 3 such zones (Plate 1.66b) to which
different trees are adapted.

2. Mature height and spread - The eventual height of a tree must be
considered in relation to planting location to avoid future problems
with power lines and buildings. (See Plate 1.80b).

3. Growth rate - Some trees attain mature height at an early age, others
take many years. If "instant shade" is desired, rapid growth is needed.
Slow-growing trees are usually less brittle and live longer.

4. Root system - Some trees obstruct underground pipelines with
fibrous roots.

5. Cleanliness - Maintenance problems can be avoided by not selecting
trees that drop seedpods, flowers, or twigs in large amounts. ~

6. Moisture and fertility requirements - If good soil and drainage are
not available, trees tolerant of poor growing conditions must be planted.

7. Ornamental effects - If a tree is unusually attractive in
appearance, some other shortcomings may be overlooked.

8. EverBreen vs. deciduous - Evergreens retain their leaves
throughout the year, and so are useful for privacy screens and noise
screens. Deciduous trees drop their leaves in fall. They are
preferable for shade trees.

Some of these characteristics are given in Table 1.80a (at the end of this
ES BMP) for trees commonly grown in Florida.

At the same time as trees are being selected, the site where they will be
planted should be evaluated. Consider the prior use of the land; adverse
soil conditions, such as poor drainage or acidity; exposure to wind;
temperature extremes; location of utilities, paved areas, and security
lighting; and traffic patterns.

Sources of trees and how they may be bought -.The trees listed in Table
1.80a are usually available at commercial nurseries as container-grown
trees or as balled and burlapped trees. Container-grown trees can be
planted at any time of year if sufficient water is provided. They should
be purchased and planted when quite young (less than 2" diameter trunk) to
avoid dealing with root-bound plants.
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Temperature Modification

Trees affect wind s~eed an~ direction, and thus temperature.
For example, an evergreen planting on the northwest siae of a
building will reduce the effects of harsh winter winds and direct
cool sun,her breezes through the area. Trees protect the soil from
~rying sun and wind, reducing evaporation an~ maintaining cooler
temperatures under trees. When properly place~ near buildings,
trees of proper size will insulate buildings from extreme tempera-
ture changes in winter and sun:her, helping reduce coszs of heating
and cooling. Deciduous trees block out :he mot sunnier sun, keeping
the home cooler, and allow warmth of winter sun to pass through.

¯

Winter ’     Sunnier SUnlner ’     Winter

Sound Control Erosion Control

Noises from nearby sources Coarse leaf textures, hori-
can be reduced through proper zontal branching habits, fibrous
placement of trees.’ The degree root systems, and rough bark are
of control de.~ends on the density tree characteristics most effect-
of the planting and intensity and ive in slowing water movement and
direction of sound waves. Both    wind speed, thus reducing erosion
aeciduous and evergreen trees problems.
should be used for best effect.
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SPACING TREES FOR SAFETY AND EFFECTIVE LANDSCAPING

I Plant small trees a minimum
20’-30’ of 12 feet from structures

L D
or utility wires. In rows,
plant them 25 feet apart.

Small Trees

35’-45’
Plant medium trees a
minimum of 25 feet from
structures and utility
wires, and 30-50 feet.
apart in rows.

Medium Trees

50’.-70

Plant large trees a
minimum of 35 feet
from structures and
utility wires, and
50-75 feet apart

planted in rows
Large Trees

Source: Va SWCC Plate 1.BOb
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Balled and burlapped trees are usually larger; check to be sure that soil
arouna roots was dug with the tree and not just packed around bare roots.
Tile soil shoula have been kept moist.

Tree seedlings are available commercially and are also sold by the State
Division of Forestry which has nurseries located in Munson, Chiefland and
Lake Placid. About 40 species of trees are usually available at nominal
prices. The minimum price is for an order of 500 trees although any number
of seedlings may be ordered. Seedlings are available as bare root,
containerized or potted trees with the latter two categories usually
utilized in the urban environment. Orders for bare root seedlings are
accepted between July 1 and March I with delivery occurring between late
November and early March. Containerized and potted seedlings may be
ordered and delivered throughout the year although high demand for these
type of seedlings creates occasional delays in delivery. More information
about this program is available from the Florida Division of Forestry.

PLANTING BARE-ROOTED TREE SEEDLINGS

When - Trees to be planted as bare-rooted seedlings should be handled
on--~while dormant in spring, or after leaf fall in autumn. Refer to Plate
1.80c for planting instructions.

When stabilizing the disturbed areas between tree plantings, do not use
grasses or legumes which will overshade the new seedlings. Where possible,
a circle of mulch around seedlings will help them to compete successfullyi
with herbaceous plants.

TRANSPLANTING TREES (Planting Balled-and-Burlapped and Container-grown
Trees)
When - Late fall through winter (November to February) is the preferred
~for planting both deciduous and evergreen trees throughout Florida.

Tree preparation - Proper digging of a tree includes the conservation
of as much of the root system as possible, particularly the fine roots.
Soil adhering to the roots should be damp when the tree is dug, and kept
moist until planting. The soil ball should be 12 inches in diameter for
each inch of diameter of the trunk. The tree should be carefully excavated
and the soil ball wrapped in burlap and tied with rope. Use of a
mechanical tree spade is also acceptable.

Evergreens, or any trees which are to be transplanted for a distance,
should have the branches bound in with soft rope to prevent damage.

Site preparation - The planting hole should be dug deep and wide enough
to allow proper placement of the root ball. The final level of the root
bali’s top should be level with the ground surface. (Plate 1.80d).

As the hole is dug, topsoil shoul~ be kept separate from subsoil. If
possible, discard subsoil and replace with good topsoil. If topsoil is
unavailable, improve subsoil by mixing in I/3 by volume of peat moss or
well-rotted manure.



Care of SeedlinGs Until Planted

~
Seedlings should be planted in~ediately. If i: is
necessary to store moss-packe~ seedlings for more
than 2 weeks, one pin= of water per pkg. should be
added. ~f Clay-treated, 6o not add water to pkg.
PacKages must be separate� =o provide ventilation

to prevent "heating". Separate packages with wood strips and szore
out of =he wind in a shaded, cool (not freezing) location.

Care of Seedlinos Durin9 Plantin~

When planting, roots must be kept mois: un:il :rees
are in the ground. Do no= carry seedlings in your
hand exposed to the air an~ sun. Keep moss-packed

seedlings in a container packed with wet moss or filled with thick
muady wa=er. Cover clay-treated seedlings with wet burlap only.

Hand Plantina                   ~

Insert bar at      Remove bar and Insert bar ~wo Pull bar towardangle shown and place seedling inches toward planter.firmingpush ~orward to at correct planter from soi~ at bo~-~amupright position, depth, seedling, of roots.

Push bar for~rd Fill in last Firm soil Test plantingfrom planter hole by around seed- by pullingfirming soil at stamping ling ~th lightly ontop of roots. ~th heel. feet. seedling.

roots ~o air
~uring freeze upright - not .~ .... .~,...J..~....~

~i~i ’i ’"""-;~ :!iI" or plant in at an angle. :.;.:i...~.i;~:f;:;i;v!i~j~:if
Right WFong frozen ground.

R~i~£ ’ :::":"

8.
I

~.~ Do not bend Always plant in
roots so that soil - never

upwards out or debris. PacW~
-. .... oft he ground, soil tightly.

PLANTING BARE-ROOTED SEEDLINGS

Source: Virginia Division of Forestry Plate 1.80c

R0071551



PLANTING BA....D-AND-BUR..A.’Ir      ,        I I~p..D:- AND CONTAINER-GRO~4N TREES

k

Plan: a: the sa~ depth as when
previously gro~ (slightly higher
in poorly-drained soils). Spread
out roots of bare-root speci~ns.

Prepare watering
depression inside
excavated area

g Soil Mixture

Garden Hose

~

.and Wi Tree Wrap and

~
N String Tie Garden Hose

ll~L-stakes
stakes

(!

Turnbuckles
same

angle as
~ Anchor (log, luy wire
! brick, etc.)

Trees Under 20’                              Trees CNer 20’

Source: Virginia Division of Forestry                      Plate 1.808



Heavy or poorly drained soils are not good growth media for trees. When
it is necessary to transplant trees into such soils, e×tra care should be
taken. Properly installed drain tile will improve drainage.

Setting the tree - Depth of planting must be close to the original
depth. The tree may be set just a few inches higher than in its former
location, especially if soil is poorly drained. DO NOT set the tree lower
than before. Soil to be placed around the root ball shoula be moist but
not wet.

Set the tree in the hole and remove the rope which holds the burlap.
Loosen the burlap; remove completely if that is practical. Do not break
the soil of the root ball. Fill the hole with soil half-way, and tamp
firmly around the root ball. Add water to settle the soil and eliminate
air pockets. When the water has drained off, fill the hole the remainder
of the way and tamp as before.

Use extra soil to form a shallow basin around the tree, somewhat smaller
than the diameter of the root ball (Plate 1.80d). This will be for holding
water when the tree is irrigated. Note: Level the ground and eliminate
these basins when winter sets in, as ice forming in the basin might injure
the trunk.

Supportin~ the tree - Newly planted trees need artificial support to
prevent excessive swaying. Stakes or guy wires may be used (see Plate
1.nOd).

Waterin~ - Soil around the tree should be thoroughly watered after
the tree is set in place. When the soil becomes dry, the tree should be
watered deeply but not too often. Mulching around the base of the tree
is helpful in preventing roots from drying out.

Maintenance of Tree Plantinss

Like all plants, trees require water and fertilizer to grow. Ideally,
young trees should receive an inch of water each week for the first two
years after planting. When rain does not supply this need, the tree
should be watered deeply but not more often than once per week.

Transplanted trees should be fertilized one year or so after planting.
There are many sophisticated ways to supply fertilizer to trees, but
some simple methods are adequate. The best material for small trees is
well-rotted stable manure, if it can be obtained. Add it annually as a
2-inch layer of mulch around the tree. If chemical fertilizers are to be
used, a formulation such as 10-8-6 or 10-6-4 is preferred. Use about 2
Ibs. per inch of trunk diameter measured 4 feet from the ground. Thus,
if the trunk diameter at 4 feet was 5 inches, 10 Ibs. of fertilizer would
be applied.

NOTE: Evergreens use I/2 the recommended amount of chemical fertilizer
or use only organic fertilizers such as cottonseed meal, bone meal, or
manure.



Fertilizer must come in contact with the roots to benefit the tree. A
simple way to insure this is to make holes in the tree’s root area with a
punchbar, crowbar, or auger. Holes should be 18 inches deep, spaced about
2 feet apart, and located around the drip line of the tree. Distribute the
necessary fertilizer evenly into these holes, and close the holes with the
heel of the shoe or by filling with topsoil or peat moss.

Fertilize trees in late fall or in early spring, before leaves emerge.

SHRUBS

Much of what has been said about trees also applies to shrubs. A shrub is
an erect woody plant less than 15 feet tall, usually with several trunks
rising from a common base. Some have the appearance of small trees, and
some lie close to the ground.

Selecting appropriate shrubs - There are so many ornamental shrubs
available that a~vising on the choice of any one is difficult. Table 1.80c
gives the basic characteristics of shrubs commonly available at commercial
nurseries in Florida, which are recommended for conservation planting
because they enrich or hold the soil or encourage development of wildlife
habitat. Information on other shrubs is available from nurserymen and
extension agents.

Follow the general procedure fortree planting when planting shrubs.

Maintenance

Proper pruning, watering, and application of fertilizer every 3 years or so
will keep shrubs healthy. Maintain the mulch cover or turf cover
surrounding the shrubs. A heavy layer of mulch reduces weeds and retains
moisture.

VINES AND GROUND COVERS

Low-growing plants that sprawl, trail, spread, or send out runners come in
many leaf types, colors and growth habits. Some are suitable only as part
of a maintained landscape, and some can stabilize large areas with little
care.

Īn addition to stabilizing disturbed soil, vines and ground covers can
perform the following functions:

1. Maintain cover in heavily shaded areas where turf will not thrive.

2. Provide attractive cover that does not need mowing.

3. Help to define traffic areas and control pedestrian movement. People
are more likely to walk on the grass than on a thick bed of ivy or a
prickly planting of juniper.



Table 1.80c gives the characteristics of some commonly used vines and
ground covers suitable for Florida. Information on others is available
from nurserymen.

Like shrubs and trees, ground covers are best planted in spring.
Containergrown plants can be planted throughout the growing season if
adequate water is provided.

Site preparation - Ground covers are plants that naturally grow very
close together, causing severe competition for space, nutrients, and water.
Soil for ground covers should be well prepared. A well-drained soil high
in organic matter is best.

The entire area should be spaded, disced or roto-tilled to a depth of six
to eight inches. Two to three inches of organic material such as good
topsoil, peat or well composte~ manure should be spread over the entire
area. Apply 9-18 Ibs./1000 ft~ of 10-10-10 fertilizer and incorporate
the organic material and fertilizer into the soil before planting.

If the area to be planted is very large or it is impractical to prepare the
entire area, individual planting holes 1/3 larger and deeper than the plant
root ball should be dug. If the soil is not suitable for plant growth, it
is best to batch blend a planting medium. A mixture of 1:1 of 2:1 sandy
loam soi~ and peat, composted manure or other well-rotted organic material
with 10 pounds of 10-10-10 fertilizer and 20 Ibs. lime per cubic yard of
soil mix. Lime should not be used for acid loving plants such as
camellias, azaleas or blueberries.

Plantin~ - Plants such as ivy, pachysandra and periwinkle should be
planted on one-foot centers; large plants such as juniper can be spaced on
3-foot centers. The following steps will help insure good plant growth:

1. Make the plantings on the Contour.
2. Dig.the holes i/3 larger that the plant root baiT.
3. Plant at the same level that the plants grew.
4. Use good topsoil or soil mixture with a lot of organics.
5. Fill hole 1/3 to 1/2 full, shake plants to settle soil among roots,

then water. Finish filling hole, firm slightly and again settle with
water.

6. Leave saucer-shaped depression around plant to hold water.
7. Water thoroughly and regularly.
8. Space plan~s according to the type of plant and the extent of covering

desired. Set small plants as close as 4 to 6 inches apart and large
plants as much as 4 feet apart. The following chart shows the area
that approximately 100 plants will cover when set at various distances
apart:

Planttn~ Distance Area Covered Plantin~ Distance Area Covered
inches sq. ft. inches sq. ft.

4 11 18 225
6 25 24 400
8 44 36 900

10 70 48 1600
12 100



Mulching - The soil between trees and shrubs must be planted with cover
vegetation or must be mulched. When establishing ground covers, it is not
desirable to plant species that will compete strongly with the ground cover
or will make maintenance difficult. A thick durable mulch such as shredded
bark or wood chips is recommended to prevent erosion an~ reduce weed
problems. Pre-emergent herbicides may be necessary where weeding is not
practical.

On slopes where erosion may be a problem, jute net or excelsior blankets may
be installed prior to planting, and plants tucked into the soil througn slits
in the net. Such plants should be put in a staggered pattern to minimize
erosion.

Maintenance

Trim old growth as needed to improve the appearance of ground covers. Most
covers need once-a-year trimming to promote growth. Maintain mulch cover
with additions of mulch where needed. Fertilize as described above, every
3-4 years.

(~- ~2B R0071556



T/~LE 1.8Oa

TREES FOR LANDSCAPING. EROSION CONTROL AND SOIL CONSERVATION IN FLOI~IOA

’, (1) (2)          Soil Moisture (3) (4)
Common Name Leaf Climate Hature    Preferred pH Tolerances Growth Uses

(Botanical Name) Type Zones Slze-F.t. ~et M Dry Range Salt Cold Orought Rate Lawn Street Coast Comments

Birch. River D 1.2 SO- X , X 4.O- N H L H X Prefers deep. moist soils s,,ch as strea,.-

(Betu]a nigra) 311 80 S.O banks

Black Olive E 4 40- X X X 4.O- H N H S X X X Excellent for windbreaks

(Buclda bucerasl 5 50 7.5

t~ Beech. ~qmerlcan D | 70- X 6.5- N H H H X Long lived, has edible nuts. needs lots of

| (fagus grandifol In) ]20 7.5 space

~j~ Cedar, Southern Red E 1,2 20- X X X 6.O- 14 H H . F X X X Long lived, low maintenan(~e tree. ex~:el-

(Junlperus slllclcola) 3.4 SO 6.S lent for soil stabilization, wind breaks

~ Cherry Laurel E |.2 30 X 4.5- L H I! F X X Attractive foliage, white flnw~rs and

(Prunus carollnlana) 3,4 7.S dark blue fruit, poisono~s

ChicklliW Plum O |t2 2S X X 4.5- N H H 14 X X Ilas showy white flowers and edible I~ruit

(Prunus angust ifol I a) 3,4N 7.5

Cypress, Bald D all IOO- X X 4.O- L 14 L H X X X ~ill tolerate wide variety of suils, ve~y

{Taxodlum dlstichum) ISO 7.0 desirable for shoreline plallti.fl o1 wet area

Oo~mod O 1,2 40- X 5.0- N H H 5 X X Thrives in semi-shade, white sl.~wy flnwers

(Comus florida) 3N 50 6.5 in sprinq

Eastern Hophornbeam D | 20- X X S.O- N H II S X X Excellent la.dscape tree

~0 (Ostrya vlrginlana) 2N 30 6.5

O.,4 Elm Florida D !.2 40- X X 4.O- N H L H X X Grows I)e~t in wet ha.,,,.~Ls

--~ (U Imus f Ioridana) 3,4 50 5.5’



TABLE ].BOa (toni)

TREES FOR LANOSCAPING, EROSION CONTROL AND SOIL CONSERVATION IN FLOI~IUA

(])      {2) Soil Hoisture                  (3) (4)
Common Name Leaf Climate Mature     Preferred     pH Tolerances Growth Uses

(Botanical Name) Type Zones Size-Ft. Met M Dry Range Salt Cold Drought Rate Lawn Street Coast Comnents

Elm Hinged O |,2 50~ X X 5.0- N H H H X X Excellent shade tree, prefers dry or well-

(Ulmus alata) 3 75 1.0 drained soils and warm climate

Eucalyptus. Sliver E ?,3 iSo X X S.O- L L H H X X A popular landscape tree km)wn for its

Dollar 4,S’ 30 7.0 fragrance

(Eucalyptus clnerea)

Gelger-Tree E 4S IS- X X 4.5- H L H 5 X X X Orange trumpet flowers with yellowish egq

(Cordla sebestena) S 25 7.0 shaped fruit

Golden Rain Tree D all 30- X X 4.5- L M H M X X Bright yellow fall flowers, prefers well-

(Koelreutarla elegans) 35 7.O drained soils and warm climate

Hackberry, Southern D |,2 60- X X 4.0- L II H H X X

(Celtts laevlgata) 3 BO 6.5

Hawthorne O |,2 IS- X 6.O- N H M H X X ~)ite flowers will) re,l fruit, itsef,il i.

(Crataegus spp.) 3,4N 20 7.5 url)ao areas such as parki,s(I lots

Hibiscus Mahoe E 4S 25- X X 5.5- H L H H X X X Pale yellow flowers

(Hibiscus tlilaceus) 5 30 7.0

Hickory O ],2 40- X X 5.O- L II M S X x Several dlffere.t species ~)ow in flori,la,

(Carya spp.) 3,4 60 ?.O coilsult nursery (or hesL orle for area

Holly, American E 1,2 25- X X X 4.O- L II H 5 X X Low maintenance pla.L wllicl~ tole,ates

(llel opaca) 3,4N 50 6.0 neglect

Holly, Oahoon E all 25- X X 4.0- L It H S X X Prefers shade a.d moist s~ils, ~)ly holly

(llex cassire) 40 6.0 with red berries ceylon to S. f lurida

Holly, Yaupon E ],2 15- X X X 4.0- It H II H X X X

(llex vomitoria) 3 ~5 6.5



~ABLE 1.80a (Coot)

TREES FOR LANOSC~ING, EROSION CONTROL AND SOIL CONSERVAIION IN FLORIDA

(1)     (2) Soil Moisture                 (3) (4)
Common Name Leaf Climate Mature    Preferred     pH Tolerances Growth Uses

(Botanical Name) Type Zones Size-Ft. Ilet M Dry Range Salt Cold Drought Rate Lawn Street Coast Comments

I~rnbeam O 1,2 25- X X 6.S- N H L M X X Ones well in shade or foil s,,. go~l tree
(Casplnus carollnlana) 3,4N 30 7.5 for higtl water tables

Loblolly Bay E 1,2 40- X X 4.0- N H L M X X large white flowers
(Gordonia lasianthus) 3,4 60 6.5

Magnolia, Southern E |,2 60- X X 4.0- M H M S X X X Large white fragrant flowers

~ (Magnolia grandiflora) 3,4N 80 7.0

t Magnolia, Sweetbay E 1,2 10- X X 4.0- M H M S x x x
(Magnolia vlrglnlana) 3,4 30 7.0

~.~ Mangrove, Black E 4,5 40- X X 4.0- H L L S X Typical of intertidal zones of bays
(Avicennta germinans) 60 7.0 estuaries

Mangrove, Button E 4,5 20- X X 4.0- fl L L S x Of the mangroves, it is usually tile o~e at
(Conocarpus erecta) 50 7.5 the highest elevation

Mangrove, Red E 3S 20- X 4.0- H L L S X Good choice for restoratio, of coastal
(Rhizophora mangle) 4,5 SO 1.S areas and inla,d waterways

Mangrove, ~lte E 4,S |0- X X 4.0- II L L S X Occupies slightly higher marsh behind red
(Laguncolarta 30 7.5 and black mangroves, least hardy

race~osa)

Oak, Blackjack D | 20- X X X 4.0- M H M M X X Commonly f~Jnd on poor soils
(Ouercus 30 6.5

marllandlca)

-4 Oak, Laurel E 1,2 60- X X 4.5- H II II F X X X Does best in full s,nlight, tnlm’at~
¯ "~ (Quercus laurlfolia) 3.4N 80 6.5 soils except wet oe~es



TABLE 1.80a (Cont)

TREES FOR LANOSCJ1PING, EROSION CONTROL ANO SOIL CONSERVATION IN FLORIDA

(1) (2) Soil Holsture                  (3) (4)
Comuon Name Leaf Climate Mature     Preferred     pH Tolerances Growth Uses

(Botanical Name) Type Zones Size-Ft. Met . H Ory Range Salt Cold Drought Rate Lawn Street Coast Co~ne.ts

Oak. Live E all SO- X X 4.5- H H H H X X X Ilighly valued shade tree with wide spread-
(Quercus vlrginlana) 70 6.S t.9 crown, long lived

Oak, Myrtle E 2.3 20- X 4.0- H H H H X X X Prefers well-drained soils
(Quercus myrtlfolla) 4 40 .7.0

Oak, Swamp Chestnut O l.Z 50- X X 3.5- N H L M X X Prefers moist boLtomland soils
(Ouercus michautl) 3N 70 6.5

Oak, Turkey O 1.2 20- X ¯ 4.0- N H fl M X X Prefers well-drained sa.dy soils
(Quercus laevts) 3.4 30 7.0

Oak, Mater D |,2 60- X X 3.~- M H M F X X Com,mn to boLLomlands
(Quercus nigra) 3 70 7.0

Palm Tree E 2,3 50- X X 4.0- M-H L H M X X X Many varieties are suitahle for use through-
4,5 100 7.0 out Florida, consult a nursery for site-

specific advice

Paradise Tree E 4S 40- X X 4.0- M L M S X X X Yellow flowers in spring, prefers
(Simarouba glavca) S SO 6.5 soils

Pigeon Plum E 4S 20- X X 4.0- H L M H X X X Excellent for ho~ne or median landscaping
(Coccoloba 5 40 6.5

dlverslfolla)

Pine, Loblolly E |,2 90- X X X 4.0- M H M H X An important tinnier tree
(Plnus taeda) 3,4N lO0 6.5

Pine, Longieaf E |,2 15- X 4.0- M II M N X X An i~nporta.t ti.~er tree
(Plnus palustris) 3,4N 120 6.5



TAgL£ t.80a (Cent)

TREES FOR LANDSCAPING. ERUSION CONTROL /UIO SOIL CONSERVATION IN FLORIDA

(|)     (2) Soil Moisture                 (3) (4)
Common Name Leaf C|iaate Mature    Preferred    pH Tolerances Growth Uses

(Botanical Name) Type Zones Size-Ft. ~et M Dry Range Salt Cold Drought Rate Lawn Street Coast Conu~nts

Pine. Sand E 2.3 50- X 3.5- M H N F X X Mill not tolerate wet soils
(Plnus clausa) 4 70 6.5

Pine. Slash E Ill ?0- X X X 4.0- M H M F X X Prefers moist soils
(Plnus elllottl) 90 6.5

Pine. Spruce E 1.2 80- X X 4.0- M fl M N X X     X Common in rich hamnocks and swa~)s
(Plnus glabra) lOO 6.5

Redbud D
(Cercls canadensts) 3 SO 7.0 spring

Red Maple D all 50- X X 4.5- M fl H F X X X Does ,or do well on sandy ridge soils
(/k::er rubrum) 70 7.5

Red Malberry D all 40- X X X    4.0- N H H F X X Prefers fertile, moist soils, edible fruit
(Horus rubra) SO

Sassafras D |.~ 20- X X 3.S- N H II F X X Provides good fall color
(Sassafras albldum) 3 40 7.0

Sveet Acacia O 4S 20 X X 4.0- H L II F X X X Does well on dry sites, yellow spring
(Acacia farneslana) S 6.5 flowers

Sveet Gum 0 1.2 80- X X X 6.0- L H fl F X X Very adaptable, gnod shade tree
(Liquldambae 3.4N I~O 7.5

styraclfula)

Sycamore               D l.~ 80o X X X 6.0- H H H F X X lypical of creek bottoms h,t highly

(Platanus 3 100 7.5 adaptable
occldentalls)



T~BLE 1.80a (Coot)

TREES FOR LANDSCAPING, EROSION CONTROL AND SOIL CONSERVATION IN FLORIflA

(1)     (2) Soil Moisture                 (3) (4)
Common Name Leaf Climate Mature     Preferred     pH Tolerances Growth Uses

(Botanical Name) Type Zones Size-Ft. Hat M Dry Range Salt Cold Drought Rate Lawn Street Coast Co~nents

Tulip Tree D 1,2 80- X X 5.5- N H II F X X Attractive flowers
(Lirlodendron 3 lO0 7.0

tullplfera)

Tupelo, Black D 1,2 60- X X S.O- N H H N X X ~Jitable for wet areas
(Nyssa sylvatlca) 3,4 80 6.0

Halnut, Black D 1,2 SO- X X 4.5- L H H H X X Best on fertile, well-drained soils
(,luglans nlgra) 70 6.5

WII10~ O ell 30- X X 4.0- N fl L H X X Prefers moist or wet areas
(Salix spp.) SO 7.0

Mhlte Fringe O 1,2 20- X X 4.0- N H L H X X Fraorant while flowers
(Chlonanthus 3,4N 40 7.0

virginian)

(1) Leaf Type: O - Deciduous; E ¯ Evergreen
(2) Climate Zones: Refer to Plate 1.80E
(3) Tolerances: N - None; L -Lov; H ¯ Medium; H ¯ High
(4) Growth Rate: S - Slow; H - Modlum; F ¯ Fast



TN~LE 1.80b

SHRUBS FOR VEGETAI’ING OlSIURBED AREAS

(1)     (2) Soil Hol sture (3)

Common Name Leaf Cllmate Mature Preferred Tolerances               Uses

(Botanical Name) Type Zones Size-Ft. Met M Dry Light Salt Drought Under Slopes Hedge Coast C~ments
Trees

Jkllerlcan aeautybush    I) |,2 S X X PS N M X X Ltlac spring flowers with fruit iel auttJn, t

(Ca1 llcarpa americana)

Azalea E 1.2 6 X X PS R H X X X Require acid soils, Krume. a.d ~ats~,ki hybrid
varities are small, mo~’e spreadt,q, hea~ttlful

(Rhododendron spp) 0 3.4N
f lowers

I~ Bamboo E 2.3 |0 X X PS N M X X X Spreads rapidly, requires mowin~j or other
| (Band)usa spp) 4,5 measures Lo restrict gf’owLh

"~J~ Barberry E 1.2 7 X X PS N M X X X Many varieties

~
(Berberls spp) 3

~ Bay Cedar D 4S 15 X X S H II X X X Yellow flowers in spring

(Surlana marl Lima). S

Blueberry E 1.2 lO X X PS N H X X Require acid soils, white flowers In spriflg

(¥acclnlum spp) 3.4N with edible fruit in s~mner

Bougainvillea E 3S 6 X X PS M M X X x Many varieties, showy flowers

(Bougainvl 1lea spp) 4S.5

~0 Boxwood D 1.2 4 X SH N H X X X Slow growing, should he mulche~d
O (Buxus spp) 3N.4N

..k Cocoplum � ]S |0 X X S H II X X X f~o types-inla,d a,d coastal, white

01 (£hrysobalanus icaco) 4.5 f lowers

f~ Coontle E a11 3 X X SH II N X X X X Does well in full sun or f, II

(Zamia spp)



TN]LE ].80b

SHRUBS FOR VEGETATING DISTURBED AREAS (Cont.)

(])      (2) Soil Moisture (3)’ Common Name Leaf Climate Nature Preferred Tolerances                Uses
(Botanical Name) Type Zones Size-Ft. Met N Dry Light Salt Drought Under Slopes Hedge Coast Comments

Trees

Coralberry D |,2 ) X X SH N H X X X Uoes well tn poor soils
(S~q)horlcarpos

chenaultll)

Creeping Euon)~nous     E ],2 3 X 5H N N X X X Fast grower([uonymous fortunel)

Crepe Myrtle D all -10 X X S L N X X X Showy sunmer flowers
(Lagerstroemla Indlca)

Down Myrtle D 3S 10 X X PS N N X X Attractive flowers(Rhodo~yrtus 4,5
tomentosa)

Eastern Corllbean O all S X X PS N H X X Red spring flowers(Erythrina herbacea)

Flrebush E 3S |0 X X PS N N X X X Red flowers and black fruit(Hamella patens) 4,5

Flrethorn E all a X X S N H X X X M~lte flowers, red-ora,ge fruit(Pyracantha spp)

Florida Chlnkapln O all 4 X PS N H X Altractive flowers, fruit(Castanea floridana)

Glossy Abella E 1,2 8 X X PS N H X X Pink. white sumner fiE)wars(Abella grandlflora)

Hibiscus E 3S 6 X X S L M X X Harly varieties a,d colors fast growi.g
(Hibiscus spp)



TAOLE ].80h

SHRUBS FOR VEGETATING DISTURBEO AREAS (Cont.)

(1)     (2) Sol1Holsture (3)
Common Name Leaf Cllmlte Hature Preferred Tolerances                Uses

(Botinlcal Name) Type Zones Size-Ft. Met H Dry Light Slit Orought Under Slopes Hedue Coast Comments
Trees

Hydrangel O |,2 E X PS N H X X Flower color varies with soil pll
(Hydrangea spp) 3,4N

Ixorl E 3,4 6 X X S M M X X Acid soils preferred
(ixora spp) 5

Jismine E ill 6 X X PS H H X X Many varieties, flowers
(jusmlnum Spp)

Juniper E all 3 X PS M H x X Prefer acid soils, many varieties
(Junlperus spp)

Lantana E Ill S X X S H H X X Many varieties, sonnet flowers,
(Ll~tana Spp) good for ground cover

Oleander E Ill ]0 X X S X H X X X Poison~Js plant, varied flower cole,"
(Merlum oleander)

Phllodendrum E 2S,3 |O X X PS N L X X Many varieties, P. selloum will recover from
(Philodendron spp) 4,5 freeze

Privet E Ill |O X X X PS L M X X X Hany varieties, fragrant flowers
(Lugustum spp)

Sea Lavender E 4,S 4 X S H H X X ~ite flower clusters
(Tournefortia

gniphalodes)

Serissa O 1,2 2 X X PS N H X X Pink and ~hite flowers
(Serissi foetlda 3



T/~LE 1.80b

SHRUBS FOR VEGETATING DISTURDED AREAS (Cont.)

(1) (2) Soil Moisture (3)
Common Name Leaf Climate Mature Preferred Tolerances                Uses

(Botanical Name) Type Zones Size-ft. Met M Dry Light Salt Drought Under Slopes Iledge Coast Comments
Trees

SIIverthorn E 1,2     |0 X X PS H H X X X X Fast grower
(Elaeagnus pungens) 3,4N

Spirea O 1,2 6 X X PS N M X X i~hite spring flowers
(Spiraea spp) 3

Strawberry Bush D 1,2 8 X X PS N M X X Pink fruit in summer
(Euonymus americana) 3N

Tea Olive D 1,2 6 X X PS N M X X Fragrant white sprin9 flowers
(Osmanthos fragrens) 3N

Viburnum E all 6 X X PS M H X X X Many varieties, attractive flowers
(Viburnum spp)

Max Mrytle E all 15 X X X PS II M X X X Hany varieties, aromatic
(Myrtca cerlfera)

(1) Leaf Type: O - Deciduous; E ¯ Evergreen
(2) Climate Zones: Refer to Plate |.80E
(3) Tolerances: a) Light: S - Sun; PS - Partial Shade; SH ¯ Shade

b) Salt, Drought: N - None; L ¯ Low; M ¯ Medium; H - High



TABLE 1.80c

GROUND COVERS ANU VINES FOR CONSERVAIION PLANIINGS

(1) (2) Soil Hotsture (3)
Common Name Leaf Climate Hature Preferred Tolerances Uses

(Botanical #~me) Type Zones Size-Ft. Met H Dry Light Salt Drought Under Slopes Open Coast Comments
Trees        Area

Aloe E 3S ] X X PS It H X X X Spectacular flowers, n~.dlcinal p~’nl)ertles
(Aloe spp.) 4,5

Artillery Plant D 4S l X X PS N L X X Requires care for optimum growth
(PI lea mtcrophyl la) S

Beach Hornlng-Glory O all .S X S H H X X X Lavender flowers, .alive to Florida beaches
I~ ( lpomoea pescaprae)
I

Beggar~eed E 3,4 1 X X PS N H X X

~-~ (9esmodlum cara) S

~ Bramellads E 3S ) X X PS L H X X He.tubers of genus Cry~s_ good as (jro,J.d

~ ( Brolle I I aecae) 4 .S c over

Bugle Meed E all | X X SH N L X x x Fast grow|n~j, blue sumlller flow,,rs
(AJuga rept ans)

Bush Pereskla [ 3S 2 X X PS N H X X X Injured by cold, white or pirlL flowers
(Pereskla 4,5

gr a~0di f Iota)

Cape Meed E all .5 X X 5H H II X X X X Fast growing, good substit~Jte for la...,jrass,
(Phyla nodlflora) p ink f lowers in simmer

Carolina Yel low
Jessamine E all ! X PS N H X X X Slow growing, potsonoi~s, yellow Sl)ri.,J

~ (Ge Is~ulum f lowers
~̄1 semIp..er v i rens)

~ Cestrulu E 45 2 X X PS N H X X X O~’ange or p.rl)le flowers
~1 (Cestrum spp. ) S



TABLE 1.80c

GROUND COVERS AND VINES FOR CONSERVATION PLANTINGS (Cont.)

El)     (2) Soil Holsture (3)
Common Name Leaf Climate Mature Preferred Tolerances Uses

(Botanical Name) Type Zones Size-Ft. ~et M Dry Light Salt Drought Under Slopes Open Coast Comme,,ts
Trees        Area

Confederate Jasmine E all ! X X X SII M H X X Variety variegatum is good as 9r~lmd covel-
(Trachelospermum Variety~ic-~-forms dense mat

Jasminoldes)

Cotoneaster D all 3 X PS N M X X $elf-seeding, red berries
(C. microphylla)

Creeping Charlle E 4S .5 X SH N M X X Can become a weed problem
| (Pllea 5

num~ularlifolla)
.ely
I~ Creeping Fig E all ! X X X PS N M X X Vigorous growth, light aw.I soil cf~:tditio,|s

(Ficus pumilla) not critical for 9rowLh

Creeping Thyme E all .S X X PS N II X X Purple flowers
(Thymus serpyllum)

Oayltly all 3 X X S M L X X Colorful sprlng-sunm~r flower’s
(Hemerocallis spp.)

Olchondrla E all .S X X SH H M X X X X Ooes well in shade or sun
(D. carollnensis)

Ferns
(Polypodlaceae) E all 3 X X SIt L H X Many varieties with differet~t toh!t’an~es

Fig Marigold E 3S .S X S II |1 X X X ~ithstands dry sandy ~oils, yellow
(Glottiphyllum 4,5

depressum)

0
0



TABLE |.80c

GROUND COVETS ANO VINES FOR CONSERVATION PLANTINGS (Cont.)

(1) (2) Soil Holsture (3)
Common Name Leaf Cl|late Nature Preferred Tolerances Uses

(Botanical Name) Type Zones Size-Ft. ~/et M Ory Light Salt Drought Under Slopes Open Coast Comments
Trees Area

Hottentot Fig E 3S     ..5 X S H H X X X Excellent for coverin~ sandy areas, seashor,

(Carpobrotus edulls) 4,5

Goldmos$ Stonecrop E all .5 X PS L H X X Forms thick mats of foltage

(Sedum acre)

Gopher Apple E all | X 5 H M X X X Native Lo pinelands anll saml dtlnPs, white

(Chrysobalanus and pink flowers

oblongifoltus)
~ X X X Orange-red flowers
|

Honeysuckle, Cape     E 3S G X X S H H
(]ecomarla capensls)

~ Honeysuckle, Japanese E 1,2 6 X X PS N H X X Yellow spring flowers, can beco,lm nuisance

I~ (Lonlcera Japonica) 3,4N

I~ Honeysuckle, Southern D |o2     20 X X PS N M X X fled SllmnN~r flowers

(Lontcera sempervlrens) 3,4N

lceplant E all 3 X X PS N H X X X An excellent groiJnd cover for banks and

(Hesembryanthemum roadsides

cryst~lllum)

Ivy, Algerian E all | X X SH H H X X Fast growing ~over, b~sL a~lal)ted to norther

(Hodera canarlensls)
part of state

~ Itas smaller leave~ tl~al~ Algerian Ivy, pro-
0 Ivy, English E all | X X SH H H X X
0 (Hedera helix)

rides finer Lext~ire pla|~tirl9



TADLE 1.8Oc

GROUNO COVERS AND VINES FOR CONSERVATION PLANTINGS (Cont.)

(1) (2) Soil Hoisture (3)
Common Name Leaf ClimaLe Mature Preferred Tolerances Uses

(Botanical Name) Type Zones Size-Ft. Met N Dry Light SaIL Oro~Jght Under Slopes Open Coast Comments
Trees         Area

Partridgeberry E |,2 .2 X X SH N M X X Grows best tn acid soils In the shade,
(Mltchella repens) 3,4N tolerates foot traffic, red berries

Periwinkle [ |,2 2 X X SH N H X X Many varieties and colors
(Vinca ~lnor) 3,4

Purple 0ueeo E all l X X PS M M X X X Phlk summer flowers, purple leaves
(Setcreasea pallida)

Rhlzoma Peanut O all ! X X S N II X. x Florlgraze variety, yellow flowers, d,es not
(Arachls glabrata) do well Jn wet soils, perennial

Selaglnella E all l X X SH N L X X Erect form (S. caulescens) good ar~Jnd trees
(Selaglnella spp.) blue form (S. unc~) good for slopes

Serlcea Lespedeza D all 3 x x S N M X X A widely used perennial for conservation
(Lespedeza cuneata) plantings

Small Leaf E II1 | X X SH H M X X x forms a thick mat ground cover
Confedeate ~as~lne

(Trachelospermue~
as|aticul)

Spider Lily O 3,4 3 X X PS H L X x Showy while flowers
(H~nocallis keyensls) 5

S~ Lily O III 4 X PS N L X Showy white flowers
(Crlnum a~rlcan~) ¯

"~1
0



TABLE l.~Oc

GROUNO COVERS AND VltlES FOR CONSERVATION PLANTINGS ICont. )

(1) (51    . Soil Moisture (3)
Common Name Leaf Climate Mature Preferred Tolerances Uses

(Botanical Name) Type Zones Size-Ft. Wet M Dry Light Salt Orought Under Slopes O~en Coast Comments
Trees        Area

Virginia Creeper O 1,2 | X X PS H M X X x Similar leaf to poison ivy but with S
(Parthenoclssu$ 3 leaflets, not 3

qulnquefolla)

Wandering ~ E ~S,3 l X X SH M H X X X I~rt by frost, attractive varlgated leaves
(Zebrtna pendula) 4,5

Wedella E 35 i X X X PS H N X X X X Daisy-li~e flowers, very useful o, dunes.
(W. tellobata| 4,5 fast growing

(1| Leaf Type: D ¯ Deciduous; E ¯ Evergreen
121 Climate Zones: See plate I.BUE
(3| Tolerances: Light:    S ¯ Sun; PS - Partial Shade; SH ¯ Shade

Salt: N ¯ None; L ¯ Low; N - Moderate; H ¯ High
Drought: L ¯ Low; M ¯ Moderate; H ¯ High



ES BMP 1.85

TREE PRESERVATION
AND PROTECTION

Definition

Protection of desirable trees from mechanical and other injury during land
disturbing and construction a:tivity.

Purpose

To ensure the survival of desirable trees where they will be effeztive for
erosion and sediment control, watershed protection, landscape
beautification, dust and pollution control, noise redu:tion, shade and
other environmental benefits while the land is being converted from forest
to urban-type uses.

Conditions Where Practice Applies

Tree-inhabited areas subject to land disturbing activities.
.-,,.-~



Planning Considerations

New development often takes place on tracts of forested land. In fact,
building sites are often selected because of the presence of mature trees.
However, unless sufficient care is taken and planning done, in the interval
between buying the property and completing construction much of this
resource is likely to be destroyed. The property owner is ultimately
responsible for protecting as many trees as possible, with their understory
and ground cover. This responsibility is usually exercised by agents--the
planners, designers and contractors. It takes 20 to 30 years for newly
planted trees to provide the benefits for which we value trees so highly.
Trees may perform the following functions on a site:

1. Assist in stabilizing the soil and preventing erosion.

2. Help to decrease stormwater runoff through canopy interception and
root zone absorption.

3. Moderate temperature changes and provide shade.

4. Moderate the effects of sun and wind.

5. Provide buffers and screens against noise.

6. Filter pollutants from the air.

7. Help to remove carbon dioxide from the air and release oxygen.

8. Provide a haven for animals and birds, which help to control insect
populations.

9. Conserve and increase property values.

10. Provide physiological and aesthetic counterpoints to a man-made urban
setting.

Stresses of Construction

Trees may appear to be inanimate objects, but they are living organisms
that are constantly involved in the process of respiration, food processing
and growth. Construction activities expose trees to a variety of stresses
resulting in injury ranging from superficial wounds to death. An
understanding of these stresses is helpful in planning for tree
protection.

1. Surface ImFacts: Natural and man-related forces exerted on the
tree above the ground can cause significant damage to trees.

a. Wind damage - Removal of som~ trees from groups will expose the
survivors to greater wind velocities. Trees tend to develop
anchorage where it is most needed. Isolated trees develop
anchorage rather equally all around, with stronger root
development on the side of the prevailing winds.
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Tne more a tree is protected from the wind, the less secure is its
anchorage. The result of improper thinning is often windtbrown
trees. Selective removal in favor of a single tall tree may a!so
create a lightning hazard.

b. Excessive pruning - Unprotected trees are often "topped" or
carelessly pruned to prevent interference with utility wires or
buildings. If too many branches are cut, the tree may not be able
to sustain itself. If the pruning is done without considering the
growth habit, the tree may lose all visual appeal. If the
branches are not pruned correctly, decay may set in.

c. Trunk damage - Tree trunks are often nicked or scarred by trucks
and construction equipment. Such superficial wounds provide
access to insects and disease.

2. Root Zone Impacts: Disturbing the delicate relationship between
soil, roots and the rest of the tree can damage or kill a tree. The
roots of an existing tree are established in an area where essential
materials--water, oxygen and nutrients--are present. The mass of the
root system is the correct size to balance the intake of water from
the soil with the transpiration of water from the leaves.

a. Raising the grade as little as 6 inches can retard the normal
exchange of air and gases. Roots may suffocate due to lack of
oxygen, or be damaged by toxic gases and chemicals released by ~
soil bacteria.

b. Raising the grade may also elevate the water table. This can
cause drowning of the deeper roots.

c. Lowering the grade is not usually as damaging as raising it.
However, even shallow cuts of 6 to 8 inches will remove most of
the topsoil, removing some feeder roots and exposing the rest to
drying and freezing.

d. Deep cuts may sever a large portion of the root system, depriving
the tree of water and increasing the chance of wind-throw.

e. Lowering the grade may lower the water table, inducing drought.
This is a problem in large roadway cuts or underdrain
installations.

f. Trenching or excavating through a tree’s root zone can eliminate
as much as 40 percent of the root system. Trees suffering such
damage usually die within 2 to 5 years.

g. Compaction of the soil within the drip line of a tree by equipment
operation, materials storage, or paving can block off air and
water from roots.

h. Construction chemicals or refuse disposed of in the soil can
change soil chemistry or be toxic to trees.

6-’ ~ ~ 6 R0071574



Most damage to trees from construction activities is due to the invisible
root zone stresses.

Design Criteria

No formal design is required. However, in planning for the development of
a wooded site where some trees will be preserved, a number of criteria must
be considered.

Selecting Trees to be Retained

The proper development of a wooded site requires completion of a plan for
tree preservation before clearing and construction beg.ins. Trees should be
identified by species, and located on a topographical map, either as stands
or as individuals, depending on the density and value of the trees. The
following factors should be considered when deciding which trees to retain:

1. Life expectancy and present a~e: Preference should be given to
trees with a long life span, such as white oak, beech, and maple.
Long-lived specimens that are past their prime may succumb to the
stresses of construction, so smaller, younger trees of desirable
species are preferred; they are more resilient and will last longer.
However, if the cost of preservation is greater than the cost of
replacement with a specimen of the same age and size, replacement may
be preferred.

2. Health and disease susceptibility: Check for scarring caused by
fire or lightning, insect or disease damage, and rotted or broken
trunks or limbs. Pest- and pollution-resistant trees are preferred.

3. Structure: Check for structural defects that indicate weakness or
reduce the aesthetic value of a tree: trees growing from old stumps,
large trees with overhanging limbs that endanger property, trees with
brittle wood, misshapen trunks or crowns, and small crowns at the top
of tall trunks. Open grown trees often have better form than those
grown in the woods. Trees with strong tap or fibrous root systems are
preferred to trees with weak rooting habits.

4. Cleanliness: Some trees such as elm and black Iocustare
notorious]y "dirty,u dropping twigs, bark, fruit, or plant exudates.
A clean tree is worth more than a dirty one. Trees which seed
prolifically or sucker profusely are generally less desirable in urban
areas. Thornless varieties are preferred.

5. Aesthetic values: Handsome bark and leaves, net growth habits,
fine fall color, and attractive flowers and fruit are desirable
characteristics. Trees that provide interest during several seasons
of the year enhance the value of the site.

6. Comfort: Trees relieve the heat of summer and buffer strong winds
throughout the year. Summer temperatures may be i0 degrees cooler
under hardwoods than under conifers. Deciduous trees drop their
leaves in winter, allowing the sun to warm buildings and soil.
Evergreens are more effective wind buffers.



7. Wildlife: Preference should be given to trees that provide food,
cover, and nesting sites for birds and game.

8. Adaptability to the proposed development:

a. Consider the mature height and spread of trees; they may interfere
with proposed structures and overhead utilities. Roots may
interfere with walls, walks, driveways, patios, and other paved
surfaces; or water lines, septic tanks, and underground drainage.

b. Trees must be appropriate to the proposed use of the development;
select trees which are pollution-tolerant for high traffic and
industrial areas, screen and buffer trees for noise or
objectionable views, salt-tolerant species exposed to ocean
spray.

c. Consider location of landfills. Gases generated in them can
travel long distances underground, to injure distant trees.
Choose species tolerant of anaerobic soil conditions.

d. Determine the effect of proposed grading on the water table.
Grading should not take place within the drip line of any trees to
be saved.

9. Survival needs of the tree: Chosen trees must have enough room to
develop naturally. They will be subject to injury from increased
exposure to sunlight, heat radiated from buildings and pavement, and
wind. It is best to retain groups of trees rather than individuals.

As trees mature, they can be thinned gradually.

10. Relationship to other trees: Individual species should be
evaluated in relation to other species on the site. A species with
low value when growing among hardwoods will increase in value if it is
the only species present. Trees standing alone generally have higher
landscape value than those in a wooded situation. However, tree
groups are much more effective in preventing erosion and excess
stormwater runoff.

Site Plannin~ for Tree Protection                    "

1. If lot size allows, select tree.to be saved before siting the
building. No tree should be destroyed or altered until the design of
the buildings and utility systems is final.

2. Critical areas, such as flood plains, steep slopes, and wetlands,
should be left in their natural condition or only partially developed
as open space.

3. Locate roadways to cause the least damage to valuable stands. Follow
original contours, where feasible, to minimize cuts and fills.

4. Minimize trenching by locating several utilities in the same trench.
Excavations for basements and utilities should be kept away from the
drip line of trees.



over root~.

ung-ade~ aroun~ t~e tree ~o allo,, fo~ i~s survival.

7. Locate erosion and sediment :ont-ol measures a: the limit~ of clearing
an~ not in wooded areas, =o prevent deposition of sediment within the
drip line of trees being ~reserved. Sediment basins shoul~ De
constru=ted in the natural terrain, if possible, rathe- t~an in
locations where extensive grading and tree removal w~ll be required.

Specifications

I. Groups of trees and individual ~rees selected for retention shall be
a=curately located on the plan and designated as "tree(s) to be
saved." Individual specimens that are not part of a tree group shall
also ~ave t~eir species and diameter noted on the plan.

2. The limits of clearing shall be located outside the drip line of any
tree to be retained, and in no case closer than 5 feet to the trunk of
such a tree (Plate 1.85a).

Drip Line

CONSTRUCTION OPERATIONS RELATIVE TO THE LOCATION OF PROTECTED TREES

Source: Public Facilities Manual,, Vol. Ill,              Pla1~ 1.8Sa
Fairfax County, Virginia 1976 ’



3. Marking: Prior to construction and before t~e preconstruction
conference, individual trees and stands of trees to be retained within
the limits of clearing shall be visibly marked with a bright color
paint or surveyor’s ribbon applied in a band circling the tree at a
height visible to equipment operators.

4. Pre-Construction Conference: During any preconstruction
conference, tree preservation and protection measures should be
reviewed with the contractor as they apply to that specific project.

5. Equipment Operation and Storage: Heavy equipment, vehicular
traffic or stockpiles-of any construction material including topsoil
shall not be permitted within the drip line of any tree to be retained.
Trees being removed shall not be felled, pushed or pulled into trees

-being retained. Equipment operators shall not clean any part of their
equipment by slamming it against the trunks of trees to be retained.

6. Fires: Fires shall not be permitted within 100 feet from the drip
~of any trees to be retained. Fires shall be limited in size to
prevent adverse effects on trees, and kept under surveillance.

7. Storage and Disposal of Toxic Materials: No to~ic materials shall
be stored closer than 100 feet to the drip line of any trees to be
retained. Paint, acid, nails, gypsum board, wire, chemicals, fuels,
and lubricants shall not be disposed of in such a way as to injure
vegetation.                                                      .~

8. Fencin~ and Armoring: (Plate 1.85b): Any device may be used
which will effectively protect the roots, trunk and tops of trees
retained on the site. However, trees to be retained within 40 feet of
a proposed building or excavation shall be protected by fencing.
Personnel must be instructed to honor protective devices. The devices
described are suggested only, and are not intended to exclude the use
of .other devices which will protect the trees to be retained.

a. Field fence - Standard 48 inch high field fence shall be placed
at the limits of the clearing on standard steel posts set 6 feet
apart.

b. Board Fence - Board fencing consisting of 4 inch square posts
set securely in the ground and protruding at least 4 feet above
the ground shall be placed at the limits of clearing with a
minimum of two horizontal boards between posts. If it is not
practical to erect a fence at the drip line, construct a
triangular fence nearer the trunk. The limits of clearing within
the drip line will still require protection.

c. Cord Fence - Posts with a minimum size of 2 inches square or 2
inches in’’diameter set securely in the ground and protruding at
least 4 feet above the ground shall be placed at the limits of
clearing with two rows of cord I/4 inch or thicker at least 2 feet
apart running between posts with strips of colored surveyor’s
flagging tied securely to the string at intervals of no greater
than 3 feet.
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Fence

~ri p Line

Triangular Board Fence Correc~ Trunk Armoring

FENCING AND ARMORING

Source: Va SWCC Pla~e 1.85b

R0071579

6- 5Sl



d. Earth Berms - Temporary earth berms shall be constructed
according to specifications for a TEMPORARY DIVERSION DIKE (ES BMP
1.15) with the base of the berm on the tree side located along the
limits of clearing. Earth berms may not be used for this purpose
if their presence will conflict with drainage patterns.

e. Additional Trees - Additional trees may be left standing as
protection between the trunks of the trees to be retained and the
limits of clearingL However, in order for this alternative to be
used, the trunks of the trees in the buffer must be no more than 6
feet apart to prevent passage of equipment and material through
the buffer. These additional trees shall be reexamined prior to
the completion of construction and either given sufficient
treatment to insure survival or removed.

f. Trunk Armoring - As a last resort a tree trunk can be armored
with burlap wrapping and 2 inch studs wired vertically no more than
2 inches apart to a height of 5 feet encircling the trunk. If this
alternative is used, the root zone within the drip line will still
require protection. Nothing should ever be nailed to a tree.

Fencing and armoring devices shall be in place before any excavation or
grading is begun, shall be kept in good repair for the duration of
construction activities, and shall be the last items removed during the
final cleanup after the completion of the project.

9. Raisin~ the Grade: When the ground level must be raised around an
existing tree or tree group, the following considerations shall be
made and steps taken to adequately care for the affected tree.

a. A well may be created around the tree(s) slightly beyond the drip
line to retain the natural soil in the area of the feeder roots
(Plate 1.85c).

b. In the case of an individual tree, when the above alternative is
not practical or desirable, the following method is recommended to
insure survival of the tree (plate 1.85d).

(1) Before making the fill, remove the greeen vegetation, sod,
leaf litter and other organic matter from beneath the tree or
trees to a distance of 3 feet beyond the drip line, and
loosen the surface soil to a depth of approximately 3 inches
without damaging the roots.

(2) Apply fertilizer in the root area of the tree to be retained.
Fertilizer formulations and application rates and methods
shall conform to the guidelines provided in Table 1.85a.

(3) The dry well shall be constructed so as to allow for tree
trunk diameter growth. A space of at least i foot between
the tree trunk and the well wall is adequate for large, old,
slow growing trees. Clearance for younger trees shall be at
least 2 feet.



Original -~, ~Drip Line
Grade ., ’

Retai ni ng-~ ~ Finished
I", ~ Grade

TREE WELL

Source: Va SWCC Plate 1.85c

(4) the well should be high enough to bring the top above the
level of the proposed fill. The well wall Shall taper
slightly away from the tree trunk at a rate of i inch per
foot of wall height.

(5) The well wall shall be constructed of large stones, brick,
building tile, concrete blocks or cinder blocks with care
being taken to insure that ample openings are left through
the wall of the well to allow for free movement of air and
water. Mortar shall only be used near the top of the well
and only above the porous fill.

(6) Drain lines composed of 4-inch high quality drain tiles shall
begin at the lowest point inside the well and extend outward
from the tree trunk in a wheel-and-spoke pattern with the
trunk as the hub. These radial drain lines shall slope away
from the well at a rate of i/8 inch per foot. The
circumferential line to tiles should be located beneath the
drip line of the tree. Vertical tiles or pipes shall be
placed over the intersections of the two tile systems if fill
of more than 2 feet is contemplated. These vertical tiles
shall be held in place with stone fill. Tile joints shall be
tight. A few radial tiles shall extend beyond each
intersection and shall slope sharply downward to insure good
drainage.
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Tile Drains

Vertical Drain

L i ne ~:" 1 SoilDrip

or
’ Filter Fabric)~il I with Stone

! Stone
O_r~ na l
Grade ,e Stone

Paper

e Drain
TR££ W£LL DETAIL

..hed. Plate 1.Source: Adapted from Tree Maintenance, ~÷     ,
Pirone, 1978



Table i.85a

TREE FERTILIZATION FOR PROTECTION FROM CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY

TREE TYPE SPECIAL CONDITIONS APPLICATION RATE & METtlOD FORHULATION

Broad-Leaf Greater than 6 inches dbh* Normal 2-4 lbs. per in. dbh; Commercial 10-8-6

Deciduous except American Beeches and Broadcast or 10-6-4
Crabapplea Grade 4-5 lbs. per in. dbh; Commercial 10-6-4

Chan~e Broadcast
Smaller than 6 inches dbh Normal 1-2 lbs. per in. dbh; Commercial 10-8-6
including all American Broadcast or 10-6-4
Beeches and Crabapple Grade 2-3 lbs. per in. dbh; Commercial 10-6-4

Chan~e Broadcast
Narrow-Leaf Greater than 6 inches dbh 2-4 lbs. per I00 sq.ft. Commercial 10-6-4
Evergreen located in 8roups of bed area; Broadcast

Greater than 6 inches dbh, 2 lbs. per in. dbh; Commerciat 10-6-4
single specimens in open Broadcast
areas
Smaller than 6 inches dbh 5 lbs. per 100 sq.ft, of Tankage or

bed area; Incorporated seed Heal
into soil

Broad-Leaf    Where nitrogen in sol1 is Liberal quantities Incor- Acid Peat Hos~ or
Evergreen sufficient , porated into soil and Rotted Oak Leaf

applied as mulch Mold
Where additional nitrogen Also add 5 lbs. per 100 Tankage or Cotto,t-
is necessary sq.ft, of bed area Incor- seed Heal

porated into soil

*dbh: Diameter at breast het ht (4.5 feet above ~round level)

Source: Information taken from Tree Halntenance, P. P. Pirone, 1978.



(7) Tar paper or its approved equivalent shall be placed over the
tile and/or pipe joints to prevent clogging, and large stones
shall be placed around and over drain tiles and/or pipes for
protection.

(8) A layer of 2 to 6 inches of stone shall be placed over the
entire area under the tree from the well outward at least as
far as the drip line. For fills up to 2 feet deep, a layer of
stone 8 to 12 inches thick should be adequate. A thicker
layer of this stone, not to exceed 30 inches, will be needed
for deeper fills.

(9) A layer of 3/4-inch to l-inch stone covered by straw,
fiberglass mat or a manufactured filter fabric shall be used
to prevent soil from clogging the space between stones.
Cinders shall not be used as fill material.

(10) Filling shall be completed with porous soil such as topsoil
until the desired grade is reached. This soil shall be
suitable to sustain specified vegetation.

(11) To prevent clogging of the drain lines, crushed stone shall
be placed inside the dry well over the openings of the radial
tiles. Vertical tiles shall also be filled with crushed rock
and may also be covered with a screen.

(12) To prevent anyone from falling into the dry well, and leave~
and debris from accumulating there, the area between the
trunk and the well wall shall either be covered by an iron
grate or filled with a 50-50 mixture of crushed charcoal and
sand. (This will also prevent rodent infestation and
mosquito breeding.)

c. Where water drainage through the soil is not a problem, coarse
gravel in the fill may be substituted for the tile. This material
has sufficient porosity to ensure air drainage. Instead of the
vertical tiles or pipes in the system, stones, crushed rock and
gravel may be added so that the upper level of these porous
materials slants toward the surface in the vicinity below the drip
line (Plate l.BSe).

d. Raising the grade on only one side of a tree or group of trees may
be accomplished by constructing only half of one of these
systems.

10. LowerinB the 6fade: Trees shall be protected from harmful cuts by
the construction of a tree wall (Plate 1.85f).

a. Following excavation, all tree roots that are exposed and/or
damaged shall be trimmed cleanly, painted with tree paint, and
covered with moist peat moss, burlap or other suitable material to
keep them from drying out.

R0071584
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Drip Line-----~                                         ~

~ II wi~n Sand &~ ~gill Soil
~lew Grade--, ~ St;raw or

Crushed Charcoal ~ //

".oarse Gravel
Original                                               "

TREE WELL WITHOUT DRAIN TILES

Source: Va SWCC                                          Plate 1.85e

b. The wall shall be constructed of large stones, brick, building
tile, or concrete block or cinder block in accordance with the
detail in Plate 1.85f.

c. Backfill with peat moss or other organic material or with topsoil
to retain moisture and aid in root development.

d. Apply fertilizer and water thoroughly. Fertilizer formulations
and application rates and methods shall conform to the guidelines
provided in Table 1.85a.

e. Prune the tree crown, reducing the leaf surface in proportion to
the amount of the root loss.

f. Provide drainage through the wall so water will not accumulate
behind the wall.

g.
Lowering the grade on only one side of a tree or group of trees
may be accomplished by constructing only half of this system.

11. Trenchin~ and Tunnelling:

a. Trenching shall be done as far away from the trunks of trees as
possible, preferably outside the branches or crown spreads of
trees, to reduce the amount of root area damaged, or killed by
trenching activities.



of Minimum
Excavation for
Wall Constructio~

5’ Min. (Drip Line)

~soil Backfill

Fill if
Wall is More
Than 2’ High

Taper Wall
/ft.

le Drain

I

TRE£ WALL DETAIL Roots Penetrating Beyond the Wal
Location Should Be Bridged

Source: Adap1:ed from Public Facilities Manual, Vol. Ill,    Pla~e 1.85f
Fairfax County, Va., 1976, and Trees for Architecture
and the Landscape, Zion, 1958



Destruction of Feeder Roots Tunneling Under the Tree Will
Will Probably Kill the Tree Preserve Import:ant Feeder Roots

TRENCHING vs TONNELING

¯

Source: Tree Maintenance, Pirone, 1979 Plate l.BSg

b. Wherever possible, trenches should avoid large roots or root
concentrations. This can be accomplished by curving the trench
or by tunnelling under large roots and areas of heavy root
concentration.

c. Tunnelling under an individual specimen that does not have a
large taproot may be preferable to trenching beside it.
Tunnelling is more expensive initially, but it usually causes.
less soil dis- turbance and physiological impact on the root
system (Plate 1.859). The extra cost may offset the potential
costs of tree removal and replacement should the tree die.

d. Roots shall not be left exposed to the air. They shall be covered
with soil as soon as possible or protected and kept moistened with
wet burlap or peat moss until the trench or tunnel can be filled.
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e. The ends of damaged and cut roots shall be cut off smoothly and
protected by painting promptly with a tree wound dressing.

f. Trenches and tunnels shall be filled as soon as possible. Air
spaces in the soil shall be avoided by careful filling and
tamping.

g. Peat moss or other suitable material shall be added to the fill
material as an aid to inducing and developing new root growth.

h. The tree shall be mulched and fertilized to conserve moisture,
stimulate new root growth and enhance general tree vigor.

i. If a large amount of the root system has been damaged and killed,
the crown leaf surface shall be proportionately reduced to balance
the reduced root system. This may be accomplished by pruning 20
to 30 percent of the crown foliage. If roots are cut during the
winter, pruning shall be accomplished before the next growing
season. If roots are cut during the growing season, pruning shall
be done immediately.

12. Removal and Replacement of Damaged Trees: Should a tree intended
and marked to be retained be damaged seriously enough that survival
and normal growth are not possible, the tree shall be removed. If
replacement is desirable and/or required, ~he replacement tree shall
be of the same or similar species, 2-inch to 2 1/2-inch caliper balled~
and burlapped nursery stock.

13. Cleanup: Cleanup after a construction project can be a critical
time for tree damage. Trees protected throughout the development
operation are often destroyed by carelessness during the final cleanup
and landscaping. Fences and barriers shall be removed last, after
everything else is cleaned up and carried away.

14. Maintenance: In spite of precautions, some damage to protected
trees may occur, In such cases, the following maintenance guidelines
should be followed.

a. Soil Aeration - If the soil has become compacted over the root
zone of any tree, the ground ball shall be aerated by punching
holes with an iron bar. The bar shall be driven l-foot deep and
then moved back and forth until the soil is loosened. This
procedure shall be repeated every 18 inches until all of the
co~}acted soil beneath the crown of the tree has been loosened.

b. Repair of Damage

(1) Any damage to the crown, trunk or root system of any tree
retained on the site shall be repaired immediately.

(2) Whenever major root damage or bark damage occurs, remove so~
foliage to reduce the demand for water and nutrients.



Tree Wound Trim and Taper

TREA,-IiiG BARK ’i-JOU,;uS’ ~

1

Tree
Col I ar

Incorrect Correct Correct

PRUNING DAJ~AGED BPJ~NCH{S

Source: Public Facilities Manual, Vol. Ill Plate 1.85h
Fairfax County, Virginia 1976

(3) Damaged roots shall immediately be cut off cleanly inside the
exposed or damaged area. Cut surfaces shall be painted with
approved tree paint, and moist peat moss, burlap or topsoil
shall be spread over the exposed area.

(4) To treat bark damage, carefully cut away all loosened bark
back into the undamaged area, taper the cut at the top and
bottom and provide drainage at the base of the wound (Plate
1.85h).

(5) All tree limbs damaged during construction or removed for any
reason shall be cut off above the collar at the preceding
branch junction (Plate 1.85h).

(6) Care for serious injuries shall be prescribed by a forester
or a tree specialist.

R0071589
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c. Fertilization: Broadleaf trees that have been stressed or
damaged shall receive a heavy application of fertilizer to aid
their recovery.

(i) Trees shall be fertilized in the late fall (after October 1)
or the early spring (from the time frost is out of the ground
until May i). Fall applications are preferred, as the
nutrients will be made available over a longer period of
time.

(2) Fertilizer shall be applied to the soil over the feeder
roots. (See Plate 1.85i). In no case should it be applied
closer than 3 feet to the trunk.

The root system of conifers extends some distance beyond the
drip line. Increase the area to be fertilized by 1/4 the
area of the crown.

(3) Fertilizer shall be applied using approved fertilization
methods and equipment.

(4) Formulations and application rates shall conform to the
guidelines given in Table 1.85a.

Maintain a ground cover or organic mulch layer around trees that is
adequate to prevent erosion, protect roots, and hold water.



TREE FERTILIZATION

I

I;
I

.-Do not feed area
to trunk (approx. i/3 of

driplline diameter of total root
¯ .rea) since few feeder

(         .L. w / roOtS are in this area.

~ ~    - - T.~ ," ~-. ~
r-, ~- " -).’ :.. v.- . " ./’(

slightly beyond ~e
drip line of the tree

Holes should be =pproximately 18" deep
=nd 2’ apart, and they shoul~ slant
toward the trunk.

Source: Tree Maintenance, Pirone                          Plate 1.85i
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ES BMP 1.86

DUST CONTROL

Definition

Reducing surface and air movement of dust during land disturbing,
demolition and construction activities.

Purpose

To prevent surface and air movement of dust from exposed soil surfaces and
reduce the presence of airborne substances which may be harmful or
injurious to human health, welfare, or safety, or to animal or plant life.

Conditions Where Practice Applies

In areas subject to surface and air movement of dust where on-site and
off-site damage is likely to occur if preventive measures are not taken.
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Plannin~ Considerations

Construction activities inevitably result in the exposure and disturbance of
soil. Fugitive dust is emitted both during the activities (i.e., excavation,
demolition, vehicle traffic, human activity) and as a result of wind erosion
over the exposed earth surfaces. Large quantities of dust are typically gen-
erated in "heavy" construction activities, such as road and street construc-
tion and subdivision, commercial and industrial development, which involve
disturbance of significant areas of soil surface. Research at construction
sites has established an average dust emission rate of 1.2 tons/acre/month for
active construction. Earth-moving activities comprise the major source of
construction dust emissions, but traffic and general disturbance of the soil
also generate significant dust emissions.

In planning for dust control, it should be obvious that the less soil is ex-
posed at any one time, the less potential there will be for dust generation.
Therefore, phasing a project and utilizing temporary stabilization practices
upon the completion of grading can significantly reduce dust emissions.

Temporary Measures

1. Mulches - See MULCHING, ES BMP 1.75. Synthethic resins may be used
instead of asphalt to bind mulch material. Resins such as Curasol or
Terratack should be used according to manfacturer’s recommendations.

2. Vegetative Cover - See TEMPORARY SEEDING, ES BMP 1.65.

3. Spray-on Adhesives - (Table 1.B6a) - These are used on mineral soils
(not effective on muck soils). Keep traffic off these areas.

Table 1.86a

SPRAY-ON ADHESIVE SPECIFICATIONS

Application
Water T~pe of Rate

Adhesive Dilution Nozzle (Gallons/Ac.

Anionic Asphalt emulsion 7:1 Coarse Spray 1,200
Latex emulsion 12-i/2:1 Fine Spray 235

Resin-in-water emulsion 4:1 Fine Spray 300

4. Tlllage- This practice .is designed to roughen and bring clods to the
surface. It is an emergency measure which should be used before wind
erosion starts. Begin plowing on windward side of site. Chisel-type
plows (with 12-inch spacings), spring-toothed harrows, and similar
plows are examples of equlpment which may produce the desired effect.

5. Irrigation - This is generally done as an emergency treatment. Site
is sprinkled with water until the surface is wet. Repeat as needed.
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To prevent carryout of mud onto streets, refer to TEMPORARY GRAVEL
CONSTRUCTION ENTRANCE, ES BMP 1.01.

6. Barriers - Solid board fences, burlap fences, crate walls, bales
of bay and similar material can be used to control air currents and
soil blowing. Barriers placed at right angles to prevailing currents
at intervals of about 15 times the barrier height are effective in
controlling wind erosion.

7. Calcium Chloride - Apply at rate that will keep surface moist.
May need retreatment.

Permanent Methods

8. Permanent Vegetation - See standards for permanent seeding, and
permanent stabilization with sod. Existing trees and large shrubs may
afford valuable protection if left in place.

9. Topsoilin~ - This entails covering the surface with less erosive
soil material. See TOPSOILING, ES BMP 1.61.

10. Stone - Cover surface with crushed stone or coarse gravel.
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APPENDIX 6-i

Example Desisn of a Multi-Purpose
Detention/Filtration Facility
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Mul=i~le Puroose De=ention/Fil:ration Facili:ies for Wa=er Quan:i:7
and Ware= ~uali=Z Mana~emen=

Introduction:

Engineers and other designers of s~or=water maangement systems may of:en be
confronted wi=h developing installs=ions for purposes which require
different design stra=egies. In Florida =his often involves sa=isfying =he
provisions of local or regional flood control ordinances, as well as
sta=ewide stormwater pollution control regulations. The design criteria for
=hese purposes depends upon the level of flood protec=ion desired by the
community and the amount of poilu=an= removal mandated to prone=: water
quality.

Usually, a locality will specify that s=ormwater runoff from a developinE
drainage area muse he stored and released so than =he post-development peak
runoff race does no= exceed the predevelopment rate for a specific design
stot’m. The de=ained water is discharged without any additional trea=ment.
The release rime normally varies beEween a few hours to no more =han one day.
In some localities a 10-year design storm is specified to protec= downstream
drainage structures. Ocher locali=ies require protection from larger s=otms
and specify that a 50-year or 100-year storm must be de=ained and released
a reduced rate. There are even criteria in exis=ence which require =hat =he
peak race of runoff from all storms must not be increased by development.

The primary design strategy for pollution control purposes is associated
the capture of =he firs= pot=ion of runoff (i.e., =he ini=ial I/2 inch
runoff or the runoff from the first inch of rainfall). This water and
equivalent amoun=s from larger storms are el=her percolated through the soil
or filtered =hrough suitable material and released to surface waters. In
=his manner poilu=ant removal is increased over conven=ional detention
facilities.

To maximize the cost benefit of an i,q~oundment, mul=iple-purpose design
strategies should be explored. By incorpora=ing different
~chanisms at various s=ages (s=orage elevations), a ntunber of desired
purposes may be achieved within =he sa~ ins=alla=ion.

For exae~ple, an i~,~pound~n= can be designed wi=h an ou=le= s=ructure such
that =he firs= s=age will cap=ure an initial volume of runof£ (i.e., 0.5
inch). Subsequently, ~his water may be slowly released =hrough a subsurface
drain or fil=ra=ion sys=e~. Preliminary s=udies conducted a= the Universi=y
of Central Florida indica=e tha= 80 =o 90 percent of =he annual average
pollutan= load should be removed. The second s=ase begins with a weir or
ocher type orifice which has =he capacity to pass s=ormwa=er a= a
pre-development rate when =he water eleva=ion reaches the crest of =he
s=ruc=ure. Such £acili=ies are usually designed =o limit =he discharge
expec=ed from rainfall events of up =o and includin~ =he lO-year or 2~-year
s=or~ thus providing for flood control downs=ream.

In practice, =he location, size, and shape of s=or~wa=er storage areas and,
consequen=ly; the configuration (layou=), depth, and len$=h of =he underdrain
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or filter system is often determi:,.~.i by site conditions or the desires of the
developer. Moreover, many engineers prefer to use what is referred to as
~rial and error type design procedures. In both instances, many of ~he
physical dimensions of the facility are predetermined and the task of
designer involves doing an assessment of various factors to determine if the
structure satisfies both flood control and storm~ater quality regulations.

The following example illustrates a series of steps which outline how such a
facility may be designed, and checked for compliance with local and statewide
regulations. In this instance the project represents an actual plan
submitted =o the department. The site may be considered typical of many low
lying, flat, relatively poorly drained areas which are very common,
particularly in the coastal regions of Florida. The soil may be described as
sandy, but percolation and drainage is restricted due to a fine textured
subsoil layer about 6 feet below =he surface. The topography is relatively
flat. At =he time of applies:ion the watershed area was classed as
unimproved or open land, but was wooded. The developer planned to convert
4.5 acres to an apartment complex.

Local reEula=ions manda=ed that the 25 year re=urn frequency storm be used
for design purposes to control off site flooding. A deten:ion pond was
specified to regulate the increased stormwater discharEeexpected-
storage area was also planned to serve other purposes including wane= quality
improvement and as open space or a green area for enhanced see=he=ice. The
facility was scheduled to be fully sodded and provided with underdrain for
treatment of the first one-half inch of stormvater runoff to satisfy state
water quality concerns. The physlcaldimensions of the facilities, the
drainage area size, the points of discharge into waters of the state° and the
hydraulic compu=ations are noted below and are illustra=ed in Figure 1 dnd 2.
In this exaurple the designer first calculated offsi=e drainage in order
determine the stage in the receiving stream. Such information is important
to insure that the function of the facility will not be affected by water
level elevations at the outlet of the structure.

~-~ple Design Procedure for Multiple Purpose Underdrain/Dr7 Dentention
Filtration Facility:

I. Estimate Water Level Elevation in Receivin~ SEream for the Appropriate
Design Storm

Determine the flow or ra~e of discharge expected:

A. As noted--earlier, the degree of flood protection mandated by various
~nicipalities and/or water management die,riots may vary quite
widely. However, it is not uncommon to find a requirement which
specifies ~hat the stormvater management system must de~ain
excess flow from a storm of such magnitude that it would be expected
(based on s~atistical analysis of rainfall da~a) to occur on an
average of once in twenty-five .years. ~t is usually assumed that the
flood stage estimated from this hypothetical storm will occur with a
similar degree of frequency.
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Figure
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In reality,, the highest stage in any particular body of water which
can be expected on an average of once. in 25 year, is nor likely to be
equal to that calculated based on the flow projected from a design
s~orm with ~he same reoccurance interval or return frequency.
Therefore, flood flow or discharge should be determined from a
frequency analysis of streamflow data if available.

Since discharge information is only collected aC a limited number of
locations an applicant is likely co find chac flow records do nor exis: which
can be extrapolated ~o a particular site. In this instance, discharges
estimated usinE procedures developed by the Soil Conservation Service; the
Rational Runoff Formula for ~maller watersheds; and, ocher commonly accepted
methods can be used to provide a reasonable estimate of peak discharge
races.

For this project ic was appropriate for the engineer co choose to.calculace
off-site peak runoff to the receiving scream (drainage ditch) using the
Rational Formula due to the small size of the watershed.

The Rational Formula is written as follows:

where; Q = flow in cfs.

C = the rational runoff coeficient (usually selected at the
discretion of the designer. Values for various land use classes
are listed ~u Table - 1)              .

I - average rainfall intensity £n inches/hour for the appropriate
design storm (i.e., 25 yr. return frequency in this case). The
maximum peak producing rainfall event is assumed to be equivalent
ro a s~orm with a duration equal ro the time of concentration
(TC) when using the Rational Nethod.

A ~ watershed area in acres.

Working through the various factors in the equation for this example;
Off-site area (A) = 14.7 acres (1061 f~.. X 603 ft. see Figure 2)
(C) " 0.2~ (Open Land *~n~mproved", ~able 1)

~owever, the (~c) or time of �oncentration mus~ be estimated prior co the
selection of the appropriate value for ~he average rainfall ~ncensity
In this example ~o types of flow conditions exist from the furthermost
in the watershedto the point of co~cern (i.e., the discharge point of ~he
detenc~on/underdra£n facility). To compute the travel t~me or (Tc) for
runoff wa~er moving ovar ~h£s distance ~he designer mast first calculate ~he
time needed for overland flo~ across approximately 600 ft. Subsequenrly, the
~me of open channel flow ~hrough approximately 1400 ft. of drainage ditch
the poin~ of concern mus~ also be determined. The t~me required for runoff
~o negotiate both reaches ~r~ll equal (~�).

The travel t~me through each component is computed by dividing ~he length of
flow by the average velocity. If ~he slopa and land use of the overland flow
segment are known, the average flay valoc~ty can be read from a sraph such as
~he one illustrated in Figure 3 provided through the Florida I)epar~ment of
Transportation (FDOT) Drainage M~nual, Chap~ar ~.
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Table i

Runoff Coefficientsa~b

Description Runoff Character Runoff
of Area Coefficients of Surface Coefficients

Business Pavement
Downtown 0.70 to 0.95 Asphalt or concrete 0.70 co 0.95
Neighborhood 0.50 to 0.70 Brick 0.70 to 0.85

Residential Roofs 0.70 Co 0.95
Single Yamily 0.30 tO 0.50 Lawns, Sandy Soil
Multiunics, detached 0.A0 co 0.60 Flat, 0-2: 0.05 co 0.10
Multiunits, attached 0.60 to 0.75 Average, 2-7: 0.i0 to 0.15
Residential, suburban 0.25 to 0.&0 Steep, 7Z or more 0.15 co 0.20
Apartment 0.50 to 0.70 Lawns, Heavy Soil

Industrial Flat, 2Z 0.13 to 0.17
Light 0.50 to 0.80 Average, 2-7Z 0.18 to 0.22
Heavy 0.60 co 0.90 Steep, 7~ or more 0.25 Co 0.35

Parks, Cemeteries 0.10 to 0.25
Railroad Yard 0.20 co 0.35
Unimproved 0.i0 to 0.30

aTbe coefficients in these two tabulations are only applicable for storms to 5 to 10 year
return frequencies and were originally developed when many streets were uncurbed, and
drainage was conveyed in roadside swales.

For recurrence intervals longer than 10 years, the indicated runoff coefficients should ’
increased, assuming that nearly all of the rainfall in excess of that expected from the .
year recurrence interval rainfall will become runoff and should be acco~dated by an
increase6 runoff coefficient.

The runoff coefficients indicated for different soil �onditions reflect runoff behavior
shortly after initial construction. ~ith the passage of time, the runoff behavior of sandy
soil areas will tend to approach ~hat of heavy soil areas. If the designer’s interest is
long term, the reduced response indicated for sandy soil areas should be disregarded.

bFrom Design and Construction of Sanitary and S~orm Sewers. ACSE Manual of Practice No.
37, 1970. Revised by D. Earl 3ones, ~r.

Wanielista M.P. etal 1981
Reference: "S~or~wa~er Management Manual"
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In this example, the slope was measured in the field. The average elevation
changed about four (&) feet over the six hundred (600) foot flow distan:e.

Average Slope (Z) = & ft X i00 = 0.67~
600 ft

The land use is noted in Figure 2. The area is wooded, but the stand is in
poor condition. The project is surrounded by other urban areas and drainage
has been i,~roved. Therefore, the site is expected co have less capacity to
store runoff than other more natural woodlands.

Using the average slope the designer may enter Figure 3 and find the correct
gradient (i.e..67~) along che bottom of the page. Moving vertically to the
curve for the correct land use (i.e. wooded low storage), the average
velocity may be read from the vertical scale or axis recorded along the left
of the graph.

Average Velocity - 28 f~./min.

The travel time associared with the overland flow segment is equal to:

Length of Travel (600 ft.) therefore;

Average Velocity (28 £�/min)

Travel Time (overland flow) = 21 min.

The next step is to estimate the time ir w£11 take for water flowing in ~he
existing drainage ditch ro reach the outlet.

The travel rime for flow in the open channel can be determined by using

Manning’s equation.

V t 1.49 R 2/3 S 1/2 .

where;

V t Velocity of flow (mean) in fee~ per second.
n - Coefficient of re~erdance used in flow formulas. In

vegetation-lined channels this �oefficient contains nor only ~he
effect of lining roughness bur also the effect of irregularities
bed surface, channel shape, slope and alinement on the flow. The
effect of blocking ou~ a portion,of ~he cross
is also included.

R - Rydraulic radius in feet (i.e., the cross-sec~ional area’ divided by
the wetted perimeter).

S - Slope of energy gradient in fee~ per foot. In
channels where the flow is considered to be uniform, the bed slope
in feet per foot of length may be used. The use of vertical drop
and slope length in �omputing S is satisfactory in most vegetated
channels.

Table-2 as well as the "Guide for Selecting Roughness Coefficient "n" Values
for Channels" �ompiled by Guy B. Gasken, Soil Conservation Service, USDA,
Lincoln, Nebraska, 1963, and U.S. Geological Survey Water Supply Paper 1849,
"Roughness Characteristics of Natural Channels" are useful guides in
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Table 2

Values of Mannin~’s "n" for Existin~ Channels

Surface Best Good Fair Bad

Canals and ditches
Earth, straigh~ and uniform 0.017 0.020 0.0225* 0.025
Rock cuts, smooth and uniform 0.025 0.030 0.033* 0.035
Rock cuts, jagged and irregular 0.035 0.040 0.0~5
Winding sluggish canals 0.0225 0.025* 0.0275 0.030
Dredged earth channels 0.025 0.0275* 0.030 0.033
Canals with rough stony beds, weeds on earth banks 0.025 0.030 0.035* 0.0~0
Earth bottom, rubble sides 0.028 0.030* 0.033* 0.035

Natural stream channels:
Clean, s~raighr bank, full stage,

no rifts or deep pools 0.025 0.0275 0.030 0.033
(2) Same as (i), bu~ some weeds and stones 0.030 0.033 0.035 0.040
(3) Winding, sonm pools and shoals, clean 0.033 0.035 0.0&0 0.045
(4) Sam as (3), lower stages, aore ineffective

slope and sections 0.040 0.045 0.050 0.055
(5) Same as (3), some weeds and stones 0.035 0.0/,0 0.045 0.050
(6) Same as (4), s~ony sections 0.045 0.050 0.055 0.060
(7) Sluggish river reaches, rather weedy or

tri~h very deep ponds 0.050 0.060 0.070 0.080
(8) Very. weedy reaches 0.075 0.I00. 0.125 0.150

*Values cou~only used in designing
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estimating "~" values of existing channels. However, as specified in ~he
equation, information pertaining to channel dimensions and gradient is also
needed. This data is normally determined from a field survey. The channel
should be divided into reaches of equivalent width, depth, and slope.
ConstructinE a cross sectional drawinE illustrating the physical dimensions
of each reach is useful to both the enEineer and review aEency personnel
responsible for approvlnE the project. In this example the channel is a
constant size and shape throughout. A typical cross section is shown in
FiEure 4.

Typical of many roadside ditches the side slopes, ar 1.1 feet horizontal to
foot verticle, are more steep than would normally be recommended for easy
maintenance, safety, and/or erosion control (i.e. 3:1 or 4:1). The bottom
elevation is 8.0 ft M.S.L. The width of the bottom is approxi~tely 5 feet,
and the main channel averages 3 feet deep. The field survey indicates the
channel is trapezoidal shaped and ra:her poorly maintained. As would be
expected, the sides and botto= are rouEh and heavily veEetated with weeds.
The Erade of the ditch is flat, averaEing about .25 fee: per I00 feet or
.0025

Based on this information and data from Table 2, a roughness coefficien: or
"n" value of at least .04 and possibly as high as .06 would be appropriate
for the existing channel, use an average value "n" - .050. The slope (S) =
.0025 ft/ft was specified earlier. The hydraulic radius (R) for a

.trapezoidal cross section may be determined by dividing the area of the
channel by the wetted perimeter. In this instance (R) was calculated to
equal I. 8.

We ~y now �~uCe ~he open ~hannel flow ~ravel ~i~. Use ~nnings equation
~o calculate bank full velocity.

V - I.~9 X R2/3 SI/2
n

V - i.~9 X 1.82/3 X .00251/2
.05

V " 29.8 X i.~8 X .05

V - 2.2 f~/sec

Travel T~e (open channel) -~ - IA00 - 636 sec
Velocity    2.2

- 10.6 ~n.

As sca:ed earlier, ~he ~ of concentration (Tc) ~y ~ de~e~ined by adding
~he ~ra~el ~ ~hrouEh each reach. In ~h~s ~ns~anee, (Tc) ~Is "o~erland
flo-" ~ of ~ra~el (~.e. 21 ~n.) plu~ "~en channel" flow ~ravel
(i.e. 10.6 ~n) or (31.6 ~n). In ~hi~ probl~ u~e (Tc - 30 ~n) ~o
es~i~e :he rainfall

Enter Figure 5 a: ~he poin: for ~he appropriate duration s~o~ (i.e. 30 ~n).
Proceed up ~he page ~o ~he poin~ where ~he line in~ersec~ ~he cu~e
associated ~:h :he appropriate re:urn frequency ~o~ (i.e. 25 ~). ~d
~he value of rainfall in:ensi:y opposi:e ~h~s poin~ fr~ ~he ver:ical scale
alonE ~he lef~ hand s~ide of ~he graph.
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Typical Channel X-Section
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I 25 yr. " 5.4 in/hr. (Zone 6, FDOT Drainage Manual) De~ermine peak
rate of discharge (Qp) expected in the receiving s~ream
for the 25 year frequency stor~. Use ~he Rational
Formula.

Q -
where; the values of each factor are as discussed earlier such
(C " 0.25), (I " 5.4 in/hr) and
(A " 14.7

Q - CIA " (0.25) (5.~) (i~.7) = 19.8 cfs.

(B) Having established the 25 year peak discharge the engineer may now
continue with other procedures for the determination of flood stage in
the drainaEe ditch during the design storm.

One simple and easy to use procedure is called "Normal Depth Analysis".
The method is well described by the St. 2ohns River Water Management
District, Applicants Handbook Management and Storage of Surface Waters.
The method as applicable to this example may be outlined as follows:

Divide the channel section into one or more subsections or segments
each having a reasonably uniform roughness coefficient, AI, A2,
A~ -- A.. In this case assume the channel is uniform. Enter
a~propr~ate number of subsections as illus~rated in Table 3.

(2) Determine "n" value for each individual sub-section, ("n"- .05) as
noted earlier in part (A) of this example-)

(3) Select a flood stage, Yl as a first
(~) Determine the slope of ~he channei ~S), the cross section area (A),

and hydraulic radius (R) in order to compute conveyance
for each sub-section based on floodstaEe

(5) Calculate the total discharge Ql ~hat corresponds to ~he stage
Yl- Use ManninE’s equation rimes ~he cross sectional area (A)
determine the discharge for each sub-section.

(6) If ~25 > ~I, increase flood stake Y2 by a small in~rement.
Follow steps (~) and (5) to determine ~2"

(7) Repeat s~ep (6) unt~l several ~ values above and below ~25 are
established. Plo~ a stake vs. discharge curve from which a stage
corres~ondinK to Q25 =an be de~ermined.

Figure 6 illustra~es ~he stage discharge relationship in ~he receivlnE
stream a~ the po~n¢ of d~scharKe ¯ Calculations are shown on Table 3.
As may be seen �he stage in the ~anal or ditch which corresponds to ~he
peak d~s~harEe expecced from �he 25 year reoccurance ~nterval storm
would be approximately 9.7 feet mean sea level (MSL). In Chis instance,
se~nE ~he ou~fall elevation of ~he dis=barge scru¢~ure at I0.0 f~.
will ~naure ~hat the fa=ili~y is ~apable of operation wi~hou~
re$~ric¢ions due to backwater effeccs in che receiving s~ream for
up to and ~ncludinK the i00 year even�.

The nex¢ step in ~he design is ~o:

If. De�ermine Detencion Area S~ora~e Capaci¢~ Needed ~o Sa¢isf~ boCh S~a~e
Sco~,Jater Wacer ~alicy ReKula¢ions and Local Maxi=~ Allowable Ra~e of

Discharge Limitations:



Table )

Hormal Depth AnalTe|__~e
Tulnke~ Site

Chnnn~| W~tted
R,b-a~ct. Area (A)* Perimeter (r)t* (R) Ilydra, lic

StaKe No. 8q. Ft.. ~t. Red|ue All R21) FtlFt. SI/2 "n"

I {?1)

�,n IO.O xs~ I I~.~ 1o.9~ i.~z i.~o~ ..00z~ .os .os ~6.)

oo (v~)
~

9.5 HAt I 9.9~ 9.46 I.O5

(v3)

(A) Area of trapeao|del aectlona " bd * u (d2)
b * bott~vldth (5’)

;0 d " depth of floe
O u " aide elope-It, hnrltontallit, vertical (i.I)

a) ** (r) - b * 21111 e~ * I )o

¯** Q - I.~_._..~ ¯ nzl) ¯ SIIz a A
n



Figure 6
$:age-Discharge Rela:ionship Turnkey Site in

Drainage Ditch at Project Area Boundar}."

STAGE (fu.) M.S.L.
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(A) Stormwater quality regulations in Florida are listed in Florida
Admiuistra=ion Code Rule 17-25.
State Requirements: Hold First 1/2" of runoff to be bled down
within 72 hrs. by an underdrain or filter system, natural
percclation, evapo~ranspira~ion, and/or evaporation.

Volume " (0.5 in.) (4.5 acres) " 0.19 Ac-f~
12 in

fr

(B) Local Flood Control Requiremenns: Pos~ developmenn ra~e of
discharge mus~ no~ exceed predevelop~n~ ra~e for ~he 25
frequency s~o~. ~e ~o ~he ~all size of ~he project use ~he
Rational Fo~ula Eo set ~he ~ximum allowa~le rare of ouEflow.
U~ilize "Modified ~io~l Me~hod ~alysis" no de~e~ine
~ximum volu~ of s~orage needed ~o s~ay within ~his ra~e of
release.

(i) The allowable release ra~e is =alculaned u~ilizinE
Rational Fo~ula (Q " C~) wi~h a "C" value characneris~ic of
~he undeveloped condition and an "I" value for a
duration equal ~o ~he ~ime of concentration (To) for ~he basin
under historic �onditions. (~ome~s reded "natural

(To) ~y be ~e~e~ned as discussed previously. ~o types of
flow conditions also ~isr £, rh~s sub-basin of ~he watershed.
From a poin~ ~ ~he sou~hwes~ ~orner of ~he ~.5 acre
question, wa~er ~raveling ~he maxim~ d~s~ance mus~ move ~00f~
via o~erland flow laterally Eo ~he drainage ditch and
subsequently move by "open =hannel" flow ro ~he point of
in~eres~ (outlet) 300 f~ do~s~ream. ~e velocity
wi~h ea=h flow se~nr was established earlier. (i.e. 28
f~/~n for "~erland" flow and approxi~ely 2.2 fr/sec, in
~he "open ~hannel".)

-(600 f )+(300 f )X (I mi.)
f / ec)(60

To’" 21 ~n + 2.3 ~n - 23.3

Dse T~ - 20 minu~es for ~onven~en~e; however+
T= - 25 ~nures wou1~ be preferre~, E~wen

reel s~ua~ion.

From Figure 5 de~e~ne raLnfall in~ens~y (~) for ~he 25
yr./20 minute duration

I" 6.5 ~n/hr (~OT DraftEe ~I, ~nfall
Zn~ens~y C~r~, Zone 6.)

Working ~h~ouEh ~he equation;
C (~edevelo~enr) " 0.25, as none~ previously.
~ea " ~.5 Acres (YiEure 2)
I" 6.5 in/hr.

~xi~ ~lease ~e or ~fl~

(2) ~d~fied ~ional ~chod ~lysi~: ~e ~e~ ~difled ~o~1
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Method Analysis refers co a procedure for manipulating the
basic Rational Method techniques to reflect the face ~ha~
storms with durations greater than the normal time of
concentration for a basin will result in a larger volume of
runoff even Ehough the peak discharge predicted is reduced.
This Erea~er volume of runoff projected by longer duration
storms must be analyzed co determine the correct sizinE for
detention facilities unless a specific storm duration is
mandated for design purposes.

In applyinE this procedure the typical Rational Formula
hydrograph with the peak discharge coinciding with the time of
concentration for the basin (Tc), is first calculated usinE
the normal formula Q - CIA. Following this, a family of
hydrographs representing storms of greater duration are
developed. The peak runoff rate for each hydrograph is equal
Eo CIA where (I) is the rainfall intensity for the storm
duration in question. The risinE limb and falling limb of
hydroEraph are, in each case, equal co (Tc) for the basin.
The basic assumption of this method is chat the area under
assumed trapazoidal hydrograph equals the volume of runoff
from the theoretical rainfall. The area under the hydrograph
is also equal to the peak discharge rate for thac particular
rainfall times the duration of the event.

In this example assume (Tc) following development will be
reduced from 20 co 15 minutes. A family of hydrographs can be
developed provided that the runoff coefficient ’~ ~ for the.
developed projec~ is known.

(a) The runoff coeffi¢ient following ¢onscrucuion C (Post)
may be determined based on information illustrated in
Figure 2 and the values listed in Table I.

Runoff
Land Use Acres (A) Coefficient (C) (A) x (C)

(Fig. 2) (Fig. 2) (Table i)
Pave~nt 1.15 .95 1.09
Roofs (Aptm. i.i0 .95 1.05

Building)
Lawns & O:her    2.25 .i0 .23

Grassed &.5-’-’~Total Total 2.3-’--~
Areas

¯la~ Slope)

C (Pos~) = ¯ C (To~al) - .53
A (Total)
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(b) The composi: runoff coefficient as determined above is
subsequently used in combina:ion with :he average rainfall

inches per hour and :he area of :he watershed in acres
calculate :he peak rate of runoff as listed in Table-~ an~
illus:rated in FiEure-7o It was mentioned previously that
:he area inscribed by each hydrograph and the volume of
runoff in ft3 is equal to the peak discharEe rate
for tha~ particular rainfall times the duration of :he
even: when converted :o seconds. The values for the
par:icular watershed used in :his example are listed under
:he coluam marked "Inflow" in Table-4 which also
corresponds to :he area under the inflow hydrographs shown
on Figure-7.

"Ra:ional Me~hod Analysis" and other appropriate
procedures normally include the simultaneous calculation
of :he on:flow hydrograph. The maximum allowable release
rate Qp (Natural) or QpN which was calculated earlier
based on :he historic or predeveloped condi:ions
represents :he peak of the outflow hydrograph, and :he
limi: of the discharge which the control struc:ure is
designed to reEulateo The vol-me of inflow which is
expec:ed to enter the facili:y in excess of the outflow
volume leaving the system during the same time frame
be temporarily stored, in :he facility and released
following the termination of rainfall. Most agencies
concerned with water quanti:y control expec: :he engineer
to size the detention facility to accomodate the storage
needed for a specific return frequency storm of a duration
and intensi:y sufficient to generate the
difference between total inflow and outflow° Hence, the
need to look at a multiple of design events of variable
duration.

Concrete box inlet drop spillway control structures in
combination with rectanEular weirs similar to that
illustrated in FiEure-8 are among the most c~only used
discharge facilities. The following discuzzion will be
related to the procedures normally used ~n the design of
this ~ype of installation, when used in combination with
an underdra~n or filter system to satisfy state wa~er
quali~y criteria.

In conventional detention facility design the outflow
hydroEraph w~uld be constructed ~verlapping the inflow
hydrographs. A~ s~ated earlier, since the obje=ti~e of
the system is ~o duplicate historic conditions ~he outflow
structure ~us~ be built to mee~ the ~axi~um peak flow and
often the time to peak (Tc usually - Tp in rational method
analysis) expected assuming the watershed had re~ained
undeveloped. In ~his case, it has been previously
specified ~ha~ the time of concentration (Tc) in the
predeveloped s~ate equals 20 minutes and the maximum

R0071613
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Modified Rational Method Hydrographs-Turnkey Ap~ms.

(Time of Concen~ra:ion Tc = 15 min.)
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0

10                            20                            30                            40                            50                           60

TIB[ III III II1~ T[ $

6- 586 R0071614



Yizure 8
Detention Fac~ ~h Underdrz~n P~pe jud S~occed

Concrete 3oz Drop Inle~ Ws~er Control Structure

R0071615
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permissible 25 year peak discharEe Qp -’7.3 cfs. The
outflow hydrograph superimposed on the inflow hydrograph
is shotm in Figure-9. The area formed by =he outflow line
and its intersection with =he receding leg of each inflow
hydrograph represents the to=el outflow volume. The
magnitude of outflow associated with each s=or~ may be
estimated graphically from Figure-9 or i= may be
calculated using the following equation:

V(ou=) = I/2Qp(N) [2(D ÷ TeD) - (TeN ÷ qp(N) TED)]
Qp(D)

where:

V(out) = Volume of discharge (it3)

Qp(N) = Max. permissible rate of discharge or peak
discharEe under natural conditions (cfs)

Qp(D) - Peak discharEe rate followinE development (cfs)
D = S~orm duration (set)
TeD - Time of concentration expected for the

developed condi:ion (see)
T.me of concentration expected for theTeN = :
watershed Eiven hisEoric or natural
condi=ions (set).

The results of calculations for the watershed in this     ,~
example are sho~m in the �olumn under the heading
"Outflow" in Table-4. The maximum storage or detention
volume listed in the last colu~m of the table will not
always be l¯rgest for any particular duration storm event.
As noted earlier, more than one time increment should be
used when evaluatinE the maximum storage volume required.
That is, unless the regulating authority has adopted a
specific duration it wishes to have the engineer desiEn
too.

From Table-&
Maximum Required Storage = 9,832 ft3 for flood
control.

Therefore;
City requirements for storage is 0.23 At-Ft.

(c) Zt should be nosed that the analysis of storage volume
conducted above in part (b), is based on the presumption
that runoff water is �onstantly being discharged up to ¯
certain rate (maxi~u~ ¯11owable release rate). Such
analyses ¯re appropriate for the design of conventional
detention systems. Rowever, oEher reEulmtions which
specify that a certain ¯mount of this water (say i/2" of
runoff) ~uat be stored and filtered or percolated throuEh
the soil prior to release may act =o increase the storage
volume that must be provided. In so~e cases this �an be
quite a substantial increase. The affect must be
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TABLE ~

MODIFIED RATIONAL MZTHOD ANALYSIS
25 YEAK FREQUENCY ZONE 6
Turnkey Ap~. (Def. Area)

RAINFALL RAIN~ALL/I RAINFALL PEAK!2 INFLOW/3 OUTFLOW/A STORAGE/5

DURATION INTENSITY (I) DURATION (D) RUNOFF Q~(D) (FT3) (FT3) (FT3)

(MI~.) (IN/~) (SEC.) RATE

15 7.32 900 17.46 15,71& 7,387 8,327

20- 6.50 1 200 15.50 18,600 9,403 9,197

30 5.43 I 800 12.95 23,310 13,478 9,832

45 4.41 2.700 10.52 28,404 19,620 8,784

60 3.73 3 600 8.90 32,040 25,776 6,264

75 3.25 4500
90 2.88. 5 400

105 2.59 6 300
120 2.37 7 200
150 2.04 9 000
180 1.80 10.800
240 1.48 14 400
360 1.12 21,600
480 0.92 28,800
720 0.70 43,200
960 0.58 57,600

1200 0.50 72,000
1440 0.44 86,400

(i) Intensity - Determined from FDOT 25 yr. frequency, Rainfall Intensity Duration Cur~es,
Zone 6

(2) Peak Runoff (cfs) - CZA (C - 0.53, A - 4.5 Ac, I - value fro~ second coluam)

(3) Inflow " Peak Runoff (cfs) x Duration (lec.)

(4) Outflow V(out) - i/2 Qp(N) [ 2(D ÷ TeD).- (TeN ÷ Q~(N)Hp ~u>TcDl+

(5) Storage " Inflow (Ft3) - Outflow (Ft3)

NOTE:

Time of Concentration predevelopment TcN- 20 min. or 1200 sac.
Time of Concentration Post Development TeD - 15 min. or 900 sac.
Max. Allowable Ralease Race Qg(N) " 7.3 cfs.
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evaluated in order to insure that the level of flood
protection mandated by ~he local government is
maintained.

For instance, Figure-lO once again depicts the array of
inflow hydrographs expect from a 25 year return frequency
even~ for four different durations of rainfall. However,
~he outflow hydrograph has been modified to reflec~ the
fact that discharEe will be limi=ed to =ha= leaving via
the subsurface drain until the i12" s~orage elevation is
reached. From Figure-lO it may be observed that while
general shape and peak discharge (i.e., maximum allowable
rate of release) is the same for each event, the ~ime
peak is shirred toward the right of the graph as the
duration of the event increases. This is due to the shape
of the inflow hydrographs derived using "rational method
analysis" in which the peak rate of inflow is reduced as
the rainfall duraEion increases and average intensity
decreases. Therefore, it takes more time for ~he i/2"
snorage elevation and the onset of weir outflow to be
achieved. In this case, the basic affect of the
underdrain is to move the outflow hydroEraph constructed
based on weir flow alone (Figure-9) to ~he right. As.a
resul~, less water will have been discharged over the
course of the storm than would have been predicted using
the procedures discussed in ~he preceeding section.
More s=orage is required to insure the proper level of
flood protection. The elapsed time for weir outflow
begin must be calculated for each storm duration before’
the outflow hydrograph may be constructed.

In order for ~hls ~o be done, the desiEner must:

1. Select or establish the depth .of the storage area
required to hold the first 1/2 inch of runoff or
runoff from the first inch of rainfall as appropriate
from =he �ontributing drainage area. In moat cases
~he design and =his analysis may be simplified if =he
engineer 8imply chooses a s~orage dep=h desired. (In
~his example problem assu~e ~he desired depth of
8~orage is 1.75 fee~.)

2. De~ermine the point on =he inflow hydrograph where in
=he 1/2" s~orage volume or =he runoff from ~he firs=
inch of rainfall occurs.

In this par=icular example, for ~he maximum peak
producing s~orm (i.e., =ha~ 8~orm where duration (is
equal to the =ime of �onceu=ra=ion) ~his poin= may be
de=ermined based on ~he following equation:

2Tc - (2To2 - 2--~-~)1/2

where;
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Figure-lO

Inflow and Outflow HydroEraphs of Various
Duration Events for Turnkey Apts.

Detention/Fil~rario~ Facility
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t " ti~e in which the required s~orage volume is
reached

Tc - time of concentration following developmen~
(see)

Vs " s~orage volume (ft3) needed to satisfy s~a~e
wa~er quali~y criteria found in section
17-25.03(2)(b), F.A.C.

Qp - peak flow expected for ~he s~orm whose duration
equals Tc

The derivation of ~his formula m~y be found at the
end of this chapter (see Appendix A). However, the
equation is only suitable for use when the i/2 inch
storage volume or the runoff from ~he firs~ inch of
rainfall occurs following ~he peak of ~be hydrograph.
This m~y be determined by cal~ula:inE ~he volu~ of
discharge as,o~ia~ed wi~h ~he rising limb of each
duration s~o~ and co~aring i~s value wi~h
previously de~e~ined for ~he i/2 inch s~orage volu~

(i.e..19 Ac.-F~. or 8,2~6 f~3, in ~his instance).
If ~he value is less ~han required s~orage,
previous eq~ion ~y be used for ~he peak produc~ng
s~o~ (i.e. duration - T~). Watersheds wi~b values
of "T~" less ~ban 20 minu~es will generally fall into
~his ca~ego~. In ~hese instances ~he appropriate
storage vol~ will be reached during ~he falling leg
of ~he ~xi~ peak producing hyd:og:aph.

A second eq~�~on is required �o calculate
�o reach the mppropriaEe storage or filtration volume
for those circumstances when s~o~ duration exceeds
the ~i~ of concentration such Cha~ =his point occurs
so~�~ during the constant discharge phase of ~he
hydrograph. As i11uscra~ed in Appendix B, Equation
B-I, ~he ci~ (�) �o reach ~he point where the
appropriate storage volu~ is satisfied and beyond
which ~ir flow begins can be calculated as follows:

vhere:

t = Time for inflov to reach the appropriate
treatment volume (sec)

Tc = Time of concentration (sec)
Vs = 1/2 inch treatment volume or runoff associated

~th the first inch of rain£all
QpD = Peak discharge fro~ the design storm for ~he

duration under consideration

In this ex4mple ~he peak discharge (Qp) expected fro~
the storm tr~th a duration equal to (Tc)
determined ~o be 17.~ cfs. Since the time of

R0071621
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concentration was lis~ed as 900 sec. or 15 min., ~he
volume of inflow associated with the 15 min. duration
event is equal to i/2 (17.A6)(900) " 7,857
therefore, the time required to reach the appropriate
storage volume desired (i.e., .19 Ac.-Ft.) or (8,276
Ft3) will follow the peak discharEe for every
duration being considered. Equa=ion A-I may be used"
to claculate t~me (t) to reach the appropriate
filtration volume for te 15 min. duration even=.
Values of (t) associated with other events may be
determined using equation B-I. Similar equations for
calculating The Time to reach the appropriate volume
for filtration when this point occurs sometime durinE
the rising leg of the hydroEraph may be found in
Appendix C.

Table 5 lists the value (t) or Time. required for
inflow to reach the i/2 inch storage volume for the
15, 20, 30, 45, and 60 minute duration event in this
example problem.

3. Based on site conditions, The intended use of the
area, the Type of facility (i.e., wet or d~y), and
the ingenuity and desires of the owner and designer,
the configuration and layout of The detention
facility and filter system is proposed. The size of
the filtration bed required ~o accomplish drawdown
within the 72 hour Time frame mandated in 17-25,
F.A.C. may be estimated using a number of procedures
discussed in design criteria .section of ~he Standards
and Speciflcations-for Onderdrains and Filtration
Systems. However, the lengEh and width of many of
~hese facilities are also determined based on
experience of she designer. In ~hese instances,
is the task of ~he designer ~o check for compliance
wi~h sca~e and local regulation. ~or this example
problem The engineer wishes �o use a 265 fT long
bornom filter approximanely 2°5 ft. in widEh.

A. The discharge rare expected from Ehe fil~er system
~he invert elevation of the ou~£ell s~ructure must be
de~er~ined. In fil~er design all outflow is usually
presumed ~o pass ~hrough the surface of ~he filter.

Given ~hese circumstances, (~F) ~he instantaneous
ra~e of discharge £ro~ a bot~em filter or underdrain
system may be estimated u~ing Darcy’s Equation
assuming saturated flow conditions.

vhere;
£ - Coe£ficienT of so~l pe~mesbil~ or filter

maCe=ial 8s appropriaCe
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TABLE 5

Time Required for Volume of lnflow ro Equal the I/2 Inch
Volume for Fil~raEion (Turnkey ApE. DeE. Area)

Time of ConcenEra~ion (Tc) = 15 min. or 900 sec.
i/2 inch Treanmen~ Volume (Vs) - .19 Ac. F:. or 8,276 Fr3.

RAINFALL RAINFALL/I RAINFALL PEAK/2 TIME (t) TO/3

DURATION INTENSITY (1) DURATZON (D) RUNOFF (Qp) i/2" STORAGE

(MIN.) (IN/HR) (SEC.) RATE (cfs) (SEC.)

15 7.32 900 17.46 924

20 6.50 1,200 15.50 984

30 5.43 1,800 12.95 1,089

45 4.41 2,700 10.52 1,237

60 3.73 3,600 8.90 1,380
75 3.25 4,500
90 2.88 5,400

105 2.59 6,300
120 2.37 7,200
150 2.04 9,000
180 1.80 10,800
240 1.48 14,400
360 1.12 21,600
480 0.92 28,800
720 0.70 43,200
960 0.58 57,600

1200 0.50 72,000
1440 0.44 86,400

(i) Intensity - Determined from FDOT 25 yr. frequency, Rainfall Intensity Duration Curves,

Zone 6

(2) Peak Runoff (cfs) = CIA (C = 0.53, A = 4.5 Ac, I = value from second column)

(3) Time to I12" sroraEe (t) - 2Tc - (2Tc2 -~pTc)I/2

for 15 min. aurarion.

t " T__c + V_~s for all other duration events (see Appendix
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Y/D = Hydraulic Gradient (ft./ft.) (see Figure ii)
A = Surface ares of the trench

working through the equation; assuminE,
QF = 12 in./hr. (based on lab permeability test of

FDOT U.D. Sand)

Y - 3.75 ft. (Figure ii)
D - 2.0 ft. (Figure 11)

3.75 ft. (265 ft)
12 inlhr, x 2.00 ft. x 4~,~60 fr

QF = (12 in./hr.) (1.875)(0.0!5

QF = 0.3~ cfs Us._~e: ~f = .35 cfs.

This represents the discharge from the detention
facility when the water level is at the invert
elevation of the rectangular slot in the discharge
control structure illustrated in Figure 8. Ir also
represents the value (hI) of the outflow hydrograph
illustrated in Figure 10.

The second stage of the outflow curve is constructed
¯ assuming rhar the peak rate of discharge and time
peak ~rill be limited to the values determined
previously. As illustrated in Figure 10 the maximum
rare of release (h2) is restricted
before, and the minimum rime to reach this rate of
outflow will be maintained equivalent to the
predevelopment �ondition (TeN = 20 min.).

Once these values are established,
determine the volume of outflow, by considering
outflow hydrograph ro be represented by 2 trapezoidal
shaped figures separated along a line (b2) parallel
co the horizontal or (X) axis of the graph ar height
hI. The volume associated the lower trapezoid may
be calculated by converting the rime increments to
seconds and multiplying 1/2 the base plus top length
by the value of h1 (ie., .35 cfs). The base (b1)
is equal co the storu duration (D) plus the value of
the rime of concentration (To). For this exanple,
the base (b1) associated with the 20
duration event where Tc ~s equal co 15 minutes, would
be equivalent co 20 nlnuces plus 15 sinuses = 35
minutes or 2100 seconds.

The ~op length (b2) ma~ be calculated by
subtracting the time (t) to reach the 1/2 inch runoff
volu~e (see Table-5) fr~ the base (i.e., 2100 see).
~n addition, the horizontal distance (X)
with the point of intersection of line (b2) and the
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receding leg of the inflow hydrograph muse also be
subtracted from the base. Zts value may be
de~ennined since the distance alonE ~he X axis
associated with a heiEht of (hI) above the falling
leE of the hydroEraph will be proportional ~o ~he
horizonual disuance (To) and peak flow (~)
In equation fo~:

Therefore, the length of line (b2) separating the 2
fiEures at hI may be written:

" (D ÷ To) - (~ ÷ Tc’--~’~-l’~_h)b2 ~P

GoinE back to ~his example, the value of b2
associated with a s~orm of 20 minutes duration, ~ime
of concentration Tc = 15 minutes, and the time ~o the
i/2" runoff volume ~ - 16.4 minutes, would be:

b2 " (1200 ÷ 900) - (984 ~ 900 (.~,~"=.~..~) " !~96
sec.

At ~hls point, the volume (VI) associated vi~h the
lower ~rapezoid may be calculated, as follows, when
~he ~ime increments are converted ~o seconds.

V1 = 1/2 h1 (base b1) ÷ (b2) ~herefore,

1/2 ~{ ~D ÷ Tc) ÷ (D ÷ TC) -

 )or;

= I/2 hI [ 2 (D ÷ To) - (~ ÷ -~ )]Vl

where:

VI - Volume associated ~h ~he lower trapezoidal
figure

hI = Discharge expected £ro~ ~he fil~er vhen ~he
1/2" s~orege volume is reached (cfs);

D - Duration of Ehe des~En s~or~ (sec);
Tc - Developed
Qp - Peak discharEe expected fro~ ~he desiEn s~orm

based on ~he rational for~ual
- Time ~o reach ~he 1/2" s~oraEe volume as

shown in Table-5 (sec).

Estima~inE ~he volume (V2) associated with ~he
upper ~rapezoidal fiEure is sliEh~ly ~ore di£ficult
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to determine; but, may be accomplished using the
following procedures. As stated earlier, the height
of the outflow hydrograph is limited to the maximum
allowable rate of release, which in this case was
established previously as the peak during
predevelopmen~ (QpN - 7.3 cfs). In equation form:

h2 - QpN

The value of the base (b2) was determined in the
preceding section. Remember, for .the 20 minute storm
b2 was found equal to 1096 seconds. However,
the top length of the upper trapezoid must also be
calculated in order to determine the value of V2.

Assuming that the post development time to peak
discharge mus~ duplicate predeveloped conditions, the
outflow will be limited such that the peak producinE
storm (i.e., 15 min. storm in this case) will reach
the maximum allowable release rate (QpN - 7.3 cfs)
within the same time as occurred during predeveloped
conditions. Since the :ime tc peak Tp is equal to
the time of concentration in rational method
analysis, the time to reach the peak rate of the
outflow for the peak producing storm where D - Tc
will be equal to the natural condition time of
concentration (TEN) which is equal to 20 minutes. .
Assuming the same rate of rise for other duration
storms, this value will be increased by the
difference between thetime (t) to reach the 1/2
runoff volume for the storm in question and (tI)
which is that associated with ~he peak producing
even~. In equation form, T=N ÷ t - tI) must be
subtracted from the total length of the base (b2)
of the outflow hydrograph.

Likewise, the horizontal distance (X) from the
terminus of the inflow hydrograph to the point where
the maximum allowable release ra~e line (b3)
intersects the receding leg of the inflow hydrograph
should also be sub, ratted from the length of the base
in order ~o detemine the top length of the upper
portion of ~he outflow figure. Once again, the
distance associated with ~he point of intersection
with the falling leg and ~he end of inflow is
proportional to the ~ime of concentration Tc and the
peak discharge Qp of the hydrograph, such that:

X Tc Tc
h---q-" or, X-

Therefore, the top length (b3) of the upper
trapezoid may be determined using the follovin$
equation:
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Consequently, the volume of runoff (V2) associated
with the upper portion of the outflow hydrograph
(i.e., the area above hI) may be determined as
follows:

V2 " 1/2 (h2 - hl)(b2 ÷ 53) since;

b2 = (D ÷ To) - (= ÷ _~ph ) and,

b3 = (D ÷ ~)~= (ToN ÷ t - ~I ÷
)

i/2 (h2 - hI) [ 2(D ÷ To) -

(2t - tI ÷ Tc~ ÷ ~ ÷ Qp

T¢ h~)]
Qp

The to~al volume of outflow is equal to V1 plus
V2. Therefore, the two equations may be combined
as follows:

Vout = 1/2 h1 [2 (D + To) - (t ÷-~)] ÷

1/2 (h2 - hI) [2 (V + Tc) - (2t - t1 + TcN +

÷     ~

Where:

Your - Total volume of outflow
hI - ~low expected £=o~ filter at the 1/2"

elevation (�£s);
h2 - Keximum allo~able release rate
Qp = Peak glow ba~ed on racio~l eq~ion

Tc - Ti~ of concentration ~ollo~u~ d~elo~n~
(sec);

ToN = Ti~ o~ �o.sheraton predevelo~en~ (sac);

1/2" ~no~£ or ~no~ ~r~ ~he £ir~ inch
rainfall £or ~he ~to~ duration in question
(~ec) (~ee ~able 5);

~1 " Ti~ ~or in~l~ vol~ ~o reach ~he ~r~
1/2" ~no£~ or ~he mno~£ ~rom ~he ~r~
o~ rainfall a~ appropriate ~or ~he peak
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producing storm where duration = Tc (sac).
(NOTE: tI = t for this event).

Table-6 lists the results of these calculations for
this example under the column marked "outflow".
Notice that the maximum storage required (14,176
ft3) is for the 45 minute duration event. This
represents A~ percent increase in the volume of
storage required over that which would be needed for
water quantity control alone.

Due ro expected difficulties with the operation and
maintenance of these systems, some municipalities
currently require that water quantity and water
quality criteria be considered independently. In
such an instance, this project would be required to
provide slightly more than 18,100 ft3 of storage
area. However, for this example assume that the
local review agency will allow the designer to take
credit for the outflow which may leave the system
durinE the course of the design storm in order
to reduce the storage somewhat. Storage requirements
to satisfy both water quantity and water quality
regulations would equal approximately .33 Ac. ft. or
14,176 ft3.

III. Sizing the Detention Area

Having established the volume of storage needed, the designer may next
determine the aver¯g¯ area needed for the facility. Its value may be
calculated by dividing the storage volu~e by the depth minus any
freeboard required. In ~his �ase it was noted earlier that the
developer did not w¯n~ ~he holding ¯re¯ to exceed 3 ft. deep. Given a
further local require~nt mandating tha~ .5 feet of freeboard be
maintained; in this example:

Def. Are¯ Size - 14~.5 ft.     - 5,670 ft2 or .13 A~o

IV. Evaluate Weir Size Required

The ~ype of discharge control structure shown in Figure-8 is quite
�ommn in Florida. Thee¯ atructures employ a slotted opening or weir in
esaoci¯tion with ¯ larger drop inlet of concrete or metal. The former
is designed to control ~he runoff expected for the design storm. The
latter helps pass larger less frequently occurring events through ~he
facility with a minimum of restriction, hopefully avoiding any damage.
In many cases, the smaller weir or slot amaetimea called ¯ bleeder notch
is rectangular. However, some areas of South Florida,
particularly those within the South Florida Water Management District
currently require the use of "V" notched systems to slow drawdown,
encourage greater settling, and thereby increase ~he amount pollutant
removal associated with ~he system. Equations are available to
calculate flow ~hrough moat of these types of orifices. Several ¯re
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T.A~LE 6

MODIFIED RATIONAL METHOD ANALYSIS OF
INFLOW AND OUTFLOW ~ITH INLINE FILTER

25 YEAR FREQUENCY ZONE 6
Turnkey Apt. (Def. Area)

RAINFALL RAINFALL/I RAINFALL PEAK/2 INFLOW/3 OUTFLOW/4 STORAGE/5
DURATION INTENSITY (I) DURATION (D) RUNOFF Qp(D) (FT3) (FT3) (FT3)

(MIN.) (IN/HR) (SEC.) RATE (cfs)

15 7.32 900 17.46 15,714 4,224 11,490
20 6.50 1,200 15.50 18,600 5,813 12,787
30 5.43 1,800 12.95 23,310 9,140 14,170
45 4.41 2,700 10.52 28,404 14,228 14,176
60 3.73 3,600 8.90 32,040 19,234 12,806
75 3.25 4,500
90 2.88 5,400

105 2.59 6,300
120 2.37 7,200
150 2.04 9,000
180 1.80 I0,800
240 1.48 14,400
360 - 1.12 21,600
480 0.92 28,800
720 0.70 43,200
960 0.58 57,600

1200 0.50 72,000
1/.d.~O 0.44 86,400

(1) Intensity - Determined from FDOT 25 ~. frequency, Rainfall Intensity Duration Curves,
Zone 6

(2) Peak Runoff (cfs) = CZA (C = 0.53, A = 4.5 Ac, I = value from second �olu~m)

(3) Inflow - Peak Runoff (cfs) x Duration

(4) Outflow - I/2(hI) |2(D ÷ To) - (r ÷ Tc(hl)/Qp)] ÷ I/2(h2 - hI)
[2(D ÷ To) - (2t - tI ÷TcN ÷ Tc(hl)/qp ÷ Tc (h2)/Qp)]

(5) Storage - Inflow (Ft3) - Outflow (Ft3)

NO~E:

Predevelopment t~me of ~on~ent~at~on (TEN) - ~0 ~n. or ~00
Time of Concentration (Tc) " 15 min. or 900 sec.
Max. Allowable Release ~ate (MARE) = h2 = 7.3 cfs.
Outflow from filter (hl) = .35 cfs.

R0071629
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illustrated, and discussed in other sections of this manual, includinE
Chapter 5, Stormwater Engineering Calculations.

As shown in Figure-8 the weir used in this instance is rectangular.
Since flow from the underdrain or filter system is expected to be quite
small in comparison to the maximum allowable release rate many
municipalities will often allow the designer to ignore discharEe from
~he filtration facility when sizinE the outfall for flood control
purposes.

The lenEth of the weir opening which will limit the maximum rate of flow
to that determined above may be calculated by rearranging the discharge
equation for rectangular shaped weirs assuming free discharge. Use the
followinE equation;

QE = 3.33 H3/2 L

where;
Qw - Flow through the weir gate in cfs

Discharge Coefficient " 3.33
H " Hydraulic head above the bottom of the weir opening in feet
L " Width of the weir opening in feet

In ~his example it was stated earlier that weir flow will begin at
elevation 1.75’ above the pond bottom. Since the overall depth iEnoring
.5 ft. freeboard is.limited to 2.5 ft. The value of H " .75 ft. The
value of Qw is limited the maxlmum’allowable release rate (7.3 cfs).
Therefore:

L (~idnh of weir) "    Ow _.
3.33 H

L "     7.3 - 3.375 ft.
3.33 (0.75)~/z

A rectangular weir or slot .75 ft. deep and 3.4 ft. wide will be
sufficient to limit outflow to the rate desired.

V. Evaluate Underdraiu DratMown Time

There are & factors restricting the removal of detained runoff
~hroush an underdrain or filter system. These are:

1. Permeability of soil or filter material as appropriate;
2. Permeability of fil~er fabric:
3. Size and number of pipe perforations;
4. l~zinmpipe flow;

S=a~e ~esula~ions require 8 72 hour uaxiuum drswdown time to remove the
firs~ one-half inch of runoff for a drainase basin of 100 acres or less.
I~ is reasonable ~o believe that ~he above & factors �ontrol =his
drawdowu =ime. It is also reasonable to believe that =he most
restrictive of ~he above A factors would control ~he drevdogn time.
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The following is an analysis of the concerned deten=ion basin:

Figures ii, 12 and 13 i11us~rate ~he important dimensions of the
underdrain or fil~er system designed ~o serve ~his facility.

A. Anal~sis of Factors i and 2

permeability of fil~er media (FDOT grade underdrain sand) vs.
Permeability of Mirafi Fabric. According ~o information published by
~he University of Florida and several independent testing labs, the
permeability of FDOT grade underdrain sand may vary from 6 to more than
24 inches per hour. Assume an inspection was conducted ~o confirm ~he
percolation at ~he ~reatmen~ location. I~ was determined through field
tests that:

1. Fil~er Permeability " 12 inches/hr.

According to the Celanese Fibers ~rketing Pamphlet the
permeability of the Mirafi 140S ~abric is:

2. Mirafi 140S fabric - 0.07 cm/sec " ~9.3 inches/hr. (~ef. Pos~,
Buckley, Schuh & Jernigan Eng.)

From ~he above analysis, it is reasonable to assume that Factor I,
Soil permeability, is more restrictive to drawdowu time. This
eliminates Factor 2, permeability of fabric from the analysis.

To comp. lene =he evaluation of drawdown time based on soil
permeability the following equations =an be used:

Darcy’s Law

.Where;
Q - KiA- K ~ A K - Coeff. of Soil Permeability

V (f=.lhr.)
i " ~ " Ins=an~eneous Hydraulic

D       Gradient (f~./f~.)
A " Area of ~ren~h for underdrain or

filtration
Fallin~ Head Equation

=!.~dt = � = Dravdown Time (hrs.)

!y~ AR = Average Area of Resevoir between
- A_R~Y elevation ¥1 and Y2

Y1 ~ Y = Read difference between wa~er
level elevation behind ~he
ture at any point in time end
either ~he floe line of ~he under-
dra~n pipe or ~he cop of the
~ravel envelope when used

D = Depth of soil column or filter
ma~erial (ft.).

R0071631
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Figure 11
~css Section De-t~--n:lon Area

Figure 12
Outf-all SL~ucture (25 year s~rm)

25 YR. STORM
ELEV. 15.0’

- " Qp 7.3 �ls VOL. O.33Ac-Ft
1 STORAGF .

:’:;’ 2 ELEV. 14.25’
:’.’: VOLUME
¯- 0.19 Ac-F!

o:’. BOTTOM [L[V.
"’, 12

"~.:
~     I Of , )~-- I a "" " 6B U.D. I~LOW LIN[ [LEV.

~,.’.~.’i::’%:-:: ;;-:;~":: ....
:’ "-’!t

~) 10.0’

Notes: ~ discussicn (Sec~ion IV. ) c~/ning we.L- size for definition of
%~urious s~.-~ols. Discharge ~o ditch then cra-_%. Cr~_k high ~ter line
(57~L), 9_5 .v~mr stozm eie~-~ion, 9.7’ N~.
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Figure-13

Typical Cross-Section of Filter Trench

1/;
STORAGE 5’ELEV 14.2

1.75’
!

/

1 POND DOTTOM
ELEV 12.5’



Substitu=ing Darcy’s Equation into Falling Head Equa=ion

~ . _ ~yY2 A~dy

1 K Y A    . _ A~D (LN Y2 - L~ ¥1) or,D           KA

Equation A.i. ~ = ~ log Y~
K A Y2

As su~p~ ions :

i. All discharge from the pond is through the soil within the trench.
2. Groundwater is not a contributing factor.
3. Surface area of pond is constant.

Applying equation A. I.

A - (2.5 fr)(265 ft) - 662.5 fr2
K = If~/hr
D-2.0
Ar = .13 Ac. ffi 5670 fr2

Y1 " 3.75
Y2 " 2.0

t - 2.3 ARD log Y_I" (2.3)(5670)(2.0)
K A         Y2       (I)(562.5)       2.0

Or ~

10.7 hours

t < 72 hours

This meets the skate requirement

B. Analysis of Factor 3

Pipe perforations in ~he underdrain also restrict the flow of wa~er. To
compute the drawdowu time based on data supplied by the manufacture, the
follovinS equation can be used:

FallinS Head Equation

~nere;
t . ~ot dt . _ !,Y2 A~ dY t - Drawdown Time

1
q (sec.)

AR- Average Area of
Hesevoir between

Orifice Equation ¥1 and ¥2 (ft2)
C " Coefficient of Discharge

~ - C A_L (2ETI12) aL - ~"ifice
L L area per_Linear foot of

pipe (ftZ)
g - Gravitational Constant

(f~./sec2)

6- 60 6



L " Underdrain Lengvh (ft.)
Y1 and Y2 are illusvra=eg
in Figure 13 (f=.).

Substituting the Orifice Equation into the Falling Head Equation yields;

E~ua=io~ B. l.:

(L)(=) "    Y2      AR dy
Y1    ~ AL (2g~)~i~

= - 2 AR [(Y2)i/2 _ (Yl)i/2]
’"C AL (2g)Iiz

(L)(t) =    2 Am [(Yl)i/2 _ (y2)i/2]
¢ AL (2g)

Applying Equation B. 1.

AL = 1.78 in2/per foot of underdrain = 0.012 fC2/per ft. of
underdrain. (Information supplied by pipe manufacture).

c = 0.60
E = 32.2 it/set2

¥I = 3.75 ft.
Y2 = 2.0 ft.
L = 265 ft.
AR - .13 A¢. - 5670 fr2

(L)(t) =    (2)(5670) [(3.75)I/2 - (2.0)1/2]
(0.60)(0.012) (64.4)I/2

(L)(t) = 11,3~0 (1.94 - 1.41) - 103,624 f~.-sec.
0.058

(L)(t) - 28.8 1in. ft. hrs.

Since there is 265 feet of underdrain in the system,
r = 28.8/265 or,
~ - 0.11 hours
t .< 72 hours

This meets stare requirements. The filter ~edia is ~ore restrictive
than ~he pipe perforations.

Analysis of Factor 4.

Underdrain size and alope can also restrict =he flow of water.

As shown in FiEure 13, the desiEner has selected 8ix inch ADS perforated
corruKa=ed polyethylene pipe for use as the underdrain in this
hypothetical situation.

To �om~u=e =he drawdown time =he followinK equation can he used:

R0071635
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FallinE Head Equation

~-i~ d: = !y ~_~_~-
Y21     Q t - Drawdown Time                          (.ec)

A~ = Average Area o~
Resevoir

Y1 and Y2 (f~2)
Mannin~s Equation

n Ap = Pipe Area (f~2)
R = Hydraulic Radius
S = Avg. Hydraulic Gradient

¥
(L/2)

n = RouEhness Coefficient
L = LenEth of Underdrain

Subs~itu:inE ManninEs into the ,FallinE Head Equation

t = - frY2       AR dy
1 1.486 Ap ~2/3 (¥/L/2)I/2

£ . - AR n (L/2)l~2 [Y2 y dy
I.A86 Ap Rz / ~./YI      "

Equation C. i.:

t - 2 AR n (L/2)I/2 [(Yll/2) - (Y21/2)]
1.486 Ap Rzi~

Note: Half the underdrain length vas used since flow is o¢currin~

.~hrou~h entry points alon$ the lensth.of ~he underdrain.

ApplyiuE Equation C. 1.

R = 0.125 ft
YI " 3.75 fr
Y2 " 2.0 ft
n = 0.015 ("n" value recommended by SCS for corrusated plastic drain

tube)
XR - .13.At or 5670 fr2
L - 265 f~

~ . (2) (5670) (0.015) (2~5/2)I/2 [(3.751/2) - (2.01/2)]
(I.~8~) (0.19~) (0o125)~/~

14,054 sec.
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3.9 hours

t < 72 hour-~

This meets state requirements

Vl. Conclusion

From the preceeding analysis, the limiting factor is the soil
permeability. The drawdown time for the filter system using 265 ft. of
underdrain is about 11 hours. As illustrated in steps I and II, city
water quantity regulations are also satisfied. The final design
consists of a dry detention area approximately 2.5 ft. deep capable of
providinE approximately 14,200 cubic feet of storage. The facility will
cover about .13 acres of land area. A 265 ft. long by 2.5 ft. wide
filter trench using 2 feet of FDOT grade underdrain sand is planned for
filtration of the first i/2 inch of runoff (8276 ft3) entering the
facility. A concrete drop inlet control structure will be utilized for
flood control. The installation will include a rectangular weir or slot
.75 ft. deep and 3.4 wide to limit outflow from the 25 year design storm
to the predevelopment rate of discharge (7.3 cfs).

R0071637
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Appendix A

Derivation of the Equation for Calculating Time to I/2" Storage Volume for
Storm Duration Equal to Tc 5ased on Rational Method Analyses.

Assume: The I/2" s~oraEe volume or nhe runoff from The first inch of
rainfall (Vs) occurs sometime following

Given: Hydrograph inscribed by points abe. Tne value of "b"
represents the peak discharge "Qp" of the inflow as measured
on the left or verticle axis. The duration of the storm is
equal to Tc and the base of the hydrograph is equal to 2Tc.
In reference to Figure A-l; ac = ad ÷ dc~ ad = dc = Tc,
Therefore, ac = 2Tc.

QuesTion: At what point in time will the volume of inflow Vi = Vs the
I/2" storage volume or the runoff from the first inch of
rainfall?

Solution: This will occur at the point where the value of the volume of
s~oraEe Vs = to the total volume of inflow Vi minus the volume
represented by a triangle whose base is equal to the value of
(Tc - x); and, whose height (h) when divided by (To - x) is
proportional to the value of (~p/Tc). In other words;

Vs = VI - i/2(Tc - X)(h) and,
referring to Figure A-I
V~ = 1/2(2Tc)(~p) or, V~ -

by proportional triangles
h = ._qp._ Ors

Tc - x Tc

h = (t� - x)
Tc

Therefore, by substituting "h" into the first equation the total relationship
may be expressed as follows:

Vs = (V£) - 112 (Tc - x) (To - x) (Q~)ITc

Since Vi = (Tc) (Qp) the equation may be simplified to read:

Vs = (To) (~) _ (Tc - x)
2Tc

Rearranging and solving for the amount of time (x) past Tc in which the
required storage is reached leads to the following:

vs + (To - x)2 (~p) = (To) (Q~)
2Tc

(Zc - x)2 (qp)    = (tc)C~p) - vs
2Tc
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Since the point at which the appropriate filtration volume is
reach is equal to (To ÷ X) as shown in Figure A-I, the time to
=he beginning of weir flow (t) may be calculated as follows:

r = Tc ÷ (Tc) -~/2Tc2 2Vs ~c or,

t = 2~c - Tc2     .%. Z= Equa=ion A-I

where;

r = Time for inflow volume to reach the appropriate storage
volume such that weir flow for water quantity control may
begin (sec.).

T: = Time :f -o=-e-~-a~;^- f~r the watershed following
development (set.)

Vs = Appropriate s~orage filrratlon volume for water quality
treatment as specified in rule 17-25.03(2)(b), F.A.C.
(ft3).

~p = ~he peak discharge expected from the design storm with a
duration equal Co ~he rime of concentration (cfs).



Figure A-I

Typical Rational Metno~
Hydrogra~h for Peak

Pro0u¢ing Storm

(Tfme to Peak "Tp" " T£me of Concentrat£on "To"
and Storm Dura:fon " "T~"

Tc = 15 min (900 sec)

b
20                                                                                               -

Time (t) at which
appropriate vo i u~e
for filtration is
reached and weir’
flow ma~ begin.

6- 6 1 ~ R0071640



Appendix B

Derivation of the Equa=ion for Calculating Time =o i/2" Storage Volume for
Storm Duration Greater than Tc Based on Rational Method Analyses.

Assume: The I/2" storage volume or the runoff from the first inch of
rainfall occurs sometime following To.

Given: Ratiorml Method hydrograph for a storm whose duration exceeds
Tc represented by the trapezoidal figure inscribed by points
abcd. The value of "b" and "c" representing the peak
discharge of the hydrograph as measured on the left or
vertical axis may be referred to as "Qp". The duration of the
storm is equal to (To - bc) as illustrated £n Figure B-I.

Question: At what point in time will the volume of inflow Vi = Vs the
appropriate storage volume to sa:isfy the 17-25.03(2)(b)
requirments?

Solution: This will occur ar the point where the value of the volume of
storage Vs is equal to the volume of inflow represented by a
trapezoidal figure whose base is equal to the ";me of
concentration~.~,"-~ plus some dis=an=e (x), whose top length is
equal to (x) and whose height is equivalent to the value of
(Qp) the peak discharge of the hydrograph.

In equation form the relationship may be written:

Vs - i/2(Tc ÷ 2x)(Qp) consequently;

vs - zc Qp = Q~(x)
2

multiplying thr~gh by ~

Vs Tc
Qp ~

Since l:he point at which the appropriate s~:orage volume is
reached £s eq~l �o distance (To ¯ x) as illustrated ~n F£sure

(�) can be calculated

Vs     Tc~ m ~� +

Where;

R007~641
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~ - Time for inflow to reach the appropriate storage volume
Juch that weir flow for water quantity control may begin
(sec.).

Tc ~ Time of concentration for ~he watershed follow~ng
development (sec).

Vs - I/2 inch storage volume or runoff from :he firs: inch of
rainfall for filtration as required for water quality
treaument in 17-25.03(2)(b), F.A.C. (ft3)

Qp - The peak discharge expected from the design storm for the
duration under consideration (cfs).

R0071642
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Figure B-I

Typical Rational Method Hydrograph
for S~or~ Duration Greater than the

Time of Concentration "To"

S~orm Duration=To+be
To-t0 ’Mi~ .(600 see.)

2o

Time (t) at which Vs is reached

20 30

TiME
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Appendix ¢

When the appropriate storage volume is achieved prior toTc the equa:ions
shown in Appendix A and B do no: apply. However, the time required for
inflow to equal the required filtration volume may be determined as follows:

Given: Triangle abe as shown in Figure C-I in which line bc
represents the peak discharge (qp) fro= the design
Line ab represents the time of concentration "Tc" which is
synonomous with the time to peak of the inflov hydrograph.

Question: Assuming the volume required for filtration or storage (Vs) is
known, how long from the beginning of runoff will i: take for
the volume of inflow (VI) to equal the appropriate value for
(vs)?

Solution: In reference to Figure C-l, when Vs is reached prior to the
peak of the inflow hydroEraph, the point in time (t) wherein
VI is equal to Vs may be represented by a right
whose base is equal to (To) minus some distance (X) and whose
height (H2) is proportional to (~p) the peak associated with
~riangle abe or the rising leg of the hydrograph. In equation
form ~hese relationships may be expressed as follows:

t = Tc - x .and, (i)

We also know based on ~he prin=iples of hydrograph
construction ~hat ~he storage or filtration volume (Vs) is
represented by ~he area under ~he hydrograph a~ soma po~n~
"y". This area may be de~ermined by ~he equation:

Vs = I/2(T¢ - X)(B2) or, (~)

2Vs = (T¢ - X)(H2) (5)

solving for H2
2vs (6)

H2 = xc - A

2vs (To) - ~(Tc - x)2 (8)
2Vs (To) = (T¢ - Z)2 (9)
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There£ore;

I 2vs (Tc) (i0)(To - x) -~---~

(substituting into equation one.)

: .~_ 2V~p(T¢)                Equation C-I

Where:

t - Time for inflow volu~ to reach the appropriate storage
volume and weir flow begins (sec.)

Tc - Time of concentration following, develo~ent

Vs - i/2" storage volume or ~noff from the first inch of
rainfall for filtration as required in 17-25.03(2)(5)
F.A.C. (ft3)

Qp - Peak flow expected from the design sto~ for =he duration
u~e: considerazion

R0071646
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APPENDIX 6-2

Discussion of Various Laboratory and Field Testing Procedures for
Estimating the Hydraulic Conductivity or Coefficient of

Permeability (K) of Soils and/or Filter Sands

The following exhlbi~s are a compendium of several appendices to the design
guidelines manual entitled ’Underground Disposal of Srormwater Runoff",
February 1980, published by the Federal Highway Administration. They have
been reproduced with only minor alterations for information only with the
intent of providing an aid ~o designers in the selection of the mos~
appropriate testing procedure ~o be ~n. The actual tes= should always be
conducted by professional soil scientist with experience in ~he proper
~es~inE procedures.
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LABORATORY PZRM-ZABIL".TY METHODS

I.    Constant-Head Test

In the cons:ant-head test water flows through a test

specimen under a measured hydraulic aradient (a cons:an:

amount of head is maintained) and through a kno~.~n ,:ross-

sectional area (See FiG. ~-.~-l). Coefficient of perme-

ability is calculated from Darcy’s lav~ arranged in the

form:

c    0 (D-3.1)

In Equation D-3.1, k is the calculated coefficient of

permea-bility, ~ is the total seeoage o.uantity flowing in

time t, o~ = ’.~/~ = the rate of ouan:ity per unit of time, ,

is :he cross-sectional area of test specimen (soil Sample)

and i is the .hydraulic eradient; the !oss of hydraulic head
H

per unit distance of flow, ~.

EXAMPLE: Assume that 20 cu f~ (0.56 m3) of water flows

through a test specimen v~ith a cross-sectional

area A = l.O sq ft (0.093 m2), under the

h},draulic gradient of O.B, in Z4 hours.

Then,

k = q/iA = (20 cu ft/da~)/(O.Bxl.O sq ft)

= 25 .~t/day (7.63m/day)
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6- 620



FIGURE O-3-1 CONSTANT-HEAD ~ERMEABiL~TY TE~T

The constant-head test is used for determining :he perme-

ability of remolded samples of coarse-grained soils s~ch

as clean sands and gravels.

2.    Faliinq-Head Test

In the falling-head test the amount of head. inducing flow

is allowed to decrease. By measuring the head at several

time intervals in a small-diameter riser tube, while water

is flowing through a soil specimen of greater cross-section

area than the riser tube (see Fig. D-3-2), coefficien~ of

permeabilit~ i~ calculated from the formula:

ho2.3aL 1     ~ (D-3.2)k = A a: °glO h1

RO071649
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FIGUR[ D-3-2 FALLING HEAD PERMEABILITY TEST

In Equation D-3.2, a is the cross-sectional area of

riser tube, ~ is the cross-sectional area of :he soil

specimen, ~ is :he length of the soil specimen, d..~ is

t~e time in:erval during which the head drops from its

initial value ho to some lower value, hI.

EXAMPLE: Referring =o Fig. D- ]3 2a, assume =l~atdhn,-~.

3.0 fit (gl cm), h~ :.5 f: (16 cm)’ ~

6 hr~ - 0.25 :ay, ~- O.Ol sq f: (0.22 cm2),-

A - 0.5 sq f~ (~6~ cm2), and ~ - 0.5 f: (I~.24 cm).

Using Equa:ion D-3.2,

~ I2. ~a.~ h~k - ~- ogI 0 hl

~.~(O.O~)~O.S) ~     ~.0
= o.s" (o.2s) °g o ~

¯ (0.092)(0.079) - 0.0073 f=/~a~

(2S.BxlO"7 cm/sec.)
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Figure G-~-2a and :.he above calculation pertain

to zest:- on iow permeabili-’y fine .~rained

mazerials. !f ".he material ~ein.~ ".ested has

moderately high permeability, a falling-head
e,.,en:es: may of~.en be ma~e with :ne arrang

s.hown in Fig. D-3-2b, in which :he cross-sectional

area of the standpipe, a_, is equal to the cross-

sectional area of :he sample, A_, in

D-3.2. For very high permeabilizy soils, tree

constant head ~:es: ~hown in Fig. G-3-1 is used.

all laboratory tests, adequate precautions should be

:aken So minimize experimental errors. F~any soil mecmani:-"

text books give ~ne ~e:ails and precautions. Generally

test results are corrected to :he viscosity of wa*.er a:

20°C.
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FIELD PERMEABILITY ~IETHOD FOR GESIGt;

OF BASINS USII~G $1~IGLE RIt~G TEST

Infiltration Test Si)e¢ifications ,=or Infil’~ration

Basins with Low Water Tables ICon:ra Costa Country

Flood Control and Water Conserva:ion District,

California~.

I.    A 12-inch (0.304 m) diameter or larger steel pipe

shall be driven into the gro’und a ~ini~um distance of

i2 inches (0.30: m).

2.    The eleva:ion of the ground within :he pipe at the

time of the test shall not vary more ~han one foot (0.3 m)

from the final elevation of the infiltra:ion basin.

3.    A burlap sack or layer of gravel shall be placed on

the soil surface within the pipe to avoid disturbance of

the soil when water is poured im :he pipe.

4.    Water shall be put in the pipe to a depth of at

least 6 inches (0.15 m) and the depth shall not exceed

:he depth of water in the final design of the infiltra-
tion basin. Water shall be added ~o the pipe when

necessary to insure the ground within the pipe is always

covere~ during the test.

5. Time measurements shall be taken for various droDs
in water surface within the pipe. Attached is a sample

of the !nfiltration Test Form (Figure D-4-1).
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6.    The i~filzra’icn Kzze Curve snali ~e �~av:m using

Accumula’e~ T~e fro~ ~e~innin~ of Tes: in minutes as

:he abscissa and imfi!%ra:ion Rate in ~ncmes per hour

(mm/hr) as :he ordinate. Refer

on Figure D-~-2.

7.    Each infil:ra:ion test shall be continuous an~ o~
sufficient, duration such that the last three computed

infil:ra:ion rates do not vary from each other by more

than 5%.

8.    A minimum of three infiltration tests shall be made

for each infiltration basin and the locations of the

tests shall be shown on a map.

9.    The infiltration tests shall be performed under the

direction of and certified by a civil engineer registere~

in the State of California.

lO. If sufficient soil information is not available,

additional soil information will be required to be

furnished. This soil information shall be of the field

test nature by a qualified soils technician. Depths

from ground surface to beginning and end of each soil

.characteristic or texture shall be noted. The depth

of the test hole shall not be less than six feet
and shall go to a depth sufficient to ~etermine there is

no layer restricting permeability.
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Tro{t N~. Dc~te

Lo¢otmn

Tesl No. Soil Type "es: By

Elopse¢l Time Depth To Water inloke

Since Lost (Feet| Durm(} Infillrct,on
Reoain9 Before Airier Periocl Rote Pe~ Hour

Time (M,nules) Filling FiIhng (M,nutes) (Feet) (inches) Remarks

FIGURE D-.;-I DATA RECORDING SHEET USED BY COIITRA
COSTA COU~TY, CALIF.    FOR SINGL~ RII~G
::;F ; LTRATIOII TESTS

FIGURE O-4-2 TYPICAL PLOT OF TEST DATA FOR
SINGLE RING IItFILTRATION TEST
(CONTRA COSTA COUk’TY, CALIF.)
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FIELD PERMEABILITY ~ETHOD FOR DESIG~

OF BASII~S USING DOUBLE RII~G TEST

Double Rin~ Method ~:o :.stima~:e Infiltra~:ion from

Basins with Low Water Tables

A: a site where an infil:ratior, basin is planned (see

Fi.=. D-5-1a) double-ring infiltrometer tests can be ma~e

a: several locations with rings set to the planned botton;

of :he basin, as shown. If downward flow in the inner

ring is essentially parallel, the measured infiltration

rate ~, can be used in e~timating the drainage capability

of the basin (as long as the water :able is deep and :he

controlling flow is downward seepage, as shown in Fig.

D-5-1.~. For this example, ".he ~.apability of the basin :o.

discharge seepage i~ _~ = I..~A, with ~ being the capacity

per day, _I the vertical infiltration rate de:ermined with

the double ring infiltrometer, and A_ the area of the basin.
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~___~/

I~ ~ee~o~e unOer en infilfrot~e,~

FIGURE D-5-1 DOUBLE-RIIIG !IIF!LTROIIETER TO
ESTIHATE SEEPAGE FROH
INFILTRATION BASIN

R0071656
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AUGER HOLE TESTS

I.    Variable Head Permeability Test

At selected points located within the limits of a proposed

infiltration system, holes 9-inches (229 mm) in diameter

or larger are bored to at least 2.5 feet (0.76 m) below

the low-water elevation expected at the site, or at least

2.5 feet (0.76 m) below the existing water table, which-

ever is lower. The bottom 2.5 feet (0.76 m) of the hole

must be kept open during a test, and if this cannot be

accomplished with open auger holes, a 2-inch (50~ mm)

diameter wellpoint is put down or a cased hole is used.

These tests, which may be called "variable head per~e-

ability tests" (U.S. Dept. of the Navy, Naval Facilities

Engineering Command, Ig74), offer a way of testing for

the in situ permeabilities of soil formations. In making

a test, the water level is either raised or lowered from

the equi’librium level and allowed to recover v~hile

readings are made of water elevations versus elapsed

time. Figure D-6-1.1 gives methods for analyzing the

information. Table D-6-1.1 shows how to compute perme-

ability using shape factors for various test configura-

tions. If soils are anisotropic, a method for trans-

forming the dimensions of the intake point of the

piezometer or observation well is described in Fig. D-6-1.1.

The Navy suggests that one "Assu~e various ratios of
horizontal to vertical permeability until mean perme-

ability determined from several piezometers is made equal".

If tests are made in open-end or uncased boreholes,
procedures and methods may be used as outlined in Table

D-6-1.2.
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FIGURE D-6-1.1 ANALYSIS OF PERMEABILITY BY .
VARIABLE HEAD TESTS (NAVY,IS74)
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TAtJLE D-6-l.2 HEASUREI.tEliT.5 OF SOIL PErttEAUIt. ilY
Ill SITI! (IIAVY, 1974)
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2. Aua. er Hole Percolation Test

Zducation~. and Welfare

This method is described in Public Health Service Publica-

tion No. 526, "Manual of Septic-Tank Practice". It has

been modified as presented below for use in determining

infiltration rates for design of basins or other infiltra-

tion systems.

Percolation Tests

These percolation tests can be used to determine the

acceptability of the site and establish the design size

of the subsurface disposal system. The length of time

required for percolation tests will vary in different

types of soil. The safest method.is to make tests in

h~les that have been kept filled with water for at

least ~ hours, preferably overnight. This is particularly

desirable if the tests are to be made by an inexperienced

person. In some soils, such as those that swell upon.

wetting, it is necessary even if the individual has had

considerable experience. Percolation rates should be

figured on the basis of the test data obtained after the

soil has had opportunity to become wetted or saturated

and has had opportunity to swell for at least 24 hours.

Enough tests should bemade in separa:e holes to assure

that the results are valid.

P~ocedure

I. Number and location of tests. - Six or more

tests shall be made in separate test holes spaced

uniformly over ~he proposed site.

R0071661
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2;    Type of zest bole. - Di~ or bore a hole with

horizontal dimensions of from 4 to 12 inches (0.1 to 0.3 m)

and vertical sides to t.he depth of the proposed infiltra-

tion system. To minimize time, labor, and volume of

wa:er requirements per Zest, holes can be bored wizh ,

small hand auger.

3.    Preparation of test hole. - Carefully scratch

the bottom and sides of :he hole with a knife blade or

sharp-pointed instrument to disrupt any smeared soil

surfaces and *.o provide a natural soil inzerface in:~

which water ~ay percola:e. Remove all loose ~ateriai

from :he hole. Add 2 inches (0.05 m) of coarse sand or

fine gravel to pro:ect :he bottom from scouring and

sediment (Fig. D-6-2.1.).

a. Saturation and swelling of the soil. - !t is

important to distinguish between saturation and swelling

Saturation means that the void spaces between soil

particles are full of water. This can be accomplished

in a short period of time. Swelling is caused by

in:rusion of water into the individual soil par:icle.

This is a slow process, especially in clay-type soil,

and is the reason for requiring a prolonged soaking

period.

in conducting the test, carefu]ly fill the hole with
clear water to a minimum depth of IZ inches (0.3 m) over

the gravel.. In most soils, it is necessary :o refill

the hole by supplying a surplus reservoir of water,
possibly by means of an automatic syphon, ~o keep water
in the hole for at least 4 hours and preferably overnight
Determine the percolation rate 24 hours after water is

first added to the hole. This procedure is to insure



that the soil is given ample oppor1:unity to swell and

approach the condition it will assume during the

wettest season of the year. Thus, for a particular

soil, the test will give comparable results whether

made in a dry or in a wet season. In sandy solls con-

tainlng 11tile or no clay, the swelling procedure is

not essential, and the test may be made as described

under item" =C, below, after the water from one filling

of the-hole has comple:ely seeped away. Refer to Fig.

D-6-2.1.

FIGURE D-6-Z.1 F1ETHOD$ OF MAKING PERCOLATION
TESTS (FROH U.S.DEPT. OF HEW)
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5.    Percolation-rate measurement. - With the

exception of sanCy soils, percolation-rate measurements

shall be made on the day following :he procedure

described under item ~, above.

A.    If water remains in the test hole after

the overnight bwelling period, adjust the depth to

approximately 6 inches (0.15 m) over the gravel. From

a fixed reference point, measure the drop in water level

over a 30 minute period. This drop is used to calculate

the percolation rate.

B.    if no water remains in the hole after the
overnight swelling period, add clear water to bring the

depth of water .in the hole to approximately 6 inches

(0.15 m) over the gravel. From a fixed reference point

measure the drop in water level at approximately 30

minute intervals for 4 hours, refilling 6 inches

over the gravel as necessary. The drop that occurs during

the final 30 minute period is used to calculate the perco-
lation rate. The drops during prior periods provide

information for possible modification of the procedure to

suit local circumstances.

C. In sandy soils (or other soils in which

the first 6 inches (0.1S m) of water seeps away in less
than 30 minutes, after the overnight swelling period),

the time Interval between measurements shall be taken
as 10 minutes and the test run for one hour. The drop
that occurs during the final 10 minutes is used to

calculate the percolation rate.
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APPENDIX 6-3

Design of Exfiltration Trenches to Meet South Florida
Water Management District (SFWMD) Regulatory Criteria

The following is a discussion from the SFWMD "Permit Information Manual,
Volume IV," june 19B6. Detailed information is provided on various field
permeability testing procedures and trench design equations in order for an
exfiltration system to satisfy the Districts’ surface water quantity and
water quality management criteria. Since SFWMD has been delegated stormwater
quality permitting authority under the provisions of Chapter 17-25, F.A.C.
these criteria represent the state standards pertinent to the design of these
systems within the District boundaries. However, the reader should be
advised that at this time, the specifications contained herein are not
necessarily applicable in other areas of the State.
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V. Exfiltra~ion Trenches

A. From Paragraph 3.2.2.7 of t~e Basis of Review:

3.2.2.7 Underground £xfi l :ra~i on Sys terns

a. Systems shall be designed for the reten:ion volumes specified in
Sec:ion 3.2.2.2 for retention systems, exfil~ratea over one hour
for retention purooses, prior to overflow, and based on tes~ data
for the site. (Note: such systems snoula no~ be prOPOSea for
Drojects tO be operate� by entities other than single owner~ or
enti:ies with full :ime mai~ntenance staff.)

b. A safety factor of two or more shall be applied to the design to
allow for geological uncertainties.

c. A dry system is one wit~ the pioe invert at or above the average
wet season water table.

Paragraoh 3.2.2.2.b. is t~e reouirement that .orojects with con~nercial
or industrial zoning must provide dry pretreal=nent. Obviously, a
oroject which falls into ~is ca~e9o~ and is being designed to meet
the criteria by using ~ren~ ~s~ have :he Dioe invert a~ or ~ove
~e wet season wa~er ~able. I: is alsa a r~uir~n~ that no gravity
disease f~ ~e :~n~ syscm be allied bel~ ~he elevation of ~e
:op of ~e pe~oraced pipe.

B. Two field ~es¢ ~cedures for .de~e~ining hydraulic conductivity wi~l
be described next. The fi~ is ~e usual consent head ~es~, ~e
second is ~e falling-head ~es~, ~i~ may be u~ilized in areas of
excellen~ ~ercola~ion, and w~en difficul~ "keeping ~he hole. filled"
is encoun~e~d.

3.2.2 Water quality

._ 3.2.2.1 State standards - Projects shall be designed so that discharges will
meet State water quality standards, as set fo~h in Chapter 17-3, Florida
Administrative Code.

3.2.2.2 Retention/detention criteria

a. Retention and/or detention in the overall systeB, including
swales, lakes, canals, greenways, etc., shall be provided for one of the three
following criteria or equivalent combinations thereof (Note: Appendix 3 may be
utilized where the conditions therein can be met):

I. Wet detention volume shall be provided for the first inch of
runoff from the developed project, or the total runoff of 2.5 inches times the
percentage of imperviousness, whichever is greater.
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Z. Dry de;en~Jon volu~e shall be proviae~ equal ~ 75 percent
~he above amoun;s computed for wet detention.

3. Retention volume shall be provided eaual to 50 percent of the
above ~ .n~s comDu;ea fo~’we~ detention. Re;ention volume ~ncluaed in ~ood

opeFa~Jon and maintenance of system bleed-down ab~11~y. Th~s mus~ no~ma~l~
consist of proof.of excellent so~1 percolation rates (example: coasta~ ~Jd~e
sands) or an opera~ions en~y ~h~ch specifically reserves funds fo~
maintenance and replace~en: (exa..-~e: Orange Coun~ FISTU). (N~T~: O~ange
Coun~ subdivision regulation c~JterJa for retention ~a~ be u~]Jze~ for O~ange
Coun~ HSTU pro~ects in lieu of DJs~ric~ re~en~Jon criteria ~here retention
volumes exceed one half inch.)

b. ~o~erc~al Or ~ndus~r~a~ zoned pro~ec~s sha1~ provide a~ ~eas~ one
half inch of O~ detention or re~en~Jon pre~e~men~ ~s pa~ of ~he
re;en~Jon/ae~en~on, unless ~e~son~b~e ~ssu~ances can be offered ~ha~ h~za~dous
ma~e~Ja~s wJ]] no~ enter ~e p~o~ec~’s surface ~e~ manage~en~ system. Such
assurances ma~ ~nc~uae deed ~es~ic~Jons on s~le p~oper~ occupancy, ~eco~ae~
~ease agreements, local gove~nmen~ restrictive codes, ordinances, 11censes,
engineered con;aJnmen~ systems, e~c.

c. Systems ~h ~nle~s ~n g~ssed areas w~1~ be credited ~1~h up
0.2 ~nches ~f ~he requi~e~ we~ ~e~en~ion a~un~ fo~ ~he contributing ~e~s.
Fu~ c~edJ~ w~11 ~ b~sed on i ~a~io of ]0:] i~e~vJous ~re~ ~unoff ~o pervious
area w~h propo~Jon~1 c~edi~ g~an~ed for gre~er

d. P~ec~s hav~ng grea~e~ ~han 4~ ~me~ous a~e~ and ~h~ch
~sch~e ~c:I~ ~o sensitive ~e:e~v~n~ wi~e~ sh~] provide ~ ~e~sZ one
inch of d~y de~en~on or re~en~ion pre~rea~n~ ~s p~ of ~he
~e~en~Jon/~e~en~Jon. Sensitive receiving ~a~ers a~e defined as:

~. Class I or C1~ss 11

2. Outstanding F1or~da

3. Ua~e~ ~es w1~hJ~ a District pe~ted pub1~c wa~e~ supp1~
~11f~eld cone-of-dep~ss~on ~ch a~ no~ seaara~ f~ ~he a~u~fer by
a~ leas~ ~en feet ~hick, having a, average saturated hyd~aullc conductivity of
less ~han 0.1 foo~ pe~ da~; ~e~ the cone-of-depresslon is defined by one
~h~ fo11~Jng: 1) ~n ~hose areas of ~he D1s~rJc~ ~ere no local wellf~eld
protection o~nance has ~en adopted b~ the loc11 gove~ng body, ~he one foo~
d~a~ 1~ne as ~ssed Jn ~he wa~e~ ~able a~ulfe~ under conditions of no
rlJnfal~ an~ ~00 dlys of p~e ~ ~he pe~Jt~ ~verage da~l~ p~age ra~e
(~he~.stgn~fican~ cana~ ~cha~e ~s ~nd~ca~ed, cana~ recha~e representative
I ~ ~n 100 7ear d~ugh~ ~ ~ cons~de~d). Z) Br~a~ Count7
Protection ~tnance �on~ou~ for Zo~ 3. 3) DaOe ~oun~7 ~e~lfte~
~nance conZO~ shying ~xJ~

e. ~a~e~ suffice and ~of~ areas can ~ deducted fr~ sJ~e areas for
wa~e~ qua~t~7 pe~Jous/ime~Jous calculations.

f. D~fferen~ s~anda~s m7 ~ applied ~o urban public h~ghwa7
p~ec~s.
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Usual Condi~io~

The usual test performed is an open-hole tes: which is either
cased or cased with fully perforated casing. The procedure is
aescribed as follows:

Auoer a 6 %0 g inch diameter hole to a ~epth below the ground
surface equivalent %o the Oesign dep:h of trench (usuall~
to 6 fee%).

b. Record the distance from the ground surface to the water
table prior to the addition of test water.

�. If hole walls are unstable lower screen or fully-perfora%ed
casinG into the hole.

Fill hole with water and maintain water level a~ ~round
surface. Record rate of pumping in g.p.m, giving ~irect
readings from water ~e%er at fixed intervals of one minute or
grea~er. Continue’recording ra;e of pumping for ~0 minu;es
following the stabilization of the recorded pumping ra~e.

Figure C-4E shows ~ cross-sec%io, of the test hole wi~h a formula
relating the hyOraulic conductivity to the field information. The
hydraulic conductivity obtained by this method mey be either
grea~e~ or less ~ha. the effective %rench hydraulic
Oepending upo~ ~he relative hydraulic conductivity of the surface
layers.
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USUAL OPEN - HOLE TEST

N.G.

I I
I d I~ I H~

H~
1
I,WATER TABLE

I    I

K ¯
?rd{2.,2+1~2_ 4H2DS+ H2d)

K ¯ HYDRAULIC CONDUCTIVITY (CI~/FT.~- FT.HE~J:))

Q ¯ "STABILIZED" FLOW RATE (CF5)

cl ¯DIAMETER OF TEST HOLE (FEET)

H2 ¯DEPTH TO WATER TABLE (FEET)

Ds ¯SATURATE) HOLE DEPTH (FEET)

ELEV. "A"- "PROPOSED TRENCH BOTTOM ELEV.
AVERAGE HE,J:) ON UNSATURATED HOLE SURFACE FT.HEAD)

Fi gu~e C-46
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2. Fallino-head Test

The fallin.o-head test is an open-hole test which is either
un-cased or cased with fully-perforate~ casing. The procedure
is described as follows:

a. Auger a 6 to 9 inch diameter hole to a Oepth below the
ground surface equivalent to the oesign oepth of the
trench (usually 4 to 6 feet).

b. Record the distance fro~ the ground surface to the water
table prior to the addition of test water.

c. If hole walls are unstable lower screen or fully-perforated
casing into the hole.

d. Fill hole with water and maintain water level at ground
surface. Cease adding water an~ measure the water level
versus elapsed time in equal time increments, usually
in 15-second incremen:s. Continue measuring water level
until it has dropped a% least half the distance to the
water table.

Figure C-47 shows a cross-section of the test hole with a
formula relating the hydraulic conductivity %0 the field
i nformati or,.

R0071670
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FALLIN.G - HEAD OPEN- HOLE TEST

N.G.

I

I

I I
W~TER TABLE

i
~

’~ I I
¯ I I

’, ’,

d In {l-hlH~}

(2 H,.I.2H2.1-4 D$+ d){tZ- 11)

K ¯ HYDRAULIC CONDUCTIVITY (CFS/FT.z’FT.HEAD)

~ =DIAMETER OF TEST HOlE (FEET}

H~ ¯ HEIGHT OF WATER IN HOLE ABOVE WATER TABLE AT TIME,t~

H2= l-EIGHT OF WATER IN HOLE ABOVE WATER TABLE AT

~S= SATURATED HOLE DEPTH (FEET)

ELEV. "A" = PROPOSED TRENCH BOTTOM EL£V. (FT.-NGVD)

t1’ ~2 = TIME, SECONDS

Figure C-47

R0071671
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3. Analysis of Test Data

In this section actual test data which was compiled during ¯ field

tes: of the "usual" case will be described and the soil permeabili:y

calculated. The test was performed or,a piece of prooer~y ir.

Broward County, Florida. The test hole was 9 inches in diameter

augered to a depth of 6 feet. A g inch diameter by 72 inch long

perforated casing was set in the hole. The depth to the water

table prior to introduction of t~st water was 5.3 fee: below the

ground. The field data oollected ~urin.c the test is shown in

Table

Taking the 1:o~al flow into the test hole during the 75 minute

test period and dividing by 75 minutes, since there was no

significant variation in flow during the tes~, yields an average

flow ra~e, Q, of 3.46 g.p.m., which is equivalent ~o ?.71 x 10-3 cfs.

The diameter of the test hole, D, was D.75 foot. The saturated

hole depth, Ds, was equal ~o the depth of the hole, 6 feet,

minus the depth to the water ~able, 5.3 feet, which is equal to

0.7 foot.

Utilizing the formula from Figure C-46:

. 4QK
~d(2H~ + 4H2Ds ÷ H2d)

1T(O.7S)(2(5.3)2 + 4(5.3)(0.7} ÷ (5.3)(0.75))

K = 1.75 x 10"4cfs/ft-Zft..head
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4. Desion o: Trenches

Since the first oublication of Volume IV~ Pe-mit Info~mation Manual

additional con$iOeration has been given to the Oerivation of an

acceptable exfil:ration trench oesign formula. The la~es%

eevelol~men~ is snow~ on Figure C-iE along with tne oescriotion of

the appropriate parameters. T~e deriva*~ion of this trench sizin~

formula is given in the ADpendix alon~ with the derivations of

the formulae used for use with the field testing procedures.

An exa~le of the use of this formula with the aata from the

Browar~ ~ounty test site follows:

L - CAR

K(H2W ÷ 2112Du - Du~ ÷ 2H2Ds) 
÷ (1.39 x IO’~)WDu

I: = o.6o

A ¯ 10.0 Acres

R ¯ 2.5 Inches

K ¯ 1.75 x 10"4 CFS/FT’2"FT’HEAI)

H2- 5.0 Feet (Design Condition)

W ¯ 4.0 Feet

Du= 2.5 Feet

i)s- 1.5 Feet

H ¯ Du + Ds " 4.0 Feet

Solving for L gives,

L ¯ 13~9- feet of 4’ x 4’ exfi~tration trench.

This formula can be used for sizing exft~¢ration t~enches ~o meet

SFWMD criteria as t~ is since it a~read~ ~akes into �onsiderat.ion

bo~h a Safety Factor of 2 and the 50�, credit for rel~ntion sys’r.ems

as opposed 1~o detention sys¢em.
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For those situations ~men either: (1) the saturated Oe~th of trench

iS greater than the non-saturated Oepth of trench; or (2) the trench

width is greater than two times the total trench Oepth, the proportional

assumptions for flO~ out the trench bottom are p~bably not valid. A

conservative desi~ fo~la for use in these cases ~uld ~e:

¯ CAR

As with any desig~ method a 9ood amount of engineering judgement must

be applied for use on site-specific cases.

R0071675
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TYPICAL EXFILTRATION TRENCH

CAR

L� K{H2W~2H2Du-Du2+ 2H2D$)÷(hSgXI0"4]wDu

L- LENGTH OF TRENCH REOUIRED (FEET)

C= RUNOFF COEFFICIENT (RATIONAL RUNOFF METHOD)

A= CONTRIBUTING aREA (ACRES]

R= ONE- HOUR DESIGN RaINFaLL (INCHES]

¯ W=TRENCH WIDTH (FEET]

K = HYDRAULIC CONDUCTIVITY [CFS/FT.’--FT.HEaD)

H2= DEPTH TO WATER TABLE ( FEET]

Du = NON-SaTURaTED TRENCH DEPTH [FEET]

Ds= SATURATED TRENCH DEPTH (FEET)
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APPENDIX.

DER~VA’T]ON OF EquATiONS
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0
K =                 "                                              (EC. I)

FROM FIGURE C-46:

H2 -- DEPTH TO WATER TABLE

e : DIAMETER OF HOLE (FT.)

Sz : Ds~O,~ ~e2 (E~.

R007t678
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WHERE, 0 = AVERAGE FLOW RATE
K : HYDRAULIC CONDUE.TIVITY (CF~T.2" FT. HEAD)
S = SUR¢~C£ ~RE~ Or HOLE (fT.z)

H = HE~D ON SURFACE AREA OF HOLE (~.

0 : ~V£RAG£ FLOW RATE
� : DIAMETER OF HOLE (FEET)
dH: CHANGE I~ HE~D (FT. HEAD)
0~ : CHANGE I~ TIME

£OU~TING E~. I AND E~. 2 :

KSH= 4

4K$ dH

H2

~O2 H

2" 11~ = In(HI/H2)

4S(~- I,)                                        (E~. 41
SURFACE AREA OF HOLE, EFFECTIVE (FT.~}

"~L"P

(H,~I~}+ Ds (SEE FIGURE ~-47)

~~+Ds]+~’.
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FROM FIGURE

VStly.= ~600KL(~cDu-~ Ou2 ~2Ds) (EQ. 5)

SETTING THE VOLUME OF RUNOI~F EQUAL TO THE VOLUME
EXFILTRATED: ~’ = VSI"OR ÷ ~OT ~ 2VSIDE

363OC~R = C.50WDuL ¯ 56OOKHcWL ~ 213600KL(~zDu"~ ~ ~Z ~S )~

SOLVING TH~S EQUATIOI~ FOR L:

I. 00854 CAR
L =                                                         [EQ. 6)

K(H2W÷ 2HcDu. Du2 .W 2H2Ds) I- O. OOOi59WDu

HOWEVER, CONSIDERING THE EFFECT ON THE ANSWER AND THE
NORMAL VARIATIONS IN ESTIMATION OF C WE HAVE SIMPLIFIED

THE EOUATION TO READ:

CAR
L "-

K~H2W + 2H2 Du - Du2 + 2H2 DS)’t" {1.39X I~~) WDu

WHERE,

L = LENGTH OF TRENCH REQUIRED (FT.)
C -" RATIONAL METHOD RUNOFF COEFFICIENT
A = DRAINAGE AREA |ACRES}
R -- ONE-HOUR RAINFALL (INCHES)
H2 = DEPTH TO WATER TABLE (FT.)
W :" TRENCH WIDTH (FT.}
I~ = UNSATURATED TRENCH DEPTH (FT.)

GS = S~TURATED TRENCH DEPTH (FT.)
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DISTRICT AVE~RAGE =~-YEAR, I-t40UR RAINFALL OF
INCHF’S "1"HIS EOuA’rlOI~ BECOMES, SIMPLY:

2.5 CA .. [E~. e~

K(HZW÷ 2H2Du. D~2-, 2H2~S) -- (;.=.SxIC )WDu
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DESIGN EXAMPLE

FOR

EXFILTRATION TRENCH
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Given:

A. Proposed acreages

1. Lake = ] ac

2. Roofs = 5 ac

3. Other paving = E ac

4. Green areas = ~

5. Total = 16 ac

E. Other

I. An existing canal, along one border of the property, will be ~he
receiving body.

The receiving body regulated stage is elevation E.O’ NGVD.

The existing average site grade is about elevation 17’ NGVD.

4. The site soil drains well. Three percolation tests yield an
average hydraulic conductivity of

1.2 x 10.4 cfs/(sq ft - f% of head).

5. Average wet season water table elevation is 8.25’ NGVD.

6. Current zoning is "Co~aercial"

11. Design Criteria

A. Quality

If a wet detention system, then whichever is the greater of

a. The flrs% inch of runoff from theentire site.

b. The amount of 2.5 in. times the percentage of impervious.

2. If a dry detention.system, then 75% of the volume required for
wet detention.

3. If a retention system, then 5~ of the volume require~.

4.
Because the site zoning is "~ommrcial’, a: leas: 0.5 in. of
retention or dry detention pretreal;ment shal~ be provided.
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5. Any detention system shall be designed to discharge not more
than 0.5 in. of the detained volume per day. A V-shaped
configuration is Oesirable.

B. Quantity

I. The allowable discharge for the basin in which :his project is
located is 50 csm for a Z5-year 3-aay stor~.

Z. First Floors are desired to be no lower than elevation IB.5’
NGVD.

3. Parkin~ areas.

a. Are proposed to range in elevation from 16.0’ to 17.5’
NGVD.

b. Shall be at least 2 ft above the control elevation.

Ill. Computations

A. 0uality

I. Compute the first inch of runoff from the entire developed site.

I in. x 16 ac x

= 1.3 ac-ft for the first inch of runoff.

Z. Compute Z.S in. times the percentage of imperviousness.

a. Site area, for water quality pervious/impervious
calculation only

- Total project - (lake + roof)

- 16 ac - (I ac + 5 ac)

- I0 ac site area, for water quality pervious/impervious.

b. Impervious area, for water quality pervious/impervious
calculations only

- (Site area for water quality pervious/impervious)
pervious

= I0 ac - Z ac

. 8ac impervious area, for water
pervious/impervious.

R00 ~’1686
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c. Percentage of imperviousness for water Quality.

Imve.viou~ a.e~ for ware. au~litv x
"    Site area for wa~er ouali%y

- (8 ac/i0 a~) x 10~

¯ 8~ impervious

d. For 2.5 in. times the percentage impervious

- 2.5 in. x

- 2.00 in. %o be %reared

e. Compute volume required for quality detention

- inches to be treated x (%otal site - lake)

- 2.00 in. x (16 ac - ] ac) x 1 ft/12 in.

- 2.00 in. x 15 ac x 1 ft/12 in.

¯ ~.5 ac-ft required detention storage

2. Since the 2.5 ac-ft are grea~er than the 1.3 a¢-f% computed fo~
the first inch of runoff, the volu~ of~ controls.
(The system proposed is wet detention, so no volullR reductions
are possible.)

4. Because this is a pro~ect on commercial zoned land, 0.5 in. of
Or~ retention/detention must be provided.

- 0.5 in. x (total site - lake)

- 0.5 in. x (]6 a¢ - ] ac) x ] ft/12 in.

- 0.6 ac-ft required for~pretreatment

5. Compute credit for placing some system inlets in grassed swales.

~tven:

i. Each inlet in a grassed swale drains about 0.75 acre.

ti. A typical grassed swale will consist of an area about
15 ft long and 5 ft wide. The inlet will be
considered a negligible part of the area.

iii. No other pervious areas drain into the grassed swale.

R0071687
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b. Compute ratio of impervious to pervious area.

i. Pervious area

-.15 ft x 5 ft

- 75 so f~ pervious area.

ii. Impervious area

- 0.75 ac x 43,560 sq ft/ac

- 32.670 ~ ft impervious area.

iii. Compute Impervious : Pervious ratio

- 32,670 sq ft : 75 sq ft

- 436:1

A ratio of 436:1 results in neolioible credit.

6. It is proposed that the dry pretreatment be accomplished totally
by exfiltration trench, and to utilize the lake for aesthetics
and wet detention. Since the system should be designed to
maintain the water tmble no more than 6 feet below natural
ground, and the average site grade is at elevation 17’ NGVD, the
control elevation shall be II.0’ NGVD. (Note: existing water
table elevation is 8.15’ NGVD.)

7. Compute volume to be treated in the lake

- Total Quality Volume - Dry Pretreatment Volume

m 2.5 ac-ft - 0.6 ac-ft

" l.g at-f) to be detained in the lake.

B. Trench

I. Design Criteria

A minimum of I ft of paving’and backfill will be required
above the trench.

b. Minimum parking area elevation is 16.0’ NGVO.

¢. Trench width shall be 3 ft.

d. Since control elevation is II.0’ NGVD and existing wet
season water table is 8.15’ N~VO, assume the water table in
the vicinity of the trench to be at elevation 10.5’ NGVO.

R0071688
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e. For t~ench to be considered dry, ~he water table mus~ be no
higher than ~he Jnver~ of the ~rench p~pe. For ~hJs
system, the ~rench bed wi]~ extend down to e~eva~on If’
NGVD. ~e p~pe Jnver~ w~]~ be a: e~evz:ion IZ’ N~.

2. ~ompute trench ~ength

a. L = 3630 V/(K(HzW + 2HzDu " Du2 " 2Hz~s) + (l.~ x IO’~)WDu)

L , Length of trench required (fee:)

V - Volume to be exfil%rated (at-in.)

W . Trench width (feet)

K . Hydraulic conductivity (cfs/sq f% - ft head)

H2 . Depth to water table (feet)

Du - Non-saturated trench depth (feet)
Ds . Saturated trench depth (feet)

b. In this project, L is to be determined ~

V , 0.5 ac-~t- ?.Z at-in.

W - 3 ft

K - 1.2 x 10"4 cfs/(sq ft - ft of head)

*H2 - 5 ft

""Du - 3 ft

Os-O

"H2 can extend no lower than %he trench bottom.

"Ou is %he entire trench depth, from elevations I] to 14’
NGVI), because %he water %able is below the trench bottom.

1.2x10-¢x((Sx3)÷(ZxSx3).(3x3)÷(2xSxO))÷([1.~x10 )x3x3)

- 1,2g0, s~, ~of trench for dr~ retention.
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-----16’ NGVD

i Paving and
2’I Backfill

~’ ._,L                       -"--14’ NGVD

-----13’ NGVD

’ ~ ---zz’ NGV~

Coarse Rock
-----11’ NGVD

--.---10.5’ NGVD

CROSS SECTION OF PROPOSED EXFILTRATION TRENCH

Figure D-E-1

R0071690
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Other considerations

I. A weir must be installed mt the downstrea, end of the trench
system,, to cremte true retention. The crest of the weir must be
no lower thmn the top of the trench pipe.

lhe proposed Imke-trench syste~ should be checked to be certain
it provides mdeQuate stormge for road and pmrking lot
protection, cmn meet Oesign stor~, dischmrge criteria, and can
provide adequate floor protection. Ibis would incluOe a control
structure on the lake discharge route.

R0071691
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APPENDIX 6-4

Design Charts for Determining Waterway Capacity

(By the Soil Conservation Service)

Exhibits 7-4 ~nd 7-5 have been prepared by USDA SCS to simplify the
determination of waterway size for given site conditions. The tables conform
to the principles outlined in SCS-TP-61, "Handbook of Channel Design for Soil
and Water Conservation."

The following example demonstrates how to use the exhibits to design a
parabolic channel.

Problem: Given a waterway with parabolic cross-section, determine the
safe velocity and dimensions for stability and adequate capacity.

Given: Runoff                            Q = 55 c.f.s.
Grade                               = 5 percent
Vegetative Cover                      Bahia grass
Soil                                 Erodible
Condition of Vegetation

Good stand--Cut (2.5" - 3")          "D" curve retardance
(from Table 6-9, pg. 6-142)

Good stand--Uncut (6" average)       "C" curve retardance
(from Table 6-9)

Permissible Velocity V1             5.0 f.p.s.
(from Table 6-8, pg. 6-142)

Horizontally opposite 55 c.f.s, in Exhibit 7-5, Sheet 11 of 14 (5% slope) in
the columns headed VI = 5.0 f.p.s., find T = 20.6 feet, D = 0.87 feet and
V) = 4.54 f.p.s.- Therefore, a waterway with parabolic cross section, a top
wTdth of 20.6 feet, and a depth of 0.87 feet will carry 55 c.f.s, at a maximum
velocity of 5 feet per second when the vegetative lining is short (2.5" to 3"
in height) and 4.54 feet per second when vegetative lining is tall (6"
average). This complies with the requirements for safe velocity when
vegetation is short ("D" retardance) and capacity when vegetation is tall ("C"
retardance).

R0071692
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EXHIBIT 7-4

Parabolic Waterway Design Charts (0.25 to 10.0 Percent Slope)
for Retardance Class "D" and "B"

R0071693
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for R£TARDNIC.C "lY’. Top ~ldth (T). I)el,th (D) and ~’2 for R£1"ARI),~K~I: "0"°
.

(;rad |.1.S Percent

1 D V~ T fl V~ T    D    V2
T "

9.0

(~eta~da:~ce "1:" ~nd "R")













(;.rsde 8.0 Percent

I



I
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EXHIBIT 7-5

Parabolic Waterway Design Charts (0.25 to 10.0 Percent Slope)
for Retardance Class "D" and "C"

R0071708
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VI fur It£TMIDAHCE "_9_’_’. T~p ~ld¢;u (1), Depth (D) and V~, f.r R[1AJ~II.~I(I[ "C".

T D V2     T D    V2    T D Vz     T

D V2     T O Vz     T D v,~     T I)    V~    T O V2     I    u vz

30 )O.S I.~ I.&6 IJ.) 1.12 Z.o6 12.9 i.~ Z.66 9.7 1.43 3.2. 7.9 1.56 3.56
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APPENDIX 6-5

Flow Capacity Char~s for Subsurface Drains

Published courtesy of Advanced Drainage Systems, Inc. and U.S.D.A.
Soil Conserva.’ion Service
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TecnNO~eNO. 2.109
Re: Flow Capacity -~ . Subsurface Drains

Technical Notes  e.o
Rev. - J.B. Goddard

FLOW CAPACITY--SUBSURFACE DRAINS

Although flow capacity and "n" values have been distributed in
various forms in the past, this Technical Note is published
to bring together in a single report the current Soil Conservation
Service and ADS test information on the subject.

Regarding Manning’s "n" values for design purposes, the Soil
Conservation Service issued an advisory on August’31, 1978
giving "n" values for subsurface drains. A copy of this advisory
(ENG-29) is included herein. Tests on larger diameters;
and 24" which were not available at that ~ime, indicate that
an "n" of 0.020 is reasonable for design PurPoses.

Attached are several tables (Nos. 1-15 and 16) from the SCS.
Tables Nos. 1-15 give flow capacities in cubic feet per second
(CFS) for subsurface drains flowing full at zero back pressure
for sizes ranging from 3 to 48 inches (I.D.). Table 16 gives
the number of acres drained for various discharge capacities
for drainage ccoefficients ranging from i/4 inch through 4
inches per day (24 hours).

Also attached are flow charts (Figure i-7) showing flow capacities
versus slope for Mannings "n" values ranging from "n"-0.012
through "n"=0.018. Flow velocitiesin feet per second are
also shown, these charts cover the pipe sizes from 4 through
18 inches.

ADS Recommended Manning’s "n" for Design.

Diameter Manning’s "n" Value

3" - 6" 0.015
8" 0.016

i0" 0.017
12" - 15" 0.018
18" - 24" 0.020

L ADVANCED DRAINAGE lYI’r~M$. INC.. ~ RIVERSIDE DR,, P.O. BOX 21~07. ~’OI,UliIUL OHiO ll~l, (ill) 4S7-,1~11 ~
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1978

Advtsm-~ ENG-- 29

FROM: NeLl F. Bo~, Dl~ct~r, Entering Di~io~ SCS

~ H~a~c ~m C~fi~ for Surface ~ ~d

A nmmber o~ ques~ions have bee= ~t to o~r &~tention involving the selection
o~ h~draulic ~o~nem �oe~ficien~ (’n" values) ~sed in Manning’s ~ormula when
calculating flow for corrugated ~lutic tubing and drain tile r~stems. Existing
]~tP.~at’m,e has been ~e~iewed mad bydr&uLic tests m.e berg ~:it~ted by research
g~oups in In P, ffot, t to obta~ m~e precise i~for~nat~on for selection of the

~ntil adequate te~t data become~ available, we ~ugge~t the ~ollow~ng value~

Mate~i~ls Diameter ManninlZ’s "n" V~lue

C~ ~ C~te ~ ~e ~ Sizm 0.01Z to 0.014
C~ated Pl~ic Tub~S 3 to 8 ~ 0.015 to 0.016
C~at~ Pl~ic T~g 10 to lS ~ 0.017 to 0.018

~ m~e ~e ~m~ be~mm a~e, ve w~ re~e Se~ 16
o~ ~e Nati~ ~~g ~d~ to ~cate ~e n~w ~ed v~u~

WO
SO
TSC
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CAPACIIY FOR CIRCULAR I~RAI~5
FLflklNI; FULL - CIJfllC FEFI PER $ECOItl]

MANNINGeS ’N’ - 0.017

DR/IIN
R2/~

}IYORAULIC GqADI~NI    - FEEl PER F(IOI
DIA#EI|R 1.4P5 .0001 .0002 -.G005 .OOI .O0? .005 .01 .OZ .05 0.1 0.2 0.5 1.0INCHES ’ N ’ CAPACIIY - CURIC FEEl PER 5[CONO

) 0.951 O.Oflq 0.CI1 0.071C.03O 0.06 0.0~ 0.0,! 0.13 0.21 .0.)0 3.~? 0.61 0.956 ?.061 0.020 O.O?q 0.066 0.06~ (I.Oq 0.16 O.ZO 0.29 0.66 -0.6S o.q2 1.65 ?.065 1.13~ 0,0~1 0,052 0,0H30. IIR O. It, 0.76 0.3~ 0.52 fl.~) I.Ib I.~l 2.64 3.136 4,01R 11,060 A,OO~ O.l)S 0,19+ O,PP 0,42 O,+O O.d5 1.35 1.92 Z./l 4,29 6.01
~ Y ll,G+l ~,I)0 9,185 O,7qZ 0,411 0,5~ O.9Z I,)0 l.q5 ~,92 4,11 ~,~5 9 25 I) 09| " .

I0 ?),tIS 0,~11 0,)35 0.$10 O, IS 1,06 1,61 ?,)I 1.)5 5,30 1,50 10,61 16. tA 23.13~ 12 3~,S~I 0,)q5 0,545 O.R+) l,Z2 1,72 ~,12 ).PS 5.45 9.61 IZ.ZO 11,26 21.2’l�O 14 5h,~+l q,5++ 0.~2) I,)01 I,A4 2,60 4.11 +,x? A.Z) 13.01 Id.41 ~6.03 61.16

I& fl).12J 0.8)1 1.115 I.~U 2.6Z 3.71 5.07 8.31 11.15 IX.5fl ~6.~8 31.11 58.11

18 II).1~1 1.13 I.~ 2.q4 .!.59 S.08 8.Q~ 11.31 16.09 2S.46 )S.~ 50.9 flO.~ 113.7?fl IS0,11] 1,50 7,11 ).31 6,16 6.1~ lO.u5 15,01 tl.~l 31.10 61,& 61..6 I06.S 150.121 111.655 I.II Z.~? 3.A3 5.62 1.61 12.1) 17.16 76.~I 3B.38 54,2 16.1 1~1.3 111,624 ~45.U16 2.4S ~.6~ S.~O 1.15 10.96 II.|Z Z~.50 3~.~5 56.A0 11.5 109.6 I1).~ 2~5.021 11S,512 1,15 6,14 1,50 10,60 15,00 2),IZ 31,55 61,~4 15.02 IO&.O 150.0 231,Z 335.5
)O 4~,151 4,66 6,2q 9,~3 14.05 I~,81 31.42 6~,6 67.8 9~.I I~0.5 190. ]I*. ~*.$~ 172.561 1.27 10.71 I~.lS 22.84 $2.11 51.09 12.7 !07.1 161.5 ?le.~ JZ6. 51(1.67 IO~Q.Q41 I~.flg 15.~1 24.)1 )4.66 40.16 11.~1 IOR.9 156.1 263.1 3~6.~ 681. 110.    IU89.~ 4H 15S6.|)g 15.56 7Z.OO )6.19 4Q.ZO 69.59110 O) 155 6 ~7~ 0 167 ~ 69Z.0 695 I100.    155~



CAPACI|Y FUR CIRCULAR flRalNS
FLCklNG FULL - CUBIC FEE! P(M SECOND

M&NNINGt$ tNt -- 0.0|)

CRAIN
R2/jA

HYDRAULIC GRAOIENT - FEE! PER FOOl
OIAPEIER 1.426 o0001 .0C07 .0005 .001 .OOZ .005 °OI .OZ .05 0.1 O.Z 0.5 1.0INCII[~ " N CAPACIIY - CURIC FEE! PER )ECONO

1 0.~81 ~.00! O.elZ O.Otq O.OZF 0.03 0.06 O.Oe 0.17 O.Iq 0.7~ O.]q 0.676 t.gO) O.OIQ 0.026 0°042 0.060 0.08 0.13 O. Iq 0.26 0.42 0o60 0.85 I.]4 I.qO
5 ).450 0.0)4 0.048 0.011 0.109 O. IS 0.24 0.)4 0.48 0.11 1.09 1.54 2.61 1.~56 5.61| ll.f156 0.07~ 0.125 0.171 0.25 ,.Q.19 0.56~ 0.19 1.25 1.11 ~.SO ).96 5.618 12.0~4 ft.170 0.110 0.210 O.)e? 0.54 0.05 1.20 I    10 2.10 3.e2 5 ~0 e.~4 IZ.OS¯ .

I0 21.910 0.2lq O. lflq 0.4~9 0.69 0.~’7 I.S~ 2.19 1.09 4.R9 6.9~ q.19 15.~9 21.9112 35.628 fl.]S& 0.503 0.?96 1.12 1.59 2.51 1.56 5.01 1.96 11.26 15.91 25.19
I~ 51.142 fl.5)! 0.760 1.701 1.69 2.40 ).eO 5.)! 1.60 I?.0| 16.qq ~4.03 18.00
I% 64.59q 0.645 0.911 1.4~4 7.0~ 2.P8 4.56 6.~5 9.13 14.~4 20.42 ~H.~8 ~5.61
16 16.12’! 0.1~1 I.OR5 1.115 ~.42 ~.43 5.42 1.61 IO.flS |!.IS 76.76 14.11 5~.~5

I~ I05.041 1.f15 1.4fl 7.14 1.12 4.69 1.~7 10.50 1~.85 71.48 31.~ 46.~ I~.2 IOS.O
ZO I10.120 I.Ig 1.96 ).11 4.]Q 6.?2 9.113 I!.91 19.6~ )1.10 ~t.9’ b~.Z 98.3 Ilg. I
21 158,~50 t,SA ~.~4 3.54 5.01 ?sOO ll,?O 15.86 27.60 35.63 5fl.l tO.a 112.0 158.476 22e,.?24 2.26 3.19 5.fl5 1.15 I0.11 15.99 72.~2 ~I.Q~ 50.58 11.5 I01.1 159.? 776.221 309.101 ).f19 4.11 6.97 g.19 |).115 Z1.1~9 10.91 6].19 69.75 91.9 I)~.5 216.9

I~ ~1~.11~ &.lO 5.80 9.11 12.01 10.~4 29.00 41.0 5H.O 91.1 IZ9.l 1fl]. ?~0.16 E~6.qh5 ~.~ q.~) 14.91 21.09 29.112 ~l.16 66.6 "1~.) I~’).1 21~.9 29~. ~II.42 lOIJ&,gq’/ 10.0~ 14.72 22.49 31.81 44,9~ 11.14 I~0.6 142.~ ~24.9 ]IA.l 449. ?II. IcJOh.~ 14J~.436 14.36 2~.]I ]2.11 45.4? 64.23101.51 143.6 ?0].I 321.1 454.2 642. I~15.



FLOdlN~. FULL - CUOIC FEFI I,E~ S[(.OHO

HAN~IIH~O$ oFOO - 0.01~

C~IN
~/~

HYORALILIC 5HAOI[NI -FE[I P[H FOOT

OlA~elEn I,.qn~ _ .OCOl .oooz .coo5 .cot .ooz .oo5 .Ol .oz .o5 o.I Oo9 0.5 n.o
INCHES - "N CAPACITY - cl0nlC rEEl PEn SECn~O

) n.O20 O.OOO OoOII O.OlU 0.025 O.O)1 0.05 O.Oe o. II o. le o.z5 o.t5 0.50

~ 1.161 O.017 O.O2~ o.o)9 0.055 o.oi O. lZ O.l/ o.2~ o.39 0.55 o.19 1.26 1.76
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~3 6 S.ZlO 0.057 0.013 0.116 0.15~ 0.2) q.)6 0.~? 0.13 1.16 1.6t 2.13 ).GO 5.21

I ~ 11.221 0.112 0.159 O.2~0 0.35~ 0.50 ~.l~ 1.12 l.Sn 2.50 3.5~ 5.01 ;.~3 II.2~

’~ 10 2(1.1~ OoZ01 0.2BI O.~5A O.~A ,).’lO I.61 ~.0) ?.B1 6.56 6.~1 o).O9 16.]A

~ 12 ~).08~ n.110 0.~62 o.1)Y 1.0~ 1.61 7.11 ).)0 6.(.T I.)Q IO.~ 16.29 2).)Q

@ I~ ~q.qO) 0.~9’! O.IOS I.II5 1.51 2.2) 1.52 ~.q~ 1.05 11.15 15.10 22.)1 15.2A 6~.qo

IS 54.q01 O.$~q O.O~ Io)~l I.e’~ Zot, e ~.26 5.’,9 .n.60 I).~1 Ip.q6 25.R7 62.61 5q.~8

16 ll.2~g 0.117 I.C01 1.sq) 2.25 ).lfl 5.03 ?.17 10.01 15.~1 27.51 )l.n5 50.)0 tl.2,

IU ql.~o o,q? |.3T 2.1p ].t)E ~.)6 ~.f19 9.15 1~.19 Zl.nl ~0.~ 6).6 6o.q qt.5

20 |2q. IR2 1.2q l.q7 2.RR ~.OO 5.11 ~.11 IZ.’Pl 19.26 ZO.U5 60.0 51.t 91.1 129.1

?I I~?.132 I.L1 2.00 1.2U �.~5 5.51 In.to 16.11 20.~O 12.09 ~6.5 65.1 106.0 I�7.I

7~ 21n.,)65 2.10 9.91 ~.6q 6.6~ qo]q I~.A5 21.110 2~.10 ~h.ql 66.6 ~3.9 169.5 710.0

21 281.~62 2.01 4o06 6.43 9oOq I2.O& 20.33 2H.15 40.61 64.30 90.q 12R.6 203.3 201.5

10 100.#T4 ).OO 5,)d 8.51 12.04 II.O~ 26.91 10.0 5J.A O5.l 120.6 110. ?&9.

)b ~19.1{) 6.19 Ool5 I1.H6 19.5b 21.~�P ¢~.lq 61.9 ~1.5 I10.6 IqS.A 21h. 611.

A2 9)A.ZJS q.1� 11.21 20,H’/ 29.5~ el.tO 6~.06 ~1.6 112.1 208.9 795.� 611. ~n. ’P)¢.

~ I8.dh 29 eZ 62 I1 5’;.65 96.~1 I1) ] 19~.6 298.2 671 I ~9~ ~61.



T&RLE 4

CAI’ACIIy FOR CIRCULAR DRAIN5
FLNHING FULL - CUBIC FEEl PER SECOND

laANFIINGe5 ’N’ - O’.015

) 0o155 O.CO~ C.CIO O.Cll P.OZ4 0.01 0.05 q.nl o.10 0.11 o,~ 0.3~ 0.5~ 0.~6& 1.6~q 0.016 0.C71 0.016 0.052 0.01 ~.11 0.16 0.23 0.|6 0.5Z O.F3 1.16 1.6~5 2.qqO O.O2q 0.0~2 0.066 O.Oq~ 0.13 0.21 O.2q fl.~2 0.66 0.9~ 1.33 2.11 2.99& ~.66~ O.O~B 0.068 O. ICfl 0.15) 0.21 0.)~ O.~R 0.60 1.08 I.$1 2.12 3.~) 6.06
I "

I0 Iq.~lRB 0o|q9 0.268 O.&2~ 0.60 O.fl~ 1.1~ I.Bq 2.60 6.2& 6.00 4.&9 I).42 IB.9B..~ 17 1~.821 O.)OR 0.636 0.690 O.ql 1.)8 7.iB 1.08 ~.36 6.90 q.16 I).BQ 21.0| 30.81~’ Iq 66.516 0.665 0.658 1.0~1 I.&l ~.08 t.29 &.65 ~.56 I0.~1 1~.12 20.~2 ]2.9~ &6.51I-.I. IS 5~.99S O.SSq o.lql I.?SI 1.11 2.50 1.95 S.5q 7.91 12.51 11.10 75.0) 39.5~ 55.96I& 66.~q~ 0.6~ ~.9~0 I.&R6 2.1Q 2.91 ~.10 6.6~ q.~o I~.86 71.02 29.13 &/.O2 66.&9IO Ql.O)l Q-ql I.?B 2.0~ 2.0~ ~.01 6.~) q. lO I2.bl 20.)5 28.I ~0.? 6~.3 ql.O20 120.510 .70 I.lO 2.69 ).UI 5.39 B.52 12.05 17.0S 26.q6 3~.1 ~).q 05.721 IJ1.12~ .11 1.9& ).CI ~.36 6.16 %.11 I).l) 19.~2 ~0.10 &).~ 61.~ 91.1 131.)76 196.061 .q6 2.12 t.)8 6.20 h.76 I!.h6 Iq.60 71.F2 ~).B~ 62.0 81.6 110.6 196.0~ 21 26fl.609 .60 !.19 6.C0 8.�0 12.00 IO.q! 26.fl� 31.95 60.01 O& A IZO.O 169.1 260.~o 10 ]55.~7 55~ ¯ 5.02 ?.,1� I1.~� 15.flq 25.1] 35 5 50 ~ 19.6 112.~ 15A. 251.
~ 3~ SIR.OS~ lfl g.ll 12.’iZ 16.71 25.05 ~Q.el 52.B Ul.1 17q.2 IE2.1 25~. ~OO.~ &~ flll.q~) P./I I~.)| 19o69 27.51 3~o99 61.65 q/.I 12).) 196.9 21S.1 309. 616.
~ ~6 12~.911 I~o~ 11.60 2l.fl]    39.36 55.61 UA.02 12~.~ 116DO 710.3 3’13.6 ~56. flBo.    IZ~&.



IAnLE 5 ’

CAPACITY For! CIRCULAR I1RAIN5
ILOI~ItIG FULL - CUBIC FEEl PER SECOND

CRAIN 2/~ IIYORAULIC G#AflI~NI - FEET PER FOOT
~IAMEIER 1,6q6 R A .0001 .0�02 .0~05 .001 .OOZ .0(;5 .OI .07 .05 0.1 0.2 0.5 I.O

INCHES N CAPACIIY - CUBIC FEEl    PER SECONO

) 0.111 R.Oq? O.CIO O.OIb 0.022 O.O3 O.O5 I).O? O.IO O.16 0.22 O.]Z 0.50 O.11
~ 1.546 0.015 0.021 0.0)60.04fl 0.06 0. I0 0.15 0.21 0.)4 0.4A 0.69 1.09 1.54
5 7.901 0.078 0.0)9 0.062 0.068 0. I? 0.19 0.7# 0.19 0.62 0.~8 I.Z5 1.98

�~ b �.550 0.065 0.064 0.I~I 0.146 0.70 0.]2 0.�5 0.6~ 1.01 I.~4 2.0) 3.22
I o ~.ele o.o~fl O.l~e 0.21q 0.310 0.43 0.69 0.90 !,~8 2.19 3.10 ~.19 6.9~ 9.81

~ I0 II,eol O,llB 0.~51 O,lqu 0.56 0,19 I,~ 1.10 7,~1 ),qn 5.6Z I,~6 I~,~a

I~ 4 43,665 0.,436 0,611 0,916 I,)0 ~,95 ),fie �.36 4.11 9.16 II.flO 19.52 30.H1 43.66
5 °iP.4~$ 0.5~4 0.147 1.113 1.65 2.34 ).11 5.~A I.A2 II.I$ 16.59 23.�1 ]I.II
6 6~.~47 0.671 O.~Pl Io~4 1.91 2.1B ’ 4.�0 6.2) e. Hl I].~4 19.11 21.fib 44.0,

U 65.)41 0.~5 1.20 l.qG 2.69 ).El 6.03 8.53 I?.01 19.00 Z6.~ 30.I ~0.3
20 111.035 1.11 1.59 2.52 3.51 5.05 1.09 II.30 15.qO 25.71 35.1 50.5 19.’; II~.0
71 I~?.?~I l.~fl I.P7 Z.R1 6.01 5.15 9.10 I?.51 10.70 ?O.7O ~0.1 51.5 91.0 17~.~
24 la).#01 l.’z) 2.59 4.11 5.111 0.27 I2.qY IO.3R 2~.q9 61.I0 50.1 OZ.2 129.9 lll).O
21 251.1~34 ~.51 ].55 5.6Z 1.95 11.25 ll.19 25.1~ ]5.50 56.26 79.5 117.5 lll.~ 251.6

Iq ))3.265 ),17 4,11 1,�510,53 1~.90 7),56 ~3.) 41.1 ?�.5 105.) ICq. 7)5.16 541.qZ5 5.41 1.66 12.II IT.l) 24.23 )~.11 54.1 lb.6 IZI.I 111.~ 747. )A). 5~1.
~    4Z fl11.456 d.ll II.5~ lB.71 75.85 36.55 51.,0 81.I 115.6 107.1 75R.5 )hS. 519.
oo ~ 1161.104 II.~1 16.50 26.~9 ~6.90 57.19 fl?.52 116.1 165.0 ~60.9 ~6’I.0 5~I. fl~5. I16~.



(.APACIIY FOR (.IRf.ULAR III~AINS
FL(It/ING FULL - CIIIIIC FEEl PER SECI1NO

~RAIM 2/J IIYOHIULIC GAA~IENI -FEEl PER FOOT
OIA#ETER I.~A& ~ A .OOOI .COG2 .COGS .001 .Off2 .005 .01 .02 .05 O.l 0.! O.S l.O

INCIIES N CAPACIIY - CIJOIC FFEI    PER SECflKO

) 0.675 O.CO6 O.COQ O.OIS O.C?I 0.03 0.04 0.06 0.09 O.IS .0.21 0.10 0.41 0.61
4 1,455 0.014 0.C20 0.032 0.046 5.06 C. IO 0.14 O.ZO 0.)2 0.4~ 11.65 l.OZ 1.45

�1~ 6 4,290 O.04Z OeC~O o.Qq5 0.135 0.19 0.’~0 0.42 0.60 0,95 1.15 1.91 3,0|
I B q,240 O,fl~2 0.11(! O.?C6 0.292 U. ql ~.65 o.q? I.~0 ?.06 ?.q2

"~ I0 16.154 0.161 0.23~ 0.314 0.52 0.14 1.18 I.~,7 7.16 ].tq 5.Z~ 1.49 II.P~ 16.15
<~) 12 71.245 O.2l? 0.39~ C.6CQ 0.66 1.71 1.92 7. t? ~.65 6.0~ A.61 IZ. lO 19.76
�~ I~ ~l.Oq/ O.qlO O.~UI O.qle 1.29 I.A) 7.90 4.10 5.AI Y.IR 17.’;’! 16.11 2~.06 ~1.0~

15 ~q.|Qq 0.69~ 0.696 I.IC4 1.56 ~.2G 1.~9 ~.91 6.q~ 11.04 15.62

IU 80.121 0.~0 I.I1 1.7q 7.54 3.59 5.60 ~.01 11.~6 11.96 25.4 )5.q 56.~
20 IOh.lhS .O& 1.50 2.11 3.36 q.15 1.$2 10.6~ 15.0~ 73.1P 11.6 41.5 15.? 106.)
21 171.168 .?1 1.11 2.10 3.fl3 5.~1 6.56 I?.11 II.I) 21.()q )D.1 5~.1 05.6 121.1
24 112.995 .17 ?.q~ 3.~6 5.41 1.11 17.73 I1.29 2~.4~ 33.60 5~.1 11.3 122.) 112.9

o 30 31$.661 .11 ~.~) 1.01 9.91 14.02 27.11 )1.) ~4.) 10.1 ~q.I 14ft. 221. Jl).
,~ 36 5111.0~1 .10 ?.?1 11.411 16.12 27.fll 16.0~ 51.0 12.1 114.0 161.2 22A. 160. 510.
�~ q2 16q.~10 .69 |O SO I I.ZO ~    17 )~.~0 5~.~0 l&.q IO0 H 117 0 74|.2 1~4. 54~ 169.
~ 40 IOq~.~SI 10.~8 15.~) 2~.5~ 14.;~ 49.17 71.61 1flq.fl 155.) 245.6 t41.1 491. 116. 109~.



fABLE 7

CAPACITY FOR CIRCULAII flftAlNS
FLflXlNG FULL - CUBIC FEE K

CHAIN
/~.

IIYORAULIC GRADIENI - F~Ef PER FOOT
I|IiHEIER |,605 R2.~. ,O001 ,OCO2 .OOn5 .OO1 .002 .OO5 .Ol .~Z .O5 O.I 0.2 0.5 i.o

INCHES N CAPACIfY - CIIOIC FEEl P~R SECONO

) O.&34 O,OO6 O.COq O.O16 O.C20 O.02 O.O6 0.06 O.O9 O.16 O.70 O.2A 0.65
6 1.176 0,013 0.019 0.0)0 0.06) O.O& 0.09 0.13 O.IQ 0.)0 0.63 0.61 0.91 I.)?
5 2.692 q.026 O.O)S 0.055 O.ClO O. II 0.11 0.26 0.]5 0.55 O.tn I.II 1.16 2.~9
6 6.057 0,060 0.051 OeOqiJ 0.120 O. IR 0.70 0.60 0.51 0.90 1.70 I.HI 2.06

CT~ P 0.171 0.0~1 0.12). 0.195 0.215 O.)’! 0.61 O.R/ 1.2$ 1.95 2.15 ).qO 6.11 0.12
I

l~ 15.P2) O.l~O O.723 0.$53 O,50 O.?O I.II l.Sfl 2.2) $.5) 5.00 t.Ot ll.1O 15.07
~ 12 25.1)I O.257 0.3~) O.5~5 O.~I 1.15 1.81 2.51 3.61 5.;5 ~.I) 11.50 lfl.l’;
~ 15 1fl.Rl6 C,)8B 0.568 O.~61 1.22 1.73 ?.~6 1.86 ~.~6 9.~ 12.21 11.15 21.~6
~ 15 6&,656 0,666 0.659 Io063 Io67 2.00 3.29 6.66 6.59 10.61 16.75 20.06 32.~0

16 55.61~ 0.556 O.1R3 1.219 1.75 2.61 3.91 5.5~ l.fl) IZ.)~ 11.52 2~.YR 39.18 55.~1

18 75.~L6 O.f5 |.QY 1.69 2.)9 ~.~9 5.16 7.50 10.12 Ib.96 2).9 3).9 53.6
70 ICn.6f5 1.00 1.62 2.26 1.11 6.69 1.1u 10.06 16.20 22.66, 31.1 66.9 11,0 I00.�
21 116.6)E 1.16 1.61 ~.55 3.bl 5.11 B.09 11.66 I~.1~ ~5.~8 ~E.I ~1.1 80.9 IIk.¢
26 IE).]#6 I.[! ~.31 3.E5 5.1~ 1.30 11.55 16.33 ~3.10 ~.51 51.E 13.0 115.5 16~.]
2f ~2a.516 7.~1 3.16 5.£0 1.01 |fi. OO IF.91 22~]~ ]l.G) 50.01 10.1 IO0.ll 158.1

1~ 295.~)5 2.96 6.in b.6~ ~.16 I).26 20.~6 79.~ 61.q 66.2 9).6 I)?. 209.
3& 6!II.I11 6.nl 6.el I0.71 15.23 21.56 I~.q6 60.1 t.9.I I07.1 152.3 715. 3~0. &Ol.
47 12~.521 1.26 IO.21 Io.26 22.’II )?.6q 51.311 72.6 1o2.1 162.6 22’1.7 324. 513. 126.
6~ 1011.6~6 I~.11 I~.61 2],I~ ]~,~0 ~&.]9 1~.]5 10].1 I~6.1 2]I.9 ]2~.0 66]. lJ]. 10)1.



IqANIIINGO$ OltO - O.Olal

I:IAIN
K~j~

HYII#AIILIC GRADIFNI °r[F! PER rOOf
~IAN[tEH IoA~& .00~1 oCC~? 0~005 oO~| oO0? oflO~ oOI oP~ o0~

IlICfl~$ ’’ ~ CAPACIIY - CITRIC Ft(I PER SF~ONO

I 0o604 0.006 O.CflO 0.01) O.fllq 0.02 0.04 0.0~ O.ON 0.11 0,19 U.?! 0.4! 0,60
4 1.102 0,911 0.018 0.079 0.04 0,05 ft.09 0.11 q,lO 0.?q 0o41 0.Sn 0.9~ l.)O
5 1.160 OoG?) OoC)) 0.052 0.014 O. iO 0.16 0.71 ft.)) 0.51 0.14 1.05 1.66 2.56
4 1.g19 0o010 00054 GoOP50ol? 0.11 ft.21 O. SP 0.54 0.05 I.?l I.II 7.11 J.OJfl go26R 00002 Ooll6 00184 0.16 0036 0.~ G.L2 1.16 I.n4 ~.Gi

I Ifl 14o~q| 0o|4~ 0.112 0.1)5 0.4 0.61 1.U6 Io~ 2.12 ).15 4.14 6.10 10.60 14.9912 14o111 fl024) 1J.144 flo54Y 0o1 i.Oq 1.12 ?.45 1.44 5o45 7.10 10.90 I1.?| ~.11..~ 14 16.111 00161 00~70 O.rS? .16 i.64 ?.69 1.~I S.?O 0.?? 11.62 16.~4 26.00 56.11~ 15 ~4,190 fl.441 0.&25 C.9~ .)~ 1.91 1.12 4.41 6.75 Q.68 I1.QI 1~.16 51.15 44.19�.~ 16 b2.4QS 0o514 0.1~2 I.III .66 7.54 1.11 5.14 1.41 11.15 16.b0 750~I 51.12 52.4~

I~ 11.811 0.11 1.01 J.bL .21 3.21 5.fl8 l.le tfl.16 |6.01 ??.l )7.l ~0.# 1i.820 95.101 fl.55 1.34 2.17 .01 4.?~ 6.11 q.5| 15.46 21.~ 50.1 42.5 61.) 95.1?1 |0~0411 I.~e i.S) 2.42 .4~ 4.e4 1.~6 10.f14 I~.)) 24.?4 54.~ ~8.4 16.6 100.4~4 iS4.1~S loS4 ?.In ),46 4oOq 6o9? iO.q4 15.41 21.8N 54.61 4fl.9 69.2 105.4 154.111 ~11.~01 2.11 ?.49 4.11 6.10 9.41 I~.’lO 21.19 29.46 41.18 61.0 qt.1 It~.O 211.q

Jfl ~RUo&4~ ?oflO 1.96 6.11 ~.81 |2.~S I’P.U4 ~O.fl 39.6 6~.1
~

16 456.159 4.56 ~.45 IOo?fl 14o43 70.4C 31.16 ~5.~ 64.S 102.0 144.1 70,. If?. 456.



CAPACllY FOH CIRCULAR I~RAIN$
FLIIHING Fi/LL - CUfllC FEEl Plait S(CP.ND

0.020

~R&lk                                     HVOX&ULIC GHAOI~NI - FEEl PER FOOl
~lAPtl|n 1,406 NA/)A ,0001 ,OCO? ,�O0~ ,OOI ,002 ,005 ,01 ,OZ ,05 O.I 0.2 O.S i.O

0.$14 0.0fl$ O.�O| 0,0|2 0.018 0.02 0.04 O.OS O.OO 0.12 O. IO 0.2S 0.40
1.211 0.01~ 0.©1| 0,0210.O)q O.OS O.OS 0.12 0.11 0.21 O.)q O.SS O.ST I.Z)
2.74~ O.U~ 0.C11 @.OSO 0.010 0.10 O. IS 0.22 O.)l O.S~ 0.10 1.00 I.SO

|,641 0,016 0,�SI O.C~l 0.115 0.16 0.75 0.16 O.SI O.RI l. IS 1.61 2.51 ).6~

1.#$4 0.010 0.111 0.115 0.248 0.15 O.SS 0.1A I.II 1.1S 7.48 1.51 5.55 1.US

14.141 0.|4? O,~OI O,llS 0.45 0,61 I.~O 1.42 7.fit $.lA 4.bO 6.16 IO.O1 14.24

;),iSi 0,?11 0,)?1 0,5i| 0,11 i,O) 1,61 2,11 ),21 ~.|1 1,32 10,15 16.)1 2).IS
|4,q); O.|AS 0.494 O.IBi 1.10 i.56 2.41 1.4q 4.94 /.St 11.04 15.62
41,91i 0.4|~ O,SQ) c.q|o i.12 I.BI 2.q6 4.19 S.QJ q.)n il.21 iS.ll ~9.6q At.OR

61.211 0.61 o.q6 I.$7 2.15 ).05 4.q7 6.62 9.65 16.26 21.5 30.5

102.991 I,f17 I.+S 2o10 1,2q 4.60 1.28 10.29 14,56 7).06 )2.5 46.0

I~l,Ol5 1,41 ~.01 ).TS 4.65 6.51 10.19 14.10 20.19 )7.08 46.5 65.1 I01.q I~1.0

LAI,)O| ?,OJ ~004 4050 60)6 g.OO 14o23 20.11 2S.46 4S.01 63.6 ~O.O I~Z.) ~()l.)

~66o6|2 2.&6 ).11 ~.~6 BoA) il.q2 I~oUS 26.6 31.1 59.6 6~.1 119. |BR. 766.

431,b40 4,1| 6,11 Q,Bq I|,lO I+,|R )0,65 41.3 61.3 96.9 I)1.0 19). 306. 411.
6b).q64 6.51 q.~4 14.62 20.6R 29.24 46.24 65.3 9~.4 1~6.7 706.6 ZQ?. ~6~.

9J~.~|| q.3| |).?O 70.81 29.52 41.|5 66.02 93.3 132.0 2Off,/ 2’lS.~ ~11. 660.



HANNING°$ o’i* - O.OZl

[liilll¢
#~11...li

FlYIIRAULIC t~HAOIEHI - FEE1 PER FOOl
IIIANF Ifll I.lie6 .QO’) I .1:£i)7 ,O00S .flAil .I)02 .005 .01 .02 .OS 0.1 0.2 O.S I.O

IliCfl(S N CAPACIIV - �IIBIC FLEI PER SkCO~lll

I 0.~41 Fl.CU$ @.�O1 0.017 O.Oi! ~.0~ O.OI O.OS ~.0! 0.12 0.11 0.74 0.)8 0.54
¯ I.I18 O.Oll 0.�16 0.076 O.OJl 0.1|5 n.fl8 O. il ~.16 0.76 0.)1 0.52 O.el I.II
$ ~.116 O.C~i 0’C10 O.eSI O.C61 O.Oq 0.1S ft.71 0.10 0.41 0.61 (D.95 |.5i 2.11

�~j       6 I.~1J 0.0|4 O.CSV 0.011 @.iOq 0.1~ 0.24 0.14 o.sq 0.11 |.89 I.S~ 7.4S ].41

I
n 1.4~0 0.0~ O.IOS 0.i610.~J6 ~.~1 Q.~ 0.14 I.OS |.61 ~.]6 3.~ S.28 1.48

in I|.S6| O.IIS Qol~l Oo]flJ 0.41 0.60 0.9S I.)S I.ql ).f13 4.78 6.06 9.Sq IJ.S6
"~ I~ ~?.05S 0.71fl 0.|11 u.sqJ 0.6~ 0.98 I.~S ~.20 3.11 4.ql 6.ql q.86 15.$9 22.05~ 14 Jlo769 fl.|)~ 0,410 0.14J 1,05 1.48 2.35 )032 4,10 1.41 10.$2 14.~1 25o5~ 13.26

16 41.SqU 0.~14 G.611 1.06~ I&SO 7.12 1.36 4.14 6.11 IUo62 IS.U2 21.14 |3.58 41.4q

IP &S.OZI O.&5 O.ql 1.45 ~.115 7.qo 4.5q 6.60 q.lq 14.64 ~.5 29.0 4s.q 65.0
~0 86.1~1 A.86 I.~l I.q2 2.12 3.85 6.08 #.61 I?.ll Iq.2S 21.2 311.5 60.8 06.1
~1 U8,QQ~ 0.98 I,Ih 2.1q 3.10 4.)d 6,q) q.80 I).nl 21.ql 31.0 41.8 6Q,J qO.O
~4 14fl.04| 1,40 I.q6 I,I) 4,42 6.76 q.90 iS,uQ Iq.~O 11.11 44,2 67,6 qQ.O |40.0
21 Iql.l?l I.*11 7.11 4.78 6.86 I.SI I).SS Iq. I1 21.11 47.81 60.6 uS.I 115.5 I’tl.!

)fl ~sI.ql~ ?.S) ~.Sq 5.6| #.02 II.)~ I/.~S ?s.) Is.q 56.1 Ro.? II). Ilq. 2s).
|6 412.4~5 4,|7 S,#I q,71 |).fl~ 18.46 7Q. Iq 41.~ Sd.1 q~.) I|O.S 104. ~91. 412.

o 48 IFq.12? R.~q 17.$1 |9.~# ~u. II 3~.16 67.HI flB.q 125.1 Iq6.U 7PI.I I’ll. 6~6. ubY.



I’AIILF II

~ANNING*$ *~1’ - 0.022

IlRilN
/~

tI¥ONAULIC GRAOI[NI -FEll PER FOOl
fliA~(l|l 1,4|6 q~ .0Oq| ,¢C01 oCOO5 ,001 .007 o005 .Oi .02 .05 0.1 0.2 0.5 I.O

IIICOi(S N CAPA~I|Y - CUUIC FEEl PEN S~COHO

I O.S?? 0.00+ 0.C0! 0o011 0,016 O.OZ 0.0) 0.05 0.01 0.11 0.16 0.7) 0.)6
4 I,124 O.OII 0.0.15 0.025 OoO)5 C.05 U.G| O.II n. I5 0.25 0.)5 (J.50 O. lq 1.17
$ ?.01P O.fl2fl 0.02~ 0.fl45 0.064 O.flq O. i4 0.20 0.28 0.45 0.64 U.gi J.44 2.0)

�~ ~ ¯ I.)15 0001) 0.046 0.014 C, t04 0.14 0.~$ ft.)) 0.46 0.14 1.04 t.4n 2.)~
I I ?.140 0,011 C,lO0 O. ISq 0.22S 0.31 0.50 0.11 I.llO I.Sq 2.Z$ $.lq 5.04 1.14

~ I+ IF.q4¯ O.Iiq 0.1~1 O.~RQ 0.40 U.S1 O.ql I.?q 1.41 2.Rq 4.0q 5. lq q. I5 12.q~

O0 14 )l,lS¯ 0.)11 0,44S 0.110 1.00 1.41 7.+4 3.11 4.4Y 1.10 10.04 14.20 ~Z.4S
I~ )P.ili 0.)4 U.S)q 0.#~) 1.20 i.lO ?.6~+ ),8i 5.~9 ~.S) i2.01 11.01 +6.99 1~.11
i¯ 45,t4~ ~.45 ~.~4i .i.Oi) i.4| 2.02 ~.20 4.S) 6.4i I0.1~ i4.)1 ~U.21 12.06

II il,OII C.6. @.P1 1.1+ i~g& ~.11 4.~ 6.70 9.111).RI 19.6 ~1.1 4].fl
~0 !~,~01 0.~. i.l¯ I.~1 2.S+ ~.~1 S.~l ~.22 li.6+ i~.16 ~5.+ )6.! SU.i ~.~
~i 94,&~Q 0.~ i,)~ ?.fl9 2.96 4.i8 6.62 +.)6 1|.24 2~.~ 2~.6 41.8 6~.~
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1 to make everything consistent and then tell us what

2 the inconsistent ones are between the other cases.

3 MR. COE: Until we have a model.

4 MR. KESTON: So that we create a model.

5 And the model may change.

6 MR. NAHAI: With other prospective

7 cases, I don’t think it would be right to make the

8 parties wait.

9 MR. COE: There’s a lot of money

i0 involved.

Ii MS. LYON: Right.

12 MR. NAHAI: Shall we break for lunch?

13 MR. LEON: Return time is 2:45, and the

14 Board, during the lunch hour, will meet in closed

15 session to discuss current litigation cases,

16 including ongoing litigation: Long Beach versus

17 Regional Board, City of Los Angeles, a petition case;

18 City of Thousand Oaks, another petition case; and

19 Malibu Cross Creek, a litigation case.

20 MR. NAHAI: Going on to No. 16, will

21 you read the statement.

22 MS. GOODMAN:    Sure.

23 This is a public meeting to consider

24 board action of consideration of recommended best

25 management practices for development planning and

R0071751
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1 repeat after me.

2 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKERS,

3 having been duly sworn, testified as follows:

4 MR. NAHAI: With that we’ll declare the

5 public hearing open, and could we have staff

6 presentations.

7 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Mr. Chairman and

8 respected members of the Board, I have the unenviable

9 position of making a staff presentation after you let

I0 the public speaker, Dr. Gold, steal my thunder.

Ii But in any case. My name is Xavier

12 Swamikannu. I’m and engineer on Board staff. Today

13 I present for your consideration a draft resolution

14 for approval of best management practices for

15 developing planning and developing construction under

16 the Municipal Storm Water Permit for Los Angeles

17 County.

18 Best management practices are methods

19 for reducing pollution in storm water in urban

20 runoff. You have been asked today to approve a

21 master list of best management practices for use by

22 municipalities in construction and planning approval

23 programs within their departments.

24 Now, for some background.

25 The L.A. County Municipal Storm Water
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1 participation outreach program. We have a monitoring

2 program in the permit to ensure that we measure the

3 progress as well as determine if our beneficial users

4 are being impaired or is improvement happening.

5 And finally, we have a compliance

6 requirement which basically requires reporting and

7 evaluation of implementation.

8 Now, for today,s discussion, the Board

9 is being asked to consider BMPs under the planning

I0 and construction components, and this is a subset of

II the requirements that has come to the Board.

12 Under the planning we have planning

13 priority projects basically setting aside specific

14 requirements for home subdivisions, I0 homes, i00

15 homes. In addition to that, we have certainly

16 commercial facilities when they’re being planned that

17 certain BMPs be considered. These include gas

18 stations and restaurant establishments.

19 The requirement here is that Urban

20 Storm Water Mitigation Plan be prepared and submitted

21 to the local municipality. Within the Urban Storm

22 Water Mitigation Plans, you will have the BMPs, a

23 broad base of BMPs.

24 The second component is construction, a

25 priority construction. And under priority
R0071755
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1 construction for the municipal program, the scrutiny

2 is only for those projects between two and five

3 acres. Five acres and greater are handled under a

4 separate permit program from the State directly.

5 Under the construction priority

6 projects, what you have is a requirement to prepare a

7 local storm water pollution plan or wet weather

8 erosion control plans.

9 Within these plans the permittees are

I0 required to identify best management practices. As I

ii explained earlier, these are source or structural or

12 treatment control measures to reduce pollutions

13 that -- to reduce pollutants that enter storm water.

14 What you have in the agenda package is

15 a master list of BMPs, of best management practices,

16 that the cities are to consider for adoption when

17 these plans are brought before them by developers or

18 builders. These BMPs have been taken from the state

19 handbooks, which have been widely used since 1990.

20 We have received three sets of comments

21 on the -- on the BMPS that are for consideration.

22 The first set of comments is on a clarification on

23 the Standard Storm Water Urban Runoff Mitigation

24 Plan. And that is an issue which is not before you

25 for discussion today.
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1 The Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans

2 are approved by the executive officer. They will

3 have very specific BMPs when they’re presented to him

4 for consideration. It’s our intent at that time to

5 solicit public comment.

6 The second set of comments was

7 submitted by Heal the Bay. And they have requested

8 that we consider additional BMPs that are not

9 presently on the master list. These include source

i0 control measures, like maintenance; erosion sediment

ii control measures, like using geotextile masks;

12 treatment control systems, such is as catch basin

13 inserts and other systems.

14 Finally, I’ll go to my recommendation,

15 or staff recommendation, that the Board adopt the

16 draft resolution with the following changes:

17 Direct staff to supplement the master

18 list with additional BMPs that have been submitted by

19 Heal the Bay as well as the Western States Petroleum

20 Association, and consider favorably the clarification

21 which will be provided by the City of Los Angeles on

22 the use of the best management practices list with

23 discretion on the proper language to be given to the

24 executive officer.

25 My presentation is concluded.
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1 Questions?

2 MR. NAHAI: Any questions?

3 MS. DIAMOND: I have a question:

4 Considering the memo that you got -- we all got from

5 Heal the Bay -- and you’ve incorporated some of that

6 in this recommendation -- what is your feeling about

7 the recommendation for the brief description of each

8 BMP? And what about the making it more useful by

9 organizing it in a way that will be a little more

I0 user-friendly? Would you comment on that.

Ii MR. SWAMIKANNU: Yes. The plans that I

12 talked about, Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans,

13 will be prepared by the L.A. County; and therefore,

14 they are for each of those sectors, for example,

15 10-homes subdivision, 100-home subdivision. And we

16 think the details should be in that plan because

17 that’s the document that the developer or whoever is

18 going to use.

19 What you are being asked to act on

20 today is on the broader list of BMPs that ought to be

21 considered for all these projects. The technical

22 details will be handled in the latter -- later

23 document. So certainly I think there is a need for

24 better description and better identity, but that will

25 be handled at the plan level, at the Urban Storm

R0071758

BARNEY,     UNGERMANN    &    ASSOCIATES    1-888-326-5900



1 Water Mitigation Plan level. And it’s my

2 understanding that’s already being done.

3 I -- we have not looked at the storm

4 water urban mitigation plans yet, but I’ve seen a

5 draft copy from one of the permittees. I’ve also

6 seen a draft from the City, and the intent of the

7 document is to provide more detail.

8 Does that answer your question?

9 MS. DIAMOND: Yes, I think.

i0 MR. NAHAI: Any other questions? Thank

Ii you.

12 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Thank you,

13 Mr. Chairman.

14 MR. NAHAI: I’ll move on to calling out

15 the speakers who provided cards, and I won’t take

16 this in any particular order.

17 First, Mr. Charles Gale.

18 MR. GALE: Good afternoon, Chairman and

19 Board members. My name is Charles Gale. I’m with

20 the Building Industry Association of Southern

21 California. I work in the regional office in Diamond

22 Bar, California.

23 I have recently passed out some

24 comments to your staff here about the BMPs that are

25 taken from the California Storm Water Best Management
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1 Practice Handbook for Construction Activity, which

2 was published by the California Storm Water Quality

3 Task Force. Our members have been using some of

4 these BMPs since they’ve been adopted, since is 1993.

5 My comments today on the resolution are

6 twofold: We’re recommending that the Regional Board

7 resolution encourage the permittees to update the BMP

8 list periodically to reflect advances in scientific

9 understanding and BMP developments.

I0 Lastly, we’re recommending the

Ii permittees to be encouraged to adopt flexible BMP

12 programs that work for our industry. There has been

13 a lot of discussion about what works on the East

14 Coast may not work out here with our climate and soil

15 conditions. So we would like you to, hopefully, add

16 that to your recommendations through the Board

17 resolution today.

18 Thank you.

19 MR. NAHAI: Do you -- I had one

20 question.

21 MR. GALE: Yes.

22 MR. NAHAI: Do you have specific

23 suggestions that you would like to be added to the

24 BMPs that are going to get adopted today?

25 MR. GALE: Not to the BMPs but to the
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1 resolution. I’d allow it some flexibility in

2 updating the BMPs by the permittees.

3 MR. NAHAI: Thank you.

4 MR. GALE: Thank you.

5 MR. NAHAI: Mr. Steve Fleischli,

6 please.

7 MR. FLEISCHLI: Good afternoon, members

8 of the Board. Steve Fleischli, Santa Monica Bay

9 Keeper, P.O. Box 10096, Marina Del Rey 90295.

I0 I want to talk a little bit about why

II we’re doing this, and I’m sure most of you know

12 Section 402P of the Clean Water Act requires,

13 essentially, that a reduction of pollution be

14 achieved to the maximum extent practicable. I think

15 it’s good that we are developing a list of BMPs, but

16 what we really need is something that moves forward

17 towards the goals of the Clean Water Act. What we

18 need is the linkages that are necessary.

19 And today we talked about there’s a

20 mitigation plan that’s coming later that’s going to

21 provide all the technical detail that this Board

22 likely will never see because the executive officer

23 will be reviewing that, and we’ll never really know

24 where all these link together.

25 Our -- one of our main concerns is that
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1 the way this is set out -- and Mark Gold talked about

2 this issue a little bit earlier, and he certainly has

3 been much more involved than I have on these issues.

4 But so you have a list of BMPs; so

5 what? So what? In our resolution we have that these

6 BMPs may be considered by permittees. So what? In

7 here there’s no mention whatsoever of the maximum

8 extent practical. There’s no mention whatsoever of

9 the goal of reducing pollution utilizing these BMPs.

i0 There’s no mandate whatsoever that certain land use

Ii practices incorporate treatment, for example. One

12 example that Mark gave was with regard to parking

13 lots and things like that.

14 There should be something in there that

15 says you have to have some type of treatment at the

16 end of your parking lot.    I don’t care what type it

17 is. You know, you need the flexibility. I agree

18 with that. But you got to do something. It all

19 should be treated.

20 Those are the types of issues that we

21 should be addressing, and my concern is that these

22 two documents -- the BMP list and this mitigation

23 plan with the technical information -- are considered

24 separately and that they’re not looked at in a

25 holistic approach that we’re really going to miss the
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1 boat on why we’re doing this at all.

2 So those are my comments. I’d be happy

3 to provide, you know, more detail if you want me to.

4 MR. NAHAI: Questions for

5 Mr. Fleischli? Maybe later on.

6 MR. FLEISCHLI: All right. Thanks.

7 THE NAHAI: Thank you.

8 Next Mr. Jim Langley, please.

9 MR. LANGLEY: Good afternoon, President

i0 Nahai and Board members. I’m Jim Langley, assistant

II director of the Bureau of Sanitation. And I want to

12 thank you for the opportunity to speak very briefly

13 here. I know you’ve had a lot of testimony today.

14 The City of L.A. is very supportive and

15 in fact enthusiastic about the storm water program,

16 urban runoff programs, but we also recognize that the

17 BMPs are the heart of the development and

18 construction planning programs. And we are committed

19 to meeting our part of the permit requirements by

20 July 30, 1999.

21 But as a point of clarification, we

22 request that the BMP’s listing be considered more as

23 a menu of potential BMPs. Because we believe that,

24 since the cost and pollution-control benefits were

25 not considered originally in the evaluation for all
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1 of these BMPs because data simply was not available,

2 that this is a very important aspect that we need to

3 cover before these BMPs are actually implemented.

4 I just distributed copies of our

5 modifications to the resolution already, and I --

6 those, I think, have been distributed.

7 Once again, I thank you for the

8 opportunity to speak. Are there any questions?

9 MR. NAHAI: Any questions of

i0 Mr. Langley? Thank you.

Ii MR. LANGLEY: Thanks.

12 MR. NAHAI: Mr. Michael Kissel, please.

13 MR. KISSEL: Good afternoon,

14 Mr. Chairman, members of the Board, and staff

15 members. My name is Michael Kissel. I’m the

16 environmental health compliance specialist with CKE

17 Restaurants, dba Carl’s Jr. Restaurants.

18 I’m here today to address issues of the

19 BMP, the seven items that were listed for Restaurant

20 Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan, for that

21 plan just real briefly, and I’ve got to consolidate

22 for the sake of time because I promised I will be

23 brief.

24 Areas regarding design of equipment and

25 accessory wash areas which also translate into
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1 outdoor material storage areas which also --

2 translate also to properly designed trash storage

3 areas, these are all, as far as quick-service

4 restaurants are concerned, basically are trash

5 enclosures and trash corrals. And they call for a

6 lot of expenses that we feel can somewhat -- we see

7 merit and we understand the necessity for drains in

8 those areas, but for coverings berms and dikes, we

9 feel that the incorporation of BMPs, which we already

I0 have in place in our restaurants, would be

ii sufficient.

12 Areas regarding rooftop, the treatment

13 of that, many of that -- much of that is subject to

14 the hood-cleaning services that we have, and that’s

15 something I think we need to discuss with staff.

16 The control of parking lot runoff,

17 that’s a big challenge for us, and that’s something

18 we’re working on. And again, we would like to work

19 with staff and others on that.

20 And let’s see other areas would be --

21 well, basically, just providing the proof of ongoing

22 BMP maintenance too. The documentation, we feel,

23 should be minimized because we do have a lot of

24 documentation that we have to do anyway at the

25 restaurants.
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1 I’d like to close by saying that we

2 have always made ourselves available and will

3 continue to to the staff and working with them

4 closely and helping develop BMPs that will work and

5 can work in quick-service restaurants.

6 Thank you very much.

7 MR. NAHAI: Questions of Mr. Kissel?

8 Thank you.

9 MR. KISSEL: Okay. Thank you.

I0 MR. NAHAI: Mr. Marvin Sachse.

ii Do we have a Marvin in here?

12 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Oh, he had to

13 leave.

14 MR. NAHAI: Jacqueline Lambrichts,

15 please. It’s not written? You don’t want to say

16 anything?

17 MS. LAMBRICHTS: No.

18 MR. NAHAI: Well, that -- are you sure

19 you don’t want to say anything?

20 MS. LAMBRICHTS: Actually, my executive

21 director should come and speak and tell you all about

22 our adventures.

23 MR. NAHAI:    Shall we wait for your

24 executive director?

25 MS. LAMBRICHTS: No.
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1 MR. NAHAI: All right. Well, that ends

2 cards. Do we have any questions of staff? Dr. Coe.

3 MR. COE: If I understand the staff

4 recommendation, as in the agenda here, plus the

5 recommendations of Heal the Bay, is that what you

6 were saying?

7 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Yes. The Heal the Bay

8 letter has a list of best management practices.

9 MR. COE: The letter of April 9

I0 attached to it. You would adopt this in its

II entirety?

12 MR. SWAMIKANNU: The BMPs. But not --

13 the Heal the Bay letter has two components: The

14 first component is a request for the Board to direct

15 staff to analyze this whole BMPs in a very detailed

16 context as they apply to situations, to set standards

17 in fact for the BMPs themselves.

18 Second component is that the master

19 list submitted to us by the permittees needs to be

20 expanded, and those are the list of BMPs that we see

21 at the tail end of the letter.

22 What staff is recommending is that we

23 add those BMPs. We have looked at those BMPs;

24 they’re reasonable.

25 MR. COE: Item No. 4 of the letter.
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1 MR. SWAMIKANNU:    Yes.

2 And we add them to the master list.

3 And that’s the recommendation.

4 MR. COE: Thank you.

5 MR. NAHAI: I had one question:    I’d

6 like you to address Mr. Fleischli’s comment, which is

7 that -- I mean, as I understand it, it doesn’t matter

8 how many BMPs you add to this thing or who suggested

9 them. Because if the language of your resolution

i0 reads that the permittees shall consider these BMPs,

ii does that mean that anybody can consider and reject?

12 Are we really asking people to do any

13 more than look at the BMPs that are being suggested?

14 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Let me address that

15 question in two parts. The first part is: There are

16 millions of BMPs out there. We have a California

17 handbook that was put out by the municipalities.

18 There has been no official recognition that those

19 BMPs are actually sanctioned by any board or by a

20 state agency for implementation to control storm

21 water.

22 So what we have here is we have

23 narrowed those BMPs that are applicable to the

24 situation in the Los Angeles region. And so you have

25 a well-defined list of BMPs that ought to be
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1 considered.

2 Now, the second issue is: In a

3 particular situation, let’s say the BMPs for

4 restaurants might be different than the BMPs for a

5 mall with a large parking structure. And so that’s a

6 different situation, and we would like that addressed

7 when the plans for a restaurant or the plans for a

8 large parking lot are brought for consideration.

9 And so the answer to that is, yes, we

i0 have narrowed -- now, we have an officially -- we

II will have an officially sanctioned menu or list of

12 BMPs for the permittees to consider and for the

13 public to look at.

14 Now, whether that applies to the

15 situation of a restaurant is the next level of

16 resolution, and that’s not before you for

17 consideration today. And what Mr. Fleischli would

18 like, would like that level of detail to be

19 considered by you at this time.

20 MR. NAHAI: So, then, your response to

21 that is that that level of detail will be considered

22 at sometime, just not yet.

23 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Yes.

24 MR. NAHAI: And that when it will be

25 considered in the future, that at that time it will
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1 receive a force and a backing and language that will

2 be a lot stronger than let’s consider --

3 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Yes.    I think

4 Mr. Fleischli’s issue also is the fact that that

5 level of detail will never come up to you for

6 consideration. It’s considered only by the executive

7 officer. That was a conscious decision we made when

8 the permit was adopted, just for processing and

9 saving time.

i0 MR. NAHAI: Thank you. That’s

II clarified.

12 MS. LYON: But the Board could, at its

13 discretion, pick that up and decide it among itself?

14 MR. SWAMIKANNU: I’ll let Jorge answer

15 that question.

16 MR. LEON: You know, everybody has a

17 law degree, but I have to take it anyway, huh?

18 No, you wouldn’t be able to do it

19 without amending the permit because the permit is

20 written so that the discretion is given to the

21 executive officer.

22 It’s kind of an interesting question.

23 Just -- and the only analysis I’ve given it is

24 interpreting the permit. But there’s got to be a

25 discretionary call that the Board can always make on
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1 any kind of delegation. So I suppose we could do a

2 quick and dirty sort of a resolution that pulls that

3 specific item back without opening up the whole

4 permit.

5 MS. LYON: I imagine we could make a

6 recommendation to the executive director.

7 MR. LEON: Yeah.

8 MR. DICKERSON: And I think I was going

9 to probably duplicate the comment, and that is, as

i0 part of your resolution and motion to direct staff to

Ii incorporate additional detail as noted by the Heal

12 the Bay, we would be happy to do that at a future

13 time. If you wanted to give us a time frame even,

14 let’s say a year, to do that, that’d be great.

15 MR. COE: I have the same question that

16 Mr. Nahai came up with. On this resolution -- and

17 this is what we’re asked to act on, I guess.

18 It said that these programs must

19 include -- must include best management practices.

20 But in the action or active part of the resolution,

21 under "Therefore be it resolved,,, it says,

22 "permittees shall consider the BMPs," which means

23 they can consider them and say, well, they’re no

24 good. You know, I won’t do anything.

25 Can we tighten that language up a
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1 little bit to say that they "shall implement BMPs

2 from the approved list, see Exhibit B" or something?

3 MR. DICKERSON: Well, on No. 3, under

4 "Whereas," perhaps we could say the following:

5 "Unless the BMPs have been evaluated and are

6 considered appropriate practices for utilization by

7 permittees in the development of their respective

8 programs and activity.,, And then an additional

9 language --

i0 MR. COE: Just refer to that list.

ii MR. DICKERSON:    I’m sorry?

12 MR. COE:    "They shall." "Shall

13 select." The action part of this is the resolve. I

14 think that’s a follow-up --

15 MR. NAHAI: Absolutely.    If I

16 understand you correctly, you’re saying that it’s

17 okay for the permittee to be allowed to select from

18 the various alternative BMPs, but the language, as we

19 have it right now, would give them the option of

20 considering and rejecting it.

21 MR. DICKERSON: I think it should be

22 selecting part. Where would that go exactly? Do you

23 have a --

24 MR. COE: Number 2.

25 MR. NAHAI: Number 2, yes.
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1 MR. DICKERSON: Of the "Whereas,,o

2 MR. NAHAI: No. No.

3 MR. DICKERSON: Right where I wrote it

4 in.

5 MR. COE:    "The permittee shall

6 implement BMPs from the approved list. See Exhibit

7 A," or something like that.

8 MR. FLEISCHLI: Mr. Chair, can I

9 respond briefly? I don’t believe you closed the poll

i0 and maybe you’ll let me address that.

ii So they have to implement something

12 from the list, something from the list. So they

13 choose we’re going to sweep. I mean, when you choose

14 language like that, that’s the type of scenario

15 you’re getting into. They’ll choose one BMP on the

16 list and say, okay. I swept my lot, and therefore

17 I’ve complied with this new resolution.

18 If you want to amend the resolution,

19 the language should be addressing the maximum extent

20 practicable language and the pollution reduction

21 language along the lines of things like, "any net

22 increase in pollution loading above predevelopment

23 levels is prohibited. In addition, new developments

24 shall achieve pollution reductions to the maximum

25 extent practical.,, And then maybe you say,
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1 "Utilizing the BMPs and things like that.

2 And then to go even further, some

3 language that Mark and I discussed, for example,

4 would be, "In approving any new development project,

5 the County in each municipality shall assure that all

6 new developments in the county shall be required to

7 include design practices and storm water treatment

8 controls that will prevent any untreated discharge of

9 storm water from paved areas and parking garages."

i0 And maybe that’s farther than you want

ii to go today, but I think the language that’s being

12 discussed right now sets a dangerous precedent in

13 terms of completely ignoring what the whole point of

14 this really is. And it’s not to have someone just

15 choose one thing from a list be it sweeping or

16 whatever, but it’s the link to the water quality

17 goals. And that’s why I think it’s important that,

18 if the Board is willing to consider this other

19 mitigation plan, that we try to link them together at

20 some point in the future.

21 MR. NAHAI: When you use the phrase,

22 "to the maximum extent practical" --

23 MR. FLEISCHLI:    Right.

24 MR. NAHAI: Because I’m looking at a

25 revised resolution that was submitted by the -- by
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1 the City, and it suggests language like, "taking into

2 account cost effectiveness, ease of maintenance,

3 consistency with other environmental mandates, you

4 know, and stuff to that effect.

5 When you talk about maximum extent

6 practicable, would you count the cost effectiveness

7 of the measure somehow in that?

8 MR. FLEISCHLI: Well, I think when

9 we -- I think -- that’s such a difficult question to

i0 answer, and I apologize that I’m standing up here

II stumbling a little. Because the Clean Water Act

12 clearly provides economics to be considered in

13 certain instances, and that’s certainly clear.

14 And what we want to do is, you know --

15 I think we’re willing to provide some flexibility in

16 terms of what they’re willing to do, but it still has

17 to be to the maximum extent practicable. So for one

18 particular facility, $I,000 might kill, you know,

19 some of these guys we saw this morning. And other

20 people, you know, $i00,000 is going to be a drop in

21 the bucket for them. And given the level of

22 pollution that’s running off the site, I think that’s

23 important.

24 MR. COE: Don’t we have Chevrolets on

25 the list in addition to Cadillacs? I mean, can’t
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1 they --

2 MR. FLEISCHLI:    I think they can, and I

3 think the appropriate -- I think -- there can be

4 things on the list like that, and there certainly

5 are. And the language that we’re proposing in terms

6 of, for example, the paved areas, that they implement

7 that no discharge go untreated when it runs off the

8 site.

9 We’re not saying you have to do the

I0 Rolls Royce if in fact you can meet water quality

Ii goals without doing the Rolls Royce. We’re not

12 mandating that they choose the most expensive one.

13 We’re mandating that they treat it somehow, and then

14 we look at the water quality standards, we look at

15 the goals we’re trying to achieve, and then we play

16 with it from there.

17 That’s the approach we’ve always taken,

18 for example, with the auto wrecking facilities.

19 There’s a suite of things they can do, and that’s

20 sort of an iterative process, and if they don’t get

21 there, to the water quality goals, then they do a

22 little bit more.

23 MR. NAHAI: So if one were to add

24 language to the effect that "to the maximum extent

25 practicable in the light of all surrounding
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1 circumstances including economic considerations,,~

2 MR. COE: As determined by the

3 executive --

4 MR. FLEISCHLI: I would say maximum

5 extent practical consistent with the requirements of

6 Clean Water Act so that we don’t get into debates

7 about where the economics come into play, where they

8 don’t.

9 I think the dischargers try to make

I0 economics come into play at every single step of the

ii process, and there are certainly certain steps in the

12 process that are supposed to be purely scientific.

13 And there are other steps in the process where

14 economics are allowed to be considered. And so I

15 would be more comfortable with language like that.

16 But I still don’t -- I mean, I’m not

17 going to sign onto a resolution to that effect

18 without some linkage with why we’re doing this for

19 pacific -- specific activities. Excuse me. I’m

20 going to blame it on my cold.

21 MR. NAHAI: You’re doing very well with

22 your cold.

23 Well, let’s hear staff’s response to

24 Mr. Fleischli’s comments, and let’s see if we can

25 move this forward to a resolution.

R0071777

186
BARNEY,     UNGERMANN    &    ASSOCIATES    1-888-326-5900



1 MR. SWAMIKANNU: I don’t necessarily

2 agree with the line of presentation that

3 Mr. Fleischli has taken, but the permit says the best

4 management practices has to come before the Board for

5 consideration, and that’s what we are doing today.

6 The issue of maximum extent practicable

7 is a statutory standard for compliance in the

8 municipal storm water program. That is the standard

9 with which the permit is written and that standard

i0 stays for reducing pollution storm water,

ii irrespective of the BMP list that you approved today.

12 So whether we should put in EMB here

13 should not really be the issue because that is the

14 statutory standard under which compliance will be

15 measured.

16 Now, the way you do that is, for

17 example, you have a document of plan for restaurants.

18 And in that context you can go to the level of detail

19 where you define the suite of BMPs, and the standard

20 that you set for measuring the broader MEB standard

21 in the act.

22 But to put MEB here would confuse the

23 issue. It’s not "implement to the maximum extent

24 practicable"; it’s "reduce pollution to the maximum

25 extent practicable." And the list of BMPs here are
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1 for an entity to select from this suite so that they

2 can demonstrate that they have reduced or they have

3 attempted to reduced pollutants to the maximum extent

4 practicable, not implement a particular BMP to the

5 maximum extent practicable because that does nothing

6 for water quality.

7 MR. NAHAI: What about Mr. Fleischli’s

8 suggestion that we add basically a "whereas" that

9 says that the reason that these BMPs are being

i0 adopted is in order to reduce pollutions in the

Ii maximum extent practical.

12 MR. SWAMIKANNU:    That’s a restatement

13 of -- I don’t necessarily disagree, but it’s true

14 whether it’s in this resolution or not. So --

15 MR. NAHAI: I think he feels about it

16 that it would provide some context to the resolution.

17 MR. SWAMIKANNU: And that’s the

18 privilege the Board has.

19 MR. DICKERSON:    I would also note that

20 the language that the City offered on cost

21 effectiveness is really a replication of language on

22 cost effectiveness that is already in the permit as

23 well.

24 Perhaps one advancement on this would

25 be on the resolution No. 2, "The permittees shall
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1 select," perhaps the most effective of the BMPs to

2 utilize those as opposed to others that would be less

3 effective that might be of some language that would

4 be helpful.

5 MR. COE: The definition and the

6 decision on what’s most effective to them or you

7 or --

8 MR. DICKERSON: Well, ultimately, it

9 would be their choice except for the fact that they

I0 are under an obligation to ensure they reduce

ii pollution to the maximum extent practicable.    If we

12 find that ABMP has not been selected, which is

13 meeting that standard, we would say, "We haven’t gone

14 far enough. We need to do more."

15 MR. COE: Or it can be stated as a goal

16 under the whereases or something.

17 MR. DICKERSON: So we’re certainly open

18 to language that would add that.

19 MR. NAHAI: Well, let me make a motion

20 to strike to get this moving then. I would move that

21 we adopt the resolution with the two broad changes:

22 One is to add a section to the whereases stating the

23 purpose for which the resolution is being adopted and

24 the BMP’s being adopted.

25 And secondly, to change the language of
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1 paragraph 2 of the resolution to read that the

2 permittees shall, instead of "consider these, ,, it

3 would read, "shall select and implement the most

4 effective BMPs from the BMPs approved and attached

5 hereto."

6 I mean I’m not married to that

7 language.

8 MR. COE: That gets to what we’re

9 talking about, I think.

I0 MR. DICKERSON: And we’ll probably need

II a No. 3, which talks about directing us to

12 incorporate additional detail, what Heal the Bay

13 asked us to do.

14 MR. NAHAI: Yes.

15 MR. DICKERSON: And we’re happy to do.

16 MS. DIAMOND: Would that be the

17 selection of No. 4, or would there be more included

18 as well?

19 MR. DICKERSON: I think it might be

20 better as No. 3, but I’m not sure.

21 MR. NAHAI: You’re saying you would

22 attach an Attachment 3.

23 MR. DICKERSON: Yes.

24 MS. DIAMOND: I was referring to the

25 letter from Heal the Bay, No. 4, where they would add
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1 those additional BMPs.

2 MR. NAHAI: Yeah. They’re going to do

3 that but the issue is how to incorporate it. And we

4 could have a new paragraph IC that would read,

5 "Attachment 3." And in it -- and Attachment 3 would

6 then consist of the section -- the BMPs listed in

7 Section 4, is it, of the Heal the Bay letter?

8 Now, if we need to add something for

9 the flexibility of updating BMPs in the future,

I0 then --

Ii MR. DICKERSON: I would request that we

12 do because otherwise we have to bring it back to the

13 Board for formal approval.

14 MR. NAHAI: And how would that language

15 be?

16 MR. DICKERSON: That would be a No. 3,

17 I think, under "Therefore, be it resolved,"

18 authorizing the executive officer to modify this list

19 to incorporate additional detail as deemed necessary.

20 MR. NAHAI: That’s fine with me.

21 MR. GALE: Okay. That’s the language

22 as we’re looking for it. Our concern would have been

23 that if we decided this is the list that you select

24 and implement from, that we would be limiting

25 technology unless there’s some means of updating this
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BMP list because there are many new ideas coming out

every day that we deal with. So --

MR. NAHAI: Just by standing at the

podium you communicated your thoughts to us.

Do we need to read through that

resolution again?

MR. DICKERSON: I think I have it down

unless you want you to go through it.

MR. NAHAI: Dr. Coe, would you like it

read back?

ii MR. COE: Yes.

12 MR. DICKERSON: Okay.    In the first

13    whereas, we’re adding a No. 4 where we would state

14     the purpose of why this resolution’s necessary and

15    why BMPs are necessary. And the language for that

16     is, I think, a little open right now. If you’ll

17    allow us to fill that in.

18                         MR. COE: Is that the part about

19     achieving maximum --

20                            MR. DICKERSON: Yes.

21                         And then in "Therefore be it resolved,"

22     we would have IC that we would add with Attachment 3,

23     and that would refer to the BMPs from Section 4 of

24    the Heal the Bay letter. And that would be an

25    additional attachment, that list of BMPs.
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Number 2 would be modified to state,

"The permittees shall select and implement the most

effective BMPs from the BMPs approved and established

hereto." The remainder of that would be stricken
.

MR. NAHAI: "Approved and attached

hereto."

7                          MR. DICKERSON:    "Approved and

8     attached, " yes.

9                          MR NAHAI :    "Attached hereto " And

i0    then in order to deal with the next section, I think

ii    you should add a parenthesis that would say, "as may

12    hereafter be updated, " "as same may hereafter be

13    updated" so that we’re not tied into exactly these

14     and we provide a little flexibility.

15                          MR. DICKERSON: And then the remainder

16     of No. 2 would be stricken; correct?

17                             MR. NAHAI :    No.    Why?

18                           MR. DICKERSON: All right.    Keep that

19     in there.

20                         Then No. 3 under the, "Therefore be it

21     resolved, " would be to authorize the executive

22    officer to incorporate additional detail to the BMPs

23     as necessary.

24                          MR. NAHAI : Okay. That’ s the motion.

25     Do we have a second?
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1 MR. COE: The detail -- Dennis, the

2 detail includes some of the things that Heal the Bay

3 were talking about conceptually, but

4 reorganization --

5 MR. DICKERSON: Yes. The reformatting.

6 And we will take a look at that, and if it works,

7 we’ll certainly do it.

8 MR. SWAMIKANNU: I would add -- you

9 have requested that we add Section 12 from the Heal

I0 the Bay letter, BMPs. And the letter from the

ii Western States Petroleum Association, which is the

12 association for gas stations, they had included a

13 list of BMPs as well which went through a state

14 process of consensus. And I don’t know if you have

15 that before you. I would like that considered as

16 well as part of ~their attachment.

17 MS. NAHAI: Was that in our package? I

18 don’t remember seeing it.

19 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Thought it was in the

20 package. I’m sorry.

21 MR. COE: It’s not in their letter of

22 April 9?

23 MR. SWAMIKANNU: I think it was

24 attached to the letter. The City of Los Angeles also

25 brought that up.
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1 MR. COE: The letter’s at the end of

2 the best management practices, just before -- near

3 the end.

4 Oh, it’s 16-136.

5 MR. DICKERSON: It’s this additional

6 material that was provided?

7 MR. COE: No. This was in the

8 original --

9 MR. SWAMIKANNU: What was sent to you

I0 was a fax. That’s what happened. It did not come

ii with the fax. The original of that letter has that

12 attached, and I must apologize.

13 MR. NAHAI:    I’m sorry.    I don’t appear

14 to have it in my package or in my supplemental

15 materials so --

16 MR. DICKERSON: We’ll have to pass on

17 that.

18 If it’s necessary, we can certainly

19 bring that back for approval at a later date.

20 MR. NAHAI:    Is that covered under the

21 last paragraph that we’ve given you about adding more

22 detail?

23 MR. DICKERSON: Fine. Yes. We’ll look

24 out at that one.

25 MS. LYON: I mean, I would hate to
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1 ignore it since it went through the consensus process

2 at a state organization.

3 MR. DICKERSON: Sounds good.

4 MR. NAHAI: Could we have a second?

5 MS. LYON: Second.

6 MR. NAHAI: All in favor say aye.

7 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKERS: Aye.

8 MR. NAHAI: Motion carries.

9 MR. KESTON: I just want the record to

i0 note that I abstain from voting on this matter.

ii MR. NAHAI: Moving on to Agenda No. 17,

12 HR Textron, Inc., Santa Clarita. This is the

13 adoption of a resolution approving a negative debt

14 and to adopt WDRs.

15 MR. NAHAI: Is this a public hearing?

16 Do we need to administer the oath?

17 MR. LEON: You don’t have to, but it is

18 an action item. I don’t anticipate any comments

19 or -- but no.

20 MR. NAHAI: I don’t have any cards on

21 it so --

22 MR. DICKERSON: Mr. Chairman, I -- if

23 there are no cards or speakers, I would certainly

24 like to give the Board the opportunity to move by

25 consent on this item, if there’s no objection.
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1 VICE CHAIRMAN KESTON: Motion and second?

2 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: So we’re deferring it to

3 the October 28th meeting?

4 MR. LEON: Merely continuing.

5 CHAIRMAN NAKAI: Motion. Do we have a

6 second?

7 BOARD MEMBER LYON: Second.

8 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Any discussion? Hearing

9 none, all in favor?

i0 BOARD MEMBER DIAMOND: Opposed.

ii CHAIRMAN NAHAI: We have one opposition

12 from Ms. Diamond.

13 All right. We’re going to move on to Item

14 Number 14, which is the report on the Executive Officer’s

15 intent to approve the standard urban storm water

16 mitigation plans. And perhaps introductory remarks from

17 Mr. Dickerson.

18 MR. DICKERSON: Thank you, Mr. Chairman

19 and Members of the Board.

20 In 1996, this Board adopted a permit for

21 the control of storm water pollution in the greater Los

22 Angeles Region. That permit, the Los Angeles Municipal

23 Storm Water Permit, implements federal law that requires

24 municipalities to address the increasingly serious problem

25 of storm water pollution.
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1 The implementing features of this permit

2 require that model programs be developed to address

3 specific categorical sources of storm water pollution,

4 among them construction sites, municipal facilities and

5 new developments. Within the model program that is called

6 "development planning’, are various provisions that address

7 the need to improve our urban environment so there is

8 simply less storm water runoff that has not first been

9 subject to an intervention to remove a portion of the

i0 pollutant loading carried by that storm water runoff.

ii These provisions are called Best Management

12 Practices or BMPs, and they are essentially simple

13 techniques to allow for the retention for a short time of

14 runoff, allowing the removal of some of the pollutants

15 carried within runoff, and ultimately rendering runoff

16 less harmful to our water ways. In April, you approved a

17 list of these for use in address thing problem.

18 Another element required by the municipal

19 permit is what is called a Standard Urban Storm Water

20 Mitigation Plan or, excuse the acronym, "SUSMP.’, SUSMPs

21 are more specific storm water management plans for

22 specified categories of development, as Dr. Swamikannu

23 will explain to you shortly.

24 These plans have been submitted to the

25 Regional Board, and under the terms of the municipal storm
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1 water permit, I am charged with the responsibility of

2 approving these SUSMPs. At our April Board meeting when

3 the BMPs were considered, you had expressed an interest in

4 having discussed before the Board whether the SUSMPs are

5 ready for approval. In response, I added this item to the

6 agenda in keeping with your direction. So, pending my

7 approval, our set of SUSMPs that were submitted by the

8 permittees and additional provisions relating to the

9 American standards for BMP application that Dr. Swamikannu

I0 will explain in greater detail.

II As you have seen, there is no small amount

12 of interest in the additional provision that has been

13 proposed. And as you wil! recall, this is the very same

14 issue that was so controversial with the approval of the

15 Long Beach Storm Water Permit.

16 Given the scope of interest and the nature

17 of the comment that’s we have received, it very well may

18 be appropriate for additional time to be given to further

19 develop the basis on which the American standards should

20 be justified. I am open to that approach. This would

21 mean that I am moving forward with approving the consensus

22 submittal made by the permittees while reserving the

23 opportunity to further modify the SUSMPs with respect to

24 the American standard at a and later date.

25 As we move to Board discussion, I would
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1 very much like your thoughts on that possibility. And I

2 should note parenthetically that I’m hopeful that today’s

3 discussion on this matter will provide a factual basis and

4 help illuminate this issue in greater detail at the

5 current time.

6 So with that introduction I would like to

7 ask Dr. Swamikannu to make the staff presentation.

8 DR. SWAMIKANNU: Mr. Chairman and Members

9 of the Board, I will report to you on staff recommendation

I0 on the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans. We

ii have provided you with all comment letters that arrived

12 until yesterday, as well as we’ve given you some

13 background material. Some went with the agenda that was

14 provided to you, "X" agenda.

15 Some background on the storm water permit,

16 the Clean Water Act amendments of 1987 required that

17 municipalities address storm water pollution. On that

18 basis, this Regional Board issued the first storm water

19 permit to Los Angeles County and Cities in 1990. We

20 reissued the municipal permit in 1996, and more recently

21 in June, we adopted a separate storm water permit for the

22 City of Long Beach.

23 The compliance standard provided in the

24 statute for the storm water program, or for the municipal

25 storm water program, is the statutory standard of reducing
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! pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, commonly

2 known as the MEP standard. In addition, the USEPA General

3 Counsel has ruled that storm water discharges must retain

4 water quality standards as well.

5 In the program requirement for the storm

6 water permit, we have several elements. One of them is a

7 requirement to address storm water pollution during the

8 development planning stage, and as part of that, we had

9 required that a development planning model be prepared for

I0 L.A. County and Cities. Within the model itself are

Ii several elements -- one, system for designating project as

12 priority for planning purposes. There is also a master

13 list of Best Management Practices that you have already

14 approved. Next, the point of today’s discussion, standard

15 urban storm water mitigation plans which have to be

16 approved by the Executive Officer. The models also

17 include guidelines on storm water for CEQA documents and

!S also includes an information program for developers and

19 builders.

20 So what is a standard urban storm water

21 mitigation plan? It might be defined as a model guidance

22 document for the selection of post-construction BMPs.

23 That’s BMPs after the appropriate land use is being

24 implemenZed or is being conducted. The purpose of the

25 Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans is to ensure
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1 that potential adverse water quality impacts are addressed

2 during the project planning stage. That is the most

3 efficient stage for putting in BMPs because once

4 construction is complete, any retrofit is going to be

5 expensive.

6 The manner in which we achieve this

7 objective is to require that municipalities affirmatively

8 review and approve a written plan that is put together by

9 the developers or builders.

i0 A couple of recent Board actions that

ii impinge on the Storm Water Urban Mitigation Plan, the

12 Executive Officer has addressed that, but I’ll briefly go

13 over it as well. You approved the Best Management

14 Practices list for municipalities in April and you stated

15 specifically to select from and require implementation.

16 In addition, when we adopted the separate

17 storm water permit for the City of Long Beach, you

18 prospectively applied the Standard Urban Storm Water

19 Mitigation Plan requirements approved for L.A. County to

20 the Long Beach permit.

21 These Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation

22 Plans were submitted to the Executive Officer for approva!

23 in July. They were revised to clarify the intent of a

24 numerica! measure. They were submitted to us as a

25 consensus document. Basically they had gone through
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1 public review conducted by the County, and they were also

2 reviewed by the Cities, and the appropriate comments were

3 addressed at that level before they were submitted to us.

4 The Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation

5 Plans have been developed for seven categories -- home

6 subdivisions, commercial developments, gas stations,

7 restaurant, automotive repair, single family, hillside

8 dwellings. The positive features of the submittal to us

9 require flow management where erosion may occur. They

i0 provide guidance on structural and source control Best

ii Management Practices for developers and builders, and it

12 lists treatment control Best Management Practices for home

13 subdivisions and commercial development. By the term

14 "treatment," I mean any (inaudible) that utilize physical

15 or chemical processes for pollutant (inaudible), and these

16 might be filtration settling as options.

17 The deficiencies, according to staff, that

18 the requirement to consider treatment of BMPs is limited

19 to subdivisions and commercial development. They’re not

20 required for gas stations, restaurants, single-family home

21 dwellings and such. Similarly, a numerical mitigation

22 measure for Best Management Practices is not included in

23 the submittal to us.

24 Staff recommendation number one -- require

25 consideration of treatment control Best Management
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1 Practices for all seven categories; approve for Los

2 Angeles County a numerical mitigation measure that

3 requires application of treatment Best Management

4 Practices to the 85th and lower percentile runoff events

5 based on the American Society of Civil Engineers’ water

6 and (inaudible) method of calculation -- these are two

7 national preeminent organizations for Civil Engineers as

8 well as water (inaudible) -- or require application of

9 BMPs to an equivalent rainfall criteria for Los Angeles

i0 County of all events up to and including the first three

II quarters of an inch of rainfall.

12 Recommendation number three -- many of the

13 commenters had proposed alternative language for certain

14 sections, and staff recommendation is that we review the

15 language that has been provided to us by the commenters,

16 and where they add clarity or otherwise improve the

17 understanding and readability of these documents, we

18 should make those changes.

19 So how is this criteria applied? How do we

20 see it being applied? The developer will first select

21 source contro! and structural control Best Management

22 Practices from the guidance document, and these could be

23 like trash containers. Also, select a set of treatment

24 control Best Management Practices from the guide to effect

25 pollutants in the total runoff from the first three
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1 quarters of an inch. Note at this point that we have

2 neither prescribed the Best Management Practice or

3 Practices that should be adopted or the efficiency of the

4 BMPs that they should be adopted.

5 The developer would then size these Best

6 Management Practices to address the first three quarters

7 of an inch. The plan would then be submitted to the

8 municipality for approval. For example, what are the

9 kinds of BMPs one might consider? One might consider

i0 swales to address the three quarters of an inch, for

i! example along parkways and consider infiltration basins at

12 the end of the swale, biofilters around the parking lot,

13 green belt between rear yards of the homes, a detention

14 basin serving as a lake, and some catch basin inserts to

15 address oil, grease and perhaps trash.

16 Nowhere am I indicating that these are the

17 only BMPs, and nowhere am I showing a preference for one

18 or the other. Recall that these BMPs have been approved

19 by the Board. You took that action in April.

20 Now I should try to summarize some of the

21 comments that have been submitted to us on key issues.

22 The first, that we provided inadequate

23 public notice. We provide 30-day notice where none is

24 required, since there was no formal action being taken by

25 the Board on this issue today. We mailed notices to all
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1 interested parties on file. Some of them claim that they

2 did not receive copies of the notice, which we had no way

3 of verifying. We also noticed and conducted a technical

4 workshop on August 10th, prior to the hearing notice, to

5 inform and educate all interested parties on this issue.

6 Some of the commenters had raised the issue

7 that the three quarters of an inch rainfal! criteria is

8 inappropriate. Staff contends that the three quarters of

9 an inch is technically defensible. In addition, we have

i0 provided an alternative sizing criteria based on the

Ii nationally accepted model which looks at runoff, and

12 you’re really trying to control runoff and not rainfall.

13 The range of criteria or the criteria that

14 we’re proposing is well within the range of criteria being

15 used by other communities around the country. The range

16 is from half an inch to two inches -- Austin in Texas,

17 Orlando, Florida; Washington, Maryland; Denver, Colorado.

18 The numerical criteria is also being used

19 by some communities in the Los Angeles region. For

20 example, Santa Monica has a criteria; City of Calabasas

21 has one; Ventura County has criteria for its program; and

22 three quarters of an inch is being used or being applied

23 in the unincorporated area of Los Angeles County. And

24 three quarters of an inch standard is average for local

25 communities.
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1 What does three quarters of an inch

2 translate? It translates to the fact that over the

3 long-term if you look at the rainfall and took rainfall

4 measurements, 85 percent of the rainfall events would be

5 treated by this BMP. And the 85 percentile can also be

6 justified on the fact that if you increase the number or

7 the amount of rainfall that you want to treat, you really

8 don’t get that much additional percentage of overall

9 event. It’s a cost efficient point. And as I mentioned

I0 before, the criterion is an average for local communities.

I! Now for the runoff model that I will

12 briefly go over. This is the model that has been included

13 with the manual of practice. It was done through more

14 than five, six years of research, and the formula

15 basically says that once you decide the amount of runoff

16 you want to capture, there are several coefficients. For

17 example, if you want to maximize the volume, the first

18 coefficient to be concerned about is how much of the

19 runoff do you want to treat, what percentage; and then the

20 kind of area the BMPs are going to be in, whether it’s a

21 highly built-out area or it’s a more developing area. And

22 that means some storm precipitation volumes, which again

23 are regionally specific. Based on that for the range in

24 coastal California, the 85 percent annual runoff treatment

25 is .12 inches to .86 inches, not determined by whether
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1 you’re well built-out or you’re a new community.

2 This graph I would like to explain to you a

3 little bit. On the vertical axis you have the volume of

4 runoff. On the horizontal axis you have the rainfall

5 depth, the number of inches. If you look at the amount of

6 volume that has been generated by the different depths of

7 rainfall. The graph indicates that the highest volumes

8 are associated with the smallest amount of rainfall, and

9 so three quarters of an inch is right in there.

!0 What this criteria then does is promote

ii Best Management Practices applications to smaller, more

12 frequent. And if you look at pollutant loads, we are all

13 concerned about the total maximum daily loads at this

14 time. And this is actually data for Ballona Creek in a

15 storm that happened in March 1998.

16 On the vertical axis, you have total

17 copper, the loading. Horizontal axis, you have time, time

18 of flow in the creek. If you look at the graph, three

19 quarters of an inch or one inch would only address the

20 rising portion. By this, what I’m trying to demonstrate

21 is this is just a starting point. We are not trying to

22 solve the total copper pollutant load issue. It’s just a

23 starting point, and that’s what the criterion does at this

24 point.

25 Some of the commenters had indicated that
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1 perhaps this criterion would force the use of ineffective

2 Best Management Practices. The effectiveness of any one

3 Best Management Practice is totally distinct from the

4 mitigation measures. The mitigation measures are broad

5 standards for sizing. Recall also that the Regional Board

6 resolution requires implementation of the most effective

7 Best Management Practices. Effectiveness always is

8 dependent on the proper application of the Best Management

9 Practices.

i0 And for those that are concerned there is

II not enough information out there on the effectiveness of

12 Best Management Practices for development and planning,

13 the USEPA went through considerable effort and put that in

14 a database. This database is currently available online

15 and on CD and it’s constantly updated.

16 Some in the building community expressed a

17 concern that the numerical measure mandates the capture of

18 storm water. I wish to clarify that the intent of the

19 measure is that a certain set of treatment Best Management

20 Practices be applied to a definite quantity of rainfall or

21 runoff. Storm water capture is itself only one type of

22 application of a treatment Best Management Practice whose

23 use may not be appropriate where space is limited. We

24 recognize that. We will offer modifying language to

25 clarify this intent.
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i Some municipalities expressed a concern

2 that Best Management Practices maintenance would be

3 costly, bun the maintenance of BMPs is essential, and

4 maintenance depends on the type of BMP as well as cost

5 depends on the type of BMP. The next is a recent journal

6 article brought to our attention. It says, "When Best

7 Management Practices become Worst Management Practices."

8 The article itself was focussed on inappropriate Best

9 Management Practices during construction, but this

I0 particular phrase holds true for BMPs when they are not

ii properly maintained.

12 To summarize the numerical criteria and

13 what does it do, it’s a starting point to remove

14 pollutants of concern in storm water. I discussed the

15 example of copper before. A definite criterion

16 facilitates Best Management Practice sizing and design.

17 Pollutant load is reduced, and pollutant concentrations

18 associated with the early peaks and early runoff events,

19 called the first flush, is reduced as well. And

20 ultimately the BMP effectiveness will determine actual

21 removal.

22 Some commenters expressed a concern that no

23 economic analysis had been done before we proposed this

24 mitigation measure. I submit that none is required when

25 implementing a federal regulation. But even so, when we
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1 compared this numerical criterion to other storm water

2 standards that had been in use for the last 50 years, it’s

3 reasonable.

4 For example, if you look at the next chart,

5 you have vertical bars, axis, you have gradient going from

6 0 to 6. The highest bar is for flood control. That’s a

7 hundred-year design standard. That’s the level of cost it

8 might take for a comparable BMP. Suppose you were

9 addressing feed lot operations. There’s a requirement

I0 that you contain a 25-year storm. That bar represents

i! that criteria.

12 The next threshold is for sediment removal.

13 If you design sediment basins, you use 10-year standard.

14 And the second bar from the left represents an equivalent

15 criteria used in the State of Washington. And the reason

16 it’s so much higher than the criterion we’re proposing is

17 because the State of Washington is in a wetter climate

18 regime, and given the fact we have fewer storms, we have a

19 lower threshold.

20 Some commenters from the environmental

21 community, as well as one city, expressed the concern that

22 by limiting the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation

23 Plans to seven categories, that we were being overly

24 restrictive. I would submit that for phase one industrial

25 facilities, these are facilities required to have separate
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1 permits for industrial storm water. These are not listed

2 as priority categories that we have in the permit issue.

3 Also, commercial and state and federal facilities are not

4 listed as priority categories in these permits as well.

5 On the issue of ecologically sensitive

6 areas, the requirements in the Standard Urban Storm Water

7 Mitigation Plan for ecologically sensitive areas, that

8 requirement occurs or exists in the permit for the City of

9 Long Beach. It does not exist in the permit for Los

I0 Angeles County and Cities. And so we would visit that

II issue when we discuss the reissuance of the permit for Los

12 Angeles County and Cities.

13 One comment from the environmental

14 community was that the antidegradation policy prohibits

15 new development of any kind. We would say that storm

16 water permits are a means of attaining that total maximum

17 daily loads for impaired waters, and NPDES permits

18 authorize conditions on new development but do not require

19 prohibition on new development.

20 So I will conclude with the question, why

21 now? Why are we proposing a mitigation measure at this

22 point in time? And there are a few reasons.

23 The first, nearly a decade has gone by

24 since we issued the Storm Water Program and we have gone

25 far enough to look at treatment issues. There is intense
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1 public and media awareness on the issue of storm water

2 requirements and storm water problems as a whole. Seas of

3 articles in local newspapers recently discussed the public

4 perception, as well as a perception perhaps Southern

5 California is behind the rest of the country.

6 The science has definitely progressed.

7 Five years ago I could not have proposed a nationally

8 (inaudible) number to you. Now the science is there and

9 the basis seems reasonable. In addition, a numerical

I0 mitigation measure adds specifically and aids in Best

ii Management Practice sizing and design. It also gives

12 effect to the Best Management Practices list that you

13 adopted in April, and permit frankly requires

14 implementation now. There’s an absolute deadline of July

15 30th, 1999 in the Los Angeles permit, and we’ve gone past

16 that point.

17 That concludes my presentation. Jorge will

18 address a couple of legal issues, questions that came up

19 in the comment letters.

20 Thank you.

21 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you.

22 Any questions of Dr. Swamikannu?

23 Thank you very much.

24 DR. SWAMIKANNU: Thank you.

25 MR. LEON: Mr. Chairman and Board Members,
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1 thank you. The comments that I have are fairly brief.

2 One of the comments that came up had to do

3 with authority of the Board staff to propose the program

4 that is before you. Basically the concern is that the

5 Regional Board doesn’t have the authority to make an

6 interpretation that the Clean Water Act gives us the right

7 to come up with numerical mandates in the remainder of the

8 program. But in fact, the Clean Water Act is very broad,

9 as we’ve discovered during our review of the permit that

I0 was issued to the County and as was tested to some extent.

I! Of course you recognize that the Long Beach

12 mitigation was settled, but that of course wasn’t one of

13 the issues that was raised. There we argued in response

14 to the litigation that the Board actually has the

15 authority to require controls to reduce the discharge of

16 pollutants and such other provisions as it determines

17 appropriate. That’s language directly out of 33 USC 342

18 PB iii. And in addition to that, there is an EPA interim

19 permitting policy that authorizes more specific conditions

20 or limitations to be incorporated into storm water permits

21 as necessary and appropriate, and that statement can be

22 found at 61 Federal Register 43761.

23 In addition to those specific regulations

24 or -- I’m sorry -- statutes and interpretations, there’s

25 numerous court decisions that hold that administrative
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1 agencies are entitled to discretion to a wide latitude in

2 their interpretations of their own regulations and the

3 laws that they implement. One such case is Chevron versus

4 NRDC, 1984, 467 US at page 837.

5 It’s my belief that the Board is on solid

6 ground in considering and approving the program that is

7 recommended by the staff.

8 Really quickly now, there was another

9 comment that we also had to deal with in the Long Beach

i0 litigation, and that is by adopting the program that’s

ii before you, that the Board is creating another unfunded

12 mandate. However, we, I think, prevail there have been

13 cases that determine that the unfunded mandates provision

14 that otherwise requires the states provide funding,

15 doesn’t apply to permits that are issued by the Board when

16 it is imposing federal requirements. And it’s also true

17 that the Board is exempt from having to deal with the

18 unfunded mandate provision where the statute implemented

19 is a federal law and regulation and results in

20 (inaudible).

21 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you. Well, with

22 that we can move on to hearing from the audience. I have

23 here 20 or 25 cards. We do have a three-minute

24 limitation, and I would request that speakers strictly

25 adhere to that time limitation. 22 cards actually.
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i And let’s -- if I don’t read your

2 handwriting too terribly well, please forgive me. The

3 first one I have is from a Mr. Gail or Ms. Gail from the

4 home building industry. Going once, twice.

5 The second one I have is from Mr. Stan

6 Thalenberg.

7 MR. WATSON: Excuse me. May we trade order

8 in there? I had turned in my card early. Maybe it’s now

9 on the bottom of the stack, but I would like to speak

I0 first from the building industry, if I may.

i! CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Sure. What’s your name?

12 MR. WATSON: My name is Richard Watson.

13 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Okay.

14 MR. WATSON: I’m a member of the Building

15 Industry Association of Southern California, and I’ve been

16 involved in storm water quality issues since about 1990,

17 also a member of the Executive Committee Storm Water

18 Quality Task Force and Ventura’s TMDO Water Shed

19 Management Committee, also a member of CDIA’s Water

20 Resources Committee. I am now a consultant, but before

21 that I spent 15 years with a major developer and builder

22 in southern California and gained quite a bit of

23 experience in this area.

24 My comments are based on a SUSMPs and the

25 proposed changes. One of the reasons for that is I was
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1 one of those people who did not receive the notice,

2 although my name is on the list to be notified. I was

3 faxed a copy last week after BIA received a copy of the

4 notice from the Regional Board.

5 There are several letters I think that have

6 been sent into Dennis Dickerson within the last couple of

7 days which were not in the packet that came out to you.

8 Dennis Dickerson said they may have been added

9 subsequently, but there are several letters that you

i0 should have from various members of the association.

i! I’m here today to both support and

12 question. I support the adoption of the mitigation plans

13 as guides to municipalities in implementing their regional

14 or area wide permit. There are words like "every" and

15 "all" that bother me quite a bit, and the area of source

16 control seems to have been left out. Overall, they appear

17 to be workable.

18 The major problem is the staff proposal to

19 add numerical mitigation measures. As you know, that’s

20 why most of us are here today. I won’t go through the

21 quote of that and save a little bit of time. The

22 environmental community basically got the County to agree

23 to a set of numerical mitigation language terms, I guess I

24 would say, under duress of litigation. Now what they want

25 is for this Board, through its Executive Officer, to
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1 impose those same or modified standards on the cities

2 through the process of approving the SUSMPs.

3 As far as I know, most of the real parties

4 of interest were not at the table during these

5 negotiations. Other municipalities weren’t there, the

6 deve!opers and the other business interests who were the

7 target of this process were not there. The members of the

8 Building Industry Association are willing to do our fair

9 share, but we don’t want to be looked upon as the low

I0 hanging fruit. We want equitable treatment based on good

ii sites. We expect pro rata expenditures based on pro rata

12 contribution of pollutants of concern. We don’t want to

13 waste money attacking the wrong problems with the wrong

14 tools. Just because we got caught up in it, we have to do

15 something.

16 As you know, housing addresses a major

17 social need in the region, providing accommodation for

!8 here, and the imposition of new cost in regulations will

19 increase the cost of housing and make it less affordable.

20 Tradeoffs have to be concerned, and I think the unintended

21 consequences of regulations must be evaluated. We don’t

22 really know what the cost nor the benefits of the proposed

23 regulations will be. And we’re not sure the staff does

24 either.

25 I agree with what the Executive Advisory
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1 Committee said about imposition of this without sound

2 information being before public policy. It’s not clear

3 how the proposal is really going to help maintain or

4 improve beneficial uses, and I have a written statement

5 and I’ll elaborate on that a little bit more.

6 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Mr. Watson, I have to stop

7 you there. Forgive me.

8 MR. WATSON: I would like to conclude with

9 a request for 30 seconds. I would like to request the

I0 Board support the Executive Officer’s idea of deferring

Ii the numerical mitigations, and I would further like to

12 request that he convene a working group to thoroughly

13 review these proposals and that be composed of people from

14 the municipalities, the development community, the

15 environmental community, vector control people, all sorts

16 of interested parties, so that we could come to agreement

17 on this.

18 Thank you.

19 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Do we need to take a

20 break? Five minutes.

21 (Brief recess taken)

22 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: The next speaker card that

23 I have is Rose Collins.

24 Ms. Rose Collins.

25 MS. COLLINS: Good afternoon, Chairman and
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1 Board Members. I’m Rose Collins with the City of Long

2 Beach. The City of Long Beach is in agreement with cities

3 such as Los Angeles, those represented by San Gabriel and

4 Gateway City Cox, as well as the Executive Advisory

5 Committee and with the County Board of Supervisors. All

6 these agencies oppose a setting of a .75 runoff limit for

7 a variety of reasons that differ from city to city as each

8 of us have unique environmental charges and concerns.

9 As you know, we worked why partnership with

i0 the Regional Board staff and the environmental groups in

ii developing the language for our permit issued June 30th of

12 this year. Many positive innovative storm water programs

13 are part of that permit. I won’t enumerate all of them.

14 I’m sure everybody’s familiar with them. In fact, some

15 cities opposed them, but I think they’re pretty good. All

16 are known to improve storm water quality.

17 The only issue unresolved was the SUSMP

18 issue, as the impacts of a.75-inch mitigation standard

19 were and still are unknown for our area. We have concerns

20 with that issue as outlined in our letter to Dennis

21 Dickerson. I would like to present that letter and

22 request that it be entered as part of the public record.

23 Tom, could you please bring that up for me?

24 Rather than speak on each item, as some are

25 similar for all of the cities, I would like to highlight
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1 the ones that are most of concern to our City.

2 Site-specific scientific studies are needed to determine

3 the long-range impacts of the .75 runoff mitigation on

4 water tables, soils, and other environmental impacts.

5 Specifically, Long Beach has sandy soil. How will

6 mitigation through filtration affect groundwater

7 contamination in Long Beach? Long Beach obtains 50

8 percent of its drinking water from groundwater wells

9 annually. This is a big concern to us as in the

i0 summertime, our reliance on groundwater is 90 percent.

Ii HOW will infiltration affect liquifaction

12 and building codes requiring buildings to be earthquake

13 safe? How will the .75 retention really affect the

14 receiving waters and the beneficial uses in L.A. County?

15 During our permit negotiations, we asked

16 for time to study and determine the answers to some of

17 these, what we think to be, reasonable questions.

18 Unfortunately, we reached an impasse and hope through this

19 process that these studies will be conducted.

20 If this standard is proven without causing

21 other environmental problems such as groundwater

22 contamination, then we will be willing to adhere to this

23 standard. Although we have limited data on other parts of

24 the nation in a meeting by the Regional Board staff on

25 August 10th of this year, we have no concrete, loca! L.A.
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1 County data that supports the implementation of that

2 standard.

3 We believe in and fully support

4 scientifically based clean water programs and storm water

5 pollutant reduction based on programs that result in real

6 water quality improvements without significant

7 unnecessarily expenditures. I would like to read an

8 excerpt from the County Board of Supervisors letter which

9 pretty much sums up our request for SUSMP implementation.

i0 In that letter, last paragraph says, "Although many cities

Ii share the same storm water quality issues, their approach

12 to solving problems varies based on a wide range of issues

13 within each city. Therefore, we support the City’s

14 approach to implementing the SUSMPs, thus allowing

15 flexibility for each city to determine what is

16 responsible, practical, within its own jurisdiction.,,

17 Excuse me the words "reasonable" and "practical" within

i8 their own jurisdiction.

19 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Can I stop you there,

20 please.

21 MS. COLLINS: Yes.

22 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you.

23 MS. COLLINS: If I might say one last

24 thing.

25 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: If everybody has one last
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1 thing to say, we’ll never get through this. Really,

2 please.

3 MS. COLLINS: Thank you.

4 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: I hate to interrupt

5 people. It’s not in my nature. So when you force me to

6 do that --

7 MS. COLLINS: Thank you.

8 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you so much.

9 The next speaker is Mr. Rufus Young from

I0 Burke, Williams. Going once, twice.

II MR. YOUNG: I’m coming.

12 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Okay.

13 MR. YOUNG: When your name is "Young,’, you

14 get accustomed to sitting in the back of the room.

15 My name is Rufus C. Young, Junior. I’m a

16 partner with the law firm of Burke, Williams and Sorenson.

17 We are proud to represent a number of cities as City

18 Attorney, among them the City of Alhambra, on whose behalf

19 I appear here today to address and strongly support

20 Recommendation Number 3, which is to review the comments

21 and to consider adoption of some of those comments and

22 rewording.

23 I invite your attention to the SUSMPs. In

24 the background section of each one of them, there is a

25 description of what they’re about and how they do it. If
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1 I may quote from the third full paragraph under

2 "background," "Discretionary projects as defined by CEQA

3 that fall into one of the seven categories will need to

4 implement the appropriate SUSMP requirements.’, Turning to

5 the section under "requirements" in the respective SUSMPs,

6 you find in each case a requirement to provide storm drain

7 systems stenciling and signage. That’s all well and good,

8 but the question is just where and by whom.

9 The first bullet under each of those is to

I0 provide all storm drain inlets and catch basins must be

!i stenciled with prohibitive language and/or graphical icons

12 to discourage illegal dumping. That’s a fine requirement

13 in concept, but is this to be done by each new gas

14 station, each new automotive repair shop, each new

15 restaurant. And for which storm drain inlets -- the ones

16 on the premises of the new gas station, the ones into

17 which storm water from the new gas station might flow, all

1% of them in the city, all of them between the city and the

19 ocean?

20 A similar issue I would raise with respect

21 to the requirement for signs and prohibitive language

22 and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must

23 be posted along channels and creeks. Again, the issue is

24 by whom, which creeks, upstream as well as down stream,

25 down stream all the way to the ocean?
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1 Cerritos area without paying for potentially unnecessarily

2 structural controls that make part of the property

3 undevelopable.,.

4 Number two, "The groundwater table in

5 Cerritos is very high. Potential basins or swales have

6 the potential for causing pollutants and contaminate the

7 groundwater.

8 And the third, "Cerritos prides itself on

9 the clean and attractive appearance of our city. However,

i0 we do not have the staff experience or budget to support

!i the maintenance required with the structural controls that

12 have been suggested for use in complying with these

13 imposed numerical limits."

14 "Cerritos supports a study of the

15 effectiveness of these controls, as well as a plan to

16 monitor the pollutants found in our storm water in our

17 city. Unless the effectiveness and economic viability of

18 this proposal can be demonstrated, Cerritos will oppose

19 the blanket requirement for all ~ities in Los Angeles

20 County to retain and treat .75 inches of storm water

21 during a 24-hour event."

22 And I do have a copy of this letter that I

23 can submit for the public record.

24 Thank you.

25 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you very much. Next
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1 Ms. Terri Grant.

2 MS. GRANT: Good afternoon. My name is

3 Terri Grant. I’m speaking as Vice Chair of the Executive

4 Advisory Committee of the Los Angeles County Municipal

5 Storm Water Permit. I’m speaking on behalf of Desi

6 Alvarez, the Chair, who had to leave for a meeting and on

7 behalf of the EAC itself.

8 The EAC is a committee comprised of various

9 permittees from each of the six water sheds. The

I0 committee meets monthly to discuss broad issues that

I! impact all the permittees. The EAC contends the

12 permittees did its job as called for and in compliance

13 with the permit by developing the program that was

14 submitted to the Regional Board for approval, or the

15 Executive Officer for approval.

16 The program was developed through a

17 committee of permittees and consultants. It was submitted

18 for extensive review and comment where permittees and

19 interested parties were allowed to provide input. The EAC

20 contends that when a program is submitted to the Executive

21 Officer under the permit, the Executive Officer has the

22 option to accept or reject the program, and that

23 unilateral changes should not be made after the program is

24 submitted.

25 The EAC is opposed to the inclusion of the
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! numerical standard in the Standard Urban Storm Water

2 Mitigation Plans for four primary reasons.

3 There’s insufficient information about the

4 levels of relevant pollutants in the receiving waters to

5 justify and require the expensive treatment control BMPs.

6 There’s insufficient storm water monitoring data available

7 to demonstrate that the types of activities regulated by

8 the SUSMPs are actually causing negative impact to the

9 receiving waters. Applying numerical standards to the

I0 approved treatment control BMPs constitutes a requirement

II without in-depth analysis of its costs and implications.

12 And fourth, a set of numerical standards

13 which may be applicable for certain developments in one

14 area may not be applicable for similar developments in

15 another area.

16 The EAC feels the imposition of numerical

17 limits and costs that will result from these limits

i8 without supporting information is poor public policy. The

19 Regional Board, County, and eighty-four cities that are

20 party to the permit exist to serve the health, safety and

21 well being of the public. We need to work together to

22 gather and analyze the information that is needed to

23 implement efficient and cost effective programs to improve

24 water quality on their behalf. The EAC submitted a letter

25 to this effect to Dennis Dickerson.
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1 That concludes my testimony.

2 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you very much.

3 Mr. Abasadi, please.

4 MR. GONZALES: Good afternoon. I’m Nasa

5 Gonzales representing the City of Azusa.

6 We are opposed to the numerical limits for

7 two main reasons. There is really no hard data behind

8 those limits, and we’ve talked about cost benefits. We

9 feel that the cost benefit study needs to be done to

i0 support such drastic requirements.

ii Finally, since Counties of Orange and

12 Riverside do have not to contend with these limits, we

13 feel that these numeric limits will (inaudible) an

14 inherent regional inequity to Southern California.

15 Thank you.

16 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you very much.

17 Mr. Scott Pomeron.

18 MR. POMERON: Good afternoon, Chairman and

19 Members of the Board. I’m Scott Pomeron with the City of

20 Lakewood and the Chairman of the San Gabriel Valley River

21 Water Shed.

22 I would like to submit a resolution that

23 the Council of Lakewood adopted Tuesday night for the

24 record. I would also like to read a letter on behalf of

25 the Water Shed. On behalf of the majority of the 29
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1 cities that comprise the San Gabriel River Water Shed

2 Committee, I would like to express opposition to the

3 incorporation of numeric mitigation measures into the

4 Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans.

5 Although many cities have expressed

6 individual opposition through letters and resolutions, the

7 members of the San Gabriel River Water Shed Committee, a

8 recognized body under the current NPDES permit,

9 collectively oppose the proposed numeric mitigation

I0 measures.

ii For the sake of brevity, I will not restate

12 the numerous reasons for this opposition, but rather

13 reiterate the need for more studies and research before

14 such mandates are imposed on local governments.

15 In light of the fact the Executive Officer

16 is under pressure to approve the SUSMPs, and given the

17 concern raised by many local officials, officials

18 entrusted with protecting the economic health of the

19 jurisdictions they represent, the San Gabrie! Valley River

20 Water Shed Committee supports the approval of the SUSMPs

21 as originally submitted by Los Angeles County without the

22 problematic numeric measures.

23 On behalf of the Water Shed, I would like

24 to thank the Regional Board and staff for their hard work

25 and willingness to understand how and why local
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! governments are very concerned with imposing such

2 mandates, mandates that are not based on regional specific

3 studies and not justified by any cost benefit analysis.

4 Thank you.

5 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you very much.

6 The next four names would be Mr. Dean

7 Paradise, Mr. Jay Michael -- and I cannot read the last

8 name but representing the City of Diamond Bar, Mayor Dee

9 Hardison from the City of Torrance, and Mr. Ron Wilkins.

!0 Mr. Paradise.

Ii Mr. Stan Thalenberg, I did call your name

12 out, you know. You decided you did not want to speak at

13 that time.

14 MR. THALENBERG: I got bumped. I’m with

15 the Los Angeles County Sanitation District, and I’ve just

16 been asked to say a few words about storm water discharges

17 to the sanitary sewer.

18 The Sanitation District’s wastewater

19 ordinance prohibits discharging storm water into the

20 sanitary sewer and there’s a simple reason for that. The

21 system wasn’t designed to be able to handle those flows.

22 In those specific cases where storm water needs to be

23 discharged in the sanitary sewer, these need to be

24 evaluated on a case-by-case basis, and I want to emphasize

25 they also need to be approved in writing by the Sanitation
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1 District. That’s about it.

2 Thank you.

3 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you very much.

4 Mr. Dean Paradise.

5 Mr. Jay Michael from the City of Diamond

6 Bar.

7 MR. HOLTZ: Thank you very much. Jay

8 Michael Holtz, and I am representing the City of Diamond

9 Bar, and we are in opposition to the numerical standards

i0 as documented in the letter that was provided by staff.

ii I did want to make five additional points.

12 First of all, economic analysis may not be required, but

13 we would like to know where does it state in the

14 regulations that it cannot be done in the interest of

15 economic justice for our less affluent communities within

16 southern California.

17 The research that was identified today in

18 the staff presentation, we feel this should have been

19 shared with the regulated communities before today. We

20 feel that we should avoid knee jerk reactions to media

21 publicity, but I think that was something else that was

22 identified in the presentation, that lately have focussed

23 on storm water as a source of viruses and other types of

24 offensive material.

25 The City wholeheartedly supports the SUSMPs
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1 as submitted, not as advised. We feel that there is

2 definitely a need to conduct some additional research into

3 this, and we feel as a city that your Executive Director’s

4 direction that you provide additional time to study this

5 matter, that would be supported.

6 Thank you very much.

7 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you. Mayor Dee

8 Hardison.

9 MS. HARDISON: I’m Dee Hardison. I’m the

i0 Mayor of the City of Torrance. I’m also the immediate

ii past Chair of the South Bay Cities Councils of

12 Governments, and I’m representing that organization today.

13 I had the privilege to appear before the

14 Board some three years ago when you also adopted the storm

15 water permit, and I have to say this is a much nicer room

16 than the other one, and we spent many more hours there, as

17 I remember.

18 You know, we came a long way. As I know,

19 many of us cities were very -- South Bay Cities represents

20 15 cities in the South Bay area. We were very

21 disappointed. We thought we got something kind of shoved

22 upon us. But we went back and we became the cities, the

23 part of those committees, those Water Shed Committees, and

24 we worked over the past two, nearly three, years to make

25 this work for you, make this work for the cities. And
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1 we’ve come a long way.

2 I think we would be taking a definite step

3 backwards if something that had been agreed upon without

4 the numerical standard was then adopted. Then we’re

5 stepping backwards. We’ve got to continue to work

6 together as cities here in Los Angeles County to solve

7 water problems.

8 So from the South Bay Cities’ perspective,

9 we would ask you not to include at this point the

i0 numerica! standards -- and the numerical standard. And

II again, whether it takes another group, additional time,

12 whatever as was suggested by the Director, let’s continue

13 to work and come to consensus together so that we solve

14 that problem.

15 Thank you sO much.

16 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you.

17 Mr. Ron Wilkins.

18 MR. WILKINS: Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman

19 and Me~ers of the Board. My name is Ron Wilkins. I’m

20 with the Western States Petroleum Association, with the

2i Trade Association for the Oil Industry in the Western

22 United States.

23 When I appeared before your Board in August

24 on the City of Long Beach permit, I told that you we had

25 participated in the development of a storm water BMP guide
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1 for retail gasoline outlets. This was published in 1997

2 by the California Storm Water Quality Task Force and we

3 incorporated those requirements into the permit.

4 We’re now faced with another and

5 substantially different set of proposed storm water

6 requirements. Regretfully, in this case, industry has

7 been effectively been precluded from participating.

8 It seems to be the assertion that these

9 SUSMPs are necessary to carry out the objectives of the

I0 Clean Water Act. Background discussion of the SUSMP for

Ii RG©s -- again, Retail Gasoline Outlets -- states the two

12 primary objectives of the Clean Water Act is to reduce

13 discharge pollutants to the maximum extent practical. MEP

14 means, and I quote, "To the maximum extent possible taking

15 into account equitable considerations of synergistic added

16 to the competing factors of but not limited to the gravity

i7 of the problem, physical feasibility, public health risks,

18 societal concerns, and social benefits." The proposed

19 SUSMP, particularly the numerical limit, has failed to

20 address these criteria.

21 First, the gravity of the problem -- there

22 has been no data that runoff from a well-maintained

23 service station is resulting in the impairment of the

24 beneficial use of any body of water.

25 With respect to physical feasibility, there
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i has, in my view, been a lack of any specificity regarding

2 the types of improvements that would be necessary to

3 comply with these requirements. Thus, there’s been no

4 assessment of cost, and consequently there’s been no

5 assessment at all regarding the physical feasibility.

6 With respect to public health risks and the

7 like, I have heard two ideas as to what a service station

8 might do to comply with these requirements, both of them

9 highly, highly inadvisable. One is the use of porous

i0 pavement, grassy swales and the like. The~ther might be

ii installation of an underground tank or sump.

12 Retail Gasoline Outlets go to great lengths

13 to protect the subsurface environment, and even more, it

14 might be necessary. The general philosophy is to

15 eliminate pathways for contaminants to enter the soil.

16 One example is the use of impervious pavement, in direct

17 opposition to the conventional wisdom of the use of porous

18 pavement, grassy swales and the like purposefully create

!9 direct pathways for pollutants to enter the subsurface

20 environment.

21 Apparently another possibility is the use

22 of an underground tank. Several problems associated with

23 this, not the least of which is the public safety concern

24 cf having a large tank full of air with the possibility of

25 a small amount of gasoline vapor.
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1 Further, there are questions about

2 applicability of UST requirements, double containment

3 monitoring, and so forth, and questions about how to

4 handle the rain water that might be collected in such a

5 tank.

6 Mr. Chairman and Members of the Board, I

7 respectfully submit that this set of proposals has major

8 shortcomings, and I think that this needs to be brought

9 back before your Board. I would be happy to participate

I0 in a discussion effort, and I should note for the record

!I that I was ~Iso one of the parties that did not receive

12 notification of this hearing.

13 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you very much.

14 MR. WILKINS: I do have a copy of my

15 testimony, which I can leave with the clerk if you so

16 desire.

17 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you.

18 The nex~ four names are Mr. Rick Sausay,

19 Mr. Gary D. Moore, Mr. Marvin Saxy and Mr. Ray Pearl.

20 MR. SAUSAY: Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

2i Members of the Board. When I see myself up there, I want

22 to -- I get this uncontrollable urge to say, "Hi, mom."

23 My name --

24 (Laughter)

25 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: You could give yourself an
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1 autograph or something.

2 (Laughter)

3 MR. SAUSAY: My name is Rick Sausay. I am

4 a Staff Engineer of the Main San Gabriel Basin Water

5 Master. Our agency is a court-appointed agency

6 responsible for the quantity and quality of the

7 groundwater in the Main San Gabriel Basin. Our basin

8 provides 80 to 90 percent of the water supply for over a

9 million people in San Gabriel Valley.

I0 I’m here today representing Water Master

!I because we are concerned about SUSMP and some of the

12 concepts in there. We were not notified of this -- or

13 were not aware of this plan being implemented until just

14 last Monday, and so we’re not real familiar with what’s

15 going on. But one of our big concerns is that the

16 retention of storm water on an individual site, because

17 what we fear is there will be unintended sequences.

18 As the low flows come down and you put in

19 porous pavement, you put in leech fields, these various

20 trenches, it will bring in contaminants into these

21 trenches because of the low flows, and your subsequent

22 large storms will come and they could possibly drive those

23 pollutants into the groundwater. So we’re very concerned

24 about that.

25 Another thing is that it could be easily
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1 like MTBE, there was a request to clear up the air

2 ~aality, and then the unintended consequence was that we

3 have contamination by MTBE, not in San Gabriel, but we

4 know it’s in Santa Monica. So we don’t want this kind of

5 thing to recur.

6 We’re concerned also that engineers at the

7 cities and whoever is going to implement this might just

8 go through that recipe of Best Management Practice and

9 say, "Okay. This one is acceptable.,, Well, we don’t know

I0 the identification of the contaminants and the fate of

Ii those contaminants. Some contaminants are not that

12 important to us. Some are very important to us. We would

13 rather see the contaminants go in the streets and go down

14 the storm drain and let the County get caught.

15 (Laughter)

16 MR. SAUSAY: What we don’t want -- what we

17 don’t want is that water, that contaminant, to go into the

i8 ground, get into our water supply, and we find it in our

19 drinking water well. That is our big concern.

20 So when I heard the BIA guy talking up

21 here, he’s listing all these people, and yet he did not

22 mention the water supplier. They are the ones that are

23 going to be impacted. And we had not been a part of the

24 committees, we had not -- maybe we were invited, but it

25 was not made clear to us the impacts of this thing.
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1 And hopefully you will not tell my mother

2 what I’ve said today.

3 (Laughter)

4 MR. SAUSAY: Thank you, Mr. Chairman and

5 Members of the Board.

6 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you.

7 Mr. Gary D. Moore.

8 MR. MOORE: Gary Moore with the City of Los

9 Angeles. I want to thank the Board for taking the time to

!0 hear this very important subject. As you’re aware, the

ii City is a leader in the fight against storm water

12 pollution. This fiscal year, the City is spending over

13 $20 million on this fight. The City has gone beyond the

14 permit minimums and is spending over $4 million on

15 pollution abatement capital projects.

16 The City supports storm water pollution

17 reduction programs. We are mindful that such programs

18 need to be cost efficient and result in real water quality

19 benefits.

20 Simply, we cannot accept the SUSMPs as

21 proposed nor the staff recommendations here today. I

22 would like to point out a couple of reasons why. And

23 Mr. Chairman, if you could give me a 30-second notice so I

24 can stay in the three minutes, I would appreciate it.

25 Section 2(i) (i).a.l of the permit specifies
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1 that permittees develop guidance to be used when

2 evaluating a permitting priority and exempt projects.
The

3 permit -- and I emphasize -- does not specify which

4 projects, which BMPs are mandated for each of the

5 projects, but states rather that the SUSMPs must

6 incorporate the appropriate elements of the recommended

7 BMPs. Therefore, the mandatory language that’s presented

8 in the SUSMPs goes well beyond the requirements of the

9 permit, and as such, should not be imposed on the

I0 development project.

ii The establishment of a numerical limit as

12 proposed by staff is equivalent to establishing effluent

13 guidelines that USEPA is presently undertaking. Such a

14 process ~equires the limit to be technically and

15 economically feasible and justified based on adequate and

16 appropriate data and subject to public review and comment.

17 It’s premature for the Los Angeles region to move forward

18 with numerical design criteria without adequate technical

19 and economic information to ensure informed database

20 decision making.

2i What we would recommend is instead that --

22 instead of being labeled requirements, BMPs contained in

23 the SUSMPs be set forth as guidance for permittees.

24 Secondly, in determining design criteria, it should remain

25 a local agency responsibility which is established during
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1 the land development process based on site-specific

2 conditions and water quality consideration and not a

3 requirement established by the Board.

4 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: 30 seconds.

5 MR. MOORE: Okay. The City, in revising

6 the discussion in the proof of the BMP maintenance in the

7 current Section 8, to remove the specificity on how to

8 prove maintenance is to be obtained and simply referred to

9 the need of the permittee to ensure maintenance through

I0 its only legal authorities.

Ii We’ve submitted two letters, August 26th

12 and September 2nd, and we have extra copies here we’ll

13 give to the clerk. We look forward to working as part of

14 a committee to help better write SUSMPs that I think we

15 can all support and will help reduce storm water

16 pollution.

17 Thank you very much.

18 CHAIRMA!~ NAHAI: Thank you.

19 VICE CHAIRMAN KESTON: Mr. Chairman, can I

20 make a comment? Quick one. I would like to compliment

21 the City of Los Angeles, and in particular their letter of

22 September the 2nd from Edith Wilson. I think we received

23 a tremendous number of letters, and this one was detailed

24 and specific. It contained some revisions and suggestions

25 for the Standard Urban Water Mitigation Plan for the
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1 10-plus unit subdivision. I think they really spent a lot

2 of time and effort putting this together, and I would like

3 to compliment you on it because I think it’s very well

4 thought out.

5 MR. MOORE: Thank you very much.

6 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Mr. Marvin Saxy.

7 MR. SAXY: Mr. Chairman, Board Members,

8 thank you for your time. My name is Marvin Saxy. I’m a

9 State Licensed Engineer. I have a Master’s Degree in

i0 Environmental and Industrial Engineering. I am

Ii representing ADASAC, Southern California Automotive

12 Recyclers and Baker Automotive Dismantling Recycling

13 Associations serving over 300 Southern California

14 recyclers in this Water Shed.

15 As a group we wish to place before the

16 Board our concerns over treatment control BMPs. The

17 SUSMPs for Retail Gasoline Outlets and auto repair shops

18 do not mention treatment methodologies, but emphasize Best

19 Management Practices, BMPs, for pollution prevention.

20 From a technical perspective, we consider treatment to be

21 an ineffective methodology for managing storm water

22 runoff.

23 The Clean Water Act and General Industrial

24 Water Permit emphasizes two elements in storm water

25 management programs. The first is the elimination of
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1 contamination through pollution prevention measures. The

2 second is cost effectiveness of Best Management Practices.

3 Neither of which is treatment. State Water Board

4 benchmarks for water quality standards have been obtained

5 in vast numbers of auto recycling sampling over the last

6 few years except for zinc. Zinc is in the background and

7 we have to address that issue separately.

8 Treatment control is typically associated

9 with media filters. The Crash Industry submitted a

i0 September 9th letter to the Executive Officer describing

ii why media filtration is technically not feasible.

12 Sufficient time does not exist to review this document,

13 but media filtration is not designed to remove metal ions,

14 oil and grease, alterconductivity, change PH or remove

15 nonsettlab!e solids.

16 Media filters with the capacity to treat

17 .75 inches of water running off of a one-acre site will

18 require a storage volume of over 20,000 gallons and take

19 ten hours to treat the storm water. This is not

20 economically feasible for most small to midsize

21 businesses. Moreover, we have seen no evidence to

22 indicate that storm water runoff from Retail Gasoline

23 Outlets and auto repair facilities actually require

24 treatment and is a concern of ADASAC and VADRA that all

25 pollution prevention measures that have been implemented
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! in its present auto recycling facilities will be dispensed

2 with in favor of treatment.

3 As previously stated, we feel treatment

4 will represent an extreme expense, not improve the quality

5 of storm water runoff, creating a permitting and

6 regulatory nightmare for all small to midsize businesses,

7 with little improvement to the environment and little

8 chance of lowering risk to the human health.

9 Thank you for your time.

I0 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you very much.

I! Mr. Ray Pearl.

12 MR. PEARL: Good afternoon, Chairman and

13 Members of the Board. My name is Ray Pearl. I’m Deputy

14 Director of Government Affairs for the Los Angeles-Ventura

15 Building Industry Association.

16 I would first like to thank Richard Watson

17 for his testimony earlier. Our chapter supports every

!S single word that he said. Secondly, I would like to thank

19 the numerous members of the building community who are in

20 the audience -- builders, developers, and engineers, as

21 well as the 20 or so that could not make it today but sent

22 letters within the last couple of days to Mr. Dickerson.

23 I am here representing those companies and

24 another 350 companies that represent our association. We,

25 along with the other groups you’ve heard from today, are
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1 opposed to the numerical mitigation measures.

2 I didn’t realize today that we were going

3 to do all opposed and all for this, so I’m sure that Heal

4 The Bay and NRDC and others haven’t disappeared on us. So

5 I hope that when you consider the testimony you’ve heard

6 today, that you will consider it in its entirety and not

7 just the last word you’ve heard.

8 Mr. Dickerson started off by asking for a

9 discussion today of sound science, and I think what you’ve

i0 heard so far -- and I don’t think my mind will be changed

ii in the next half hour -- we simply aren’t there yet. The

12 cost is unknown. There’s no detailed analysis, and as the

13 City of Diamond Bar stated, no, it’s not a requirement,

14 but why not. The cost is going to be significant, and we

15 hope that that will be taken into consideration.

16 .75, contrary to the letter that NRDC

17 wrote, it was a negotiated settlement with the County of

18 Los Angeles. There was a number presented by the County,

19 a number presented by NRDC, and they met somewhere in the

20 middle. This was stated at the workshop in August.

21 Another issue was maintenance after

22 installation, how is it going to be maintained, who is

23 going ~o be maintaining it, the cost of that maintenance.

24 These are all questions that have yet to have been

25 answered.
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1 It is difficult for me to assess all the

2 ramifications of this because everything at this point is

3 so vague. In the letter that Heal The Bay submitted to

4 you, one of the things they mentioned was being careful

5 about existing habitat when implementing BMPs. We would

6 like you to not forget existing human habitat. In these

7 type of discussions, that is so often forgotten.

8 We, the builders, live in Southern

9 California. We call this home. We drink the water. We

i0 swim in the oceans as well. It’s important that we be

II reasonable and cost effective without ignoring the water

12 quality.

13 There simply is not enough information for

14 you, Mr. Dickerson, to act. And I hope the Board will

15 reaffirm that. I like the way you started off by saying

16 we would approve the SUSMPs and talk about numerical

17 mitigation at another time. I think that’s eminently

18 appropriate. Let’s get answers to these questions. Let’s

19 sit down and have a discussion. Let’s work together.

20 Let’s not do this backwards.

2i Thank you.

22 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you.

23 The next four speakers would be Mr. John

24 Hunter, Mr. Enrique Jimenez, Mr. Ray Tahere, and Mr. Ted

25 Morton.
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1 Now, with respect to Mr. Tahere, he’s

2 representing more than one city here and I’ve agreed to

3 provide him with a five-minute time.

4 So Mr. John Hunter, please.

5 MR. HUNTER: I’m John Hunter. I’m here

6 representing the Los Angeles River Management Committee, a

7 group that is comprised of about 38 cities, all draining

8 to the Los Angeles River.

9 After extensive discussion and review, the

i0 committee has voted to oppose the inclusion of any

i! numerical standards in the SUSMPs. This opposition is

12 based on severa! factors -- a lack of information

13 regarding the concentration of pollutants in the receiving

14 waters, the monitoring data that has been collected to

15 date does not satisfactorily demonstrate that the types of

16 activities the numerical limits have been developed for

!7 are actually going to be of benefit to the environment,

18 the oils and greases has not been -- I guess let me back

19 up just one moment.

20 The BMPs that are -- I’m going to have do

21 compose myself here. The numerical limits that are being

22 imposed have not been demonstrated that they will have a

23 positive impact on reducing the pollutants of concern. I

24 know the words "we don’t know" if a vegetative swale will

25 reduce oil and grease to a satisfactory level. In fact,

196

BARNEY,    UNGERMANN & ASSOCIATES    1-888-326-5900

R0071838



1 we don’t even know what that satisfactory level is going

2 to be.

3 In the absence of this kind of technical

4 data, we just don’t feel that the expense of installing

5 BMPs to meet numerical limits is going to be justified.

6 In addition, the SUSMP, as submitted by the co-permittees,

7 we have not been notified by the Board that they are

8 insufficient. And as far as we know, the Board has not

9 made a determination that the SUSMPs without the numerical

I0 limits are indeed sufficient. And we wonder, does the

ii Board or Board staff have the authority to impose these

12 limits.

13 The limits should not be imposed without

14 expensive co-permittee involvement. We’ve spent probably

15 two years, maybe more, developing the model programs with

16 the SUSMPs, and to relatively suddenly be faced with

17 numerical limits, we don’t feel is proper. The

18 co-permittees need a considerable amount of more time to

19 work with this so that we can indeed see that these will

20 work.

21 We do not want to impose any requirements

22 on developers or developments unless we really know that

23 these are going to work.

24 With that, I’ll thank you very much.

25 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you.
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1 Mr. Enrique Jimenez.

2 Mr. Ray Tahere.

3 MR. TAHERE: Mr. Chairman, Board Members,

4 staff, good afternoon. To begin with, I would like to

5 introduce into the public record the following cities that

6 have written letters opposing inclusion of numerical

7 limits into the SUSMPs. They include the cities of

8 Whittier, San Gabriel, Montebello and Lomita. These and

9 other cities are opposed to numerical limits for a number

I0 of reasons.

II First of all, bringing in imposed numerical

12 limits would require infiltration-type pollution controls

13 such as porous pavement, infiltration basins, infiltration

14 trenches and other controls that remove pollutants by

15 discharging them into the ground. As noted in a USEPA

16 guidance document, which I would also like to enter into

17 the public record as part of this testimony, it says as

18 follows: "Infiltration systems may not be appropriate

19 where groundwater requires protection. Restrictions may

20 also apply to infiltration systems located above

21 sole-source drinking water aquifers. Where such designs

22 are selected, they should be incorporated with a

23 recognition that periodic malntenance is necessary for

24 these areas. Long-term effectiveness in most cases will

25 depend on proper operation and maintenance of the entire
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1 system," end of quote.

2 Although the development planning model

3 program in the SUSMPs developed by the County of L.A.

4 reference this infiltration-type controls, neither of

5 these documents warns of their potential for groundwater

6 contamination. I believe this is a concern shared not

7 only by the Main San Gabriel Water Master, but the San

8 Gabriel Basin Water Quality Authority as well, both of

9 which are charged with water quality protection in the San

I0 Gabriel Basin.

Ii Although other states have numeric limits,

12 such as the 80 percent total suspended solids removal

13 requirement, they are not inflexible as the numeric limits

!4 now being considered by the Regional Board staff. These

15 states give municipalities the maximum extent practicable

16 provision discretion to consider not only controls that

17 pose other environmental problems, but are cost

IS ineffective as well.

19 In contrast, the numeric limits that are

20 being considered would hold cities feet to the fire in

21 meeting them no matter what. In other words, the number

22 becomes more important than the pollutant issue.

23 Furthermore, if the numeric limits are adopted today,

24 cities will be pushed into a mad rush to require

25 developers to comply.
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1 However, neither developers nor cities have

2 experience in the proper design or maintenance of the

3 treatment controls required to meet the proposed numerical

4 limits. This could produce catastrophic results as

5 experienced by a number of municipalities throughout the

6 country.

7 In consideration of the foregoing, the

8 following is proposed. Approve the SUSMPs absent numeric

9 limits as recommended by the Executive Advisory Committee

i0 and the seven Water Shed Management Committees. The

ii SUSMPs, by the way, include structural controls for

12 subject new developments. Defer the issue of numeric

13 limits for consideration during discussion of the next

14 permit scheduled to take place a few months from now.

15 Direct staff to compound a committee to

16 discuss numeric limits and other methods for controlling

17 pollutants from new developments. The committee should be

18 chaired by the Regional Board staff and represented by

19 impacted stakeholders including members of the

20 environmental community, cities, elected officials,

21 building industry and water producers, and water quality

22 management agencies. The purpose of this committee would

23 provide the Regional Board with a set of options on how to

24 control pollutant discharges from new developments in the

25 most cost effective and sensible way possible.
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1 Thank you very much for your time and

2 patience.

3 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you, Mr. Tahere.

4 I’ve been told that six of the

5 environmental groups that are here today have decided to

6 pool their time and have four speakers represent them and

7 take about five minutes each. But I’m not sure which are

8 the environmental groups and who the four speakers are

9 going to be. Could somebody enlighten me on that?

i0 MR. BECKMAN: Mr. Chairman, David Beckman,

ii Natural Resources Defense Council. We worked out with

12 staff to have a joint presentation on behalf of NRDC, Heal

13 The Bay,.Santa Monica Baykeeper, American Oceans Campaign,

14 Friends of the L.A. River. And one other stakeholder and

15 myself, Alex Halprin, and Steve Fleischli are going to do

16 one presentation which we prepared on Power Point for you.

17 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: So that means that we

18 won’t hear from Mr. Ted Morrison --

19 MR. BECKMAN: Right.

20 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: -- and we won’t hear from

21 Ms. Jacqueline Ambriz?

22 MR. BECKMAN: Correct.

23 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: And I have -- Mr. Beckman,

24 before we do that, I have a card from Mr. Charles Gail --

25 MR. BECKMAN: Okay.
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1 However, neither developers nor cities have

2 experience in the proper design or maintenance of the

3 treatment controls required to meet the proposed numerical

4 limits. This could produce catastrophic results as

5 experienced by a number of municipalities throughout the

6 country.

7 In consideration of the foregoing, the

S following is proposed. Approve the SUSMPs absent numeric

9 limits as recommended by the Executive Advisory Committee

I0 and the seven Water Shed Management Committees. The

Ii SUSMPs, by the way, include structural controls for

12 subject new developments. Defer the issue of numeric

13 limits for consideration during discussion of the next

14 permit scheduled to take place a few months from now.

15 Direct staff to compound a committee to

16 discuss numeric limits and other methods for controlling

17 pollutants from new developments. The committee should be

IS chaired by the Regional Board staff and represented by

19 impacted stakeholders including members of the

20 environmental community, cities, elected officials,

21 building industry and water producers, and water quality

22 management agencies. The purpose of this committee would

23 provide the Regional Board with a set of options on how to

24 control pollutant discharges from new developments in the

25 most cost effective and sensible way possible.
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i water in a 24-hour rain event. I think that’s very

2 important to talk and look at the amount of water we’re

3 looking at capturing and treating.

4 I’m just going to leave the comments at

5 that at this point. Thank you.

6 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you.

7 MR. GAIL: But in closing, I want to

8 mention that the deal you’re striking with the

9 environmental group right now is not fair. Other people

I0 in this room, cities and our industry, could have asked

II for the same thing. We did not know that was negotiable

12 at this time that we could pool our resources.

13 (Applause)

14 MR. GAIL: I wish for consideration, if

15 we’re going to do this in the future, that you set the

16 rules prior to the hearing.

17 Thank you.

18 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: I’ll tell what you we’ll

19 do so you don’t feel that way. Once the presentations are

20 over, if anybody feel that’s there is a point that hasn’t

21 already been made that they want to make, I would be more

22 than happy to hear from them. I think with respect to the

23 Building Industry Association, Mr. Gail, I think you’re

24 now the third speaker to be speaking for that industry.

25 MR. GAIL: Mr. Chairman, with all due
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i respect, you cut off our first speaker of our association

2 this morning, a gentleman that has given his time and

3 effort on this issue for our industry and our members.

4 You cut him off.

5 Thank you.

6 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: I think it’s been fair for

7 everybody. Thank you.

8 Mr. Beckman.

9 MR. BECKMAN: Good afternoon,

i0 Mr. Chairman. I’ll attempt first just to respond to what

I! we’ve heard because it’s so totally outrageous and

12 disappointing. It seems like a lot of the cities have no

13 understanding of the Clean Water Act, no understanding of

14 the studies that have been done around the country for ten

15 years, no understanding of the proven treatment

16 technologies that have recommended, and worse yet, no

17 understanding of the SUSMP structure which allows them the

18 discretion to pick and choose among BMPs so that the most

19 effective from cost perspective and environmental

20 perspective can be selected, and problems like

21 infiltration where water tables are high, which is a

22 problem, can be avoided.

23 It’s a bunch of denying, deflecting, and

24 defending storm water programs which have yet to do the

25 trick and which have led to a really outrageous polluted
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1 situation in Southern California.

2 Let me briefly tell you what we’re going to

3 tell you so that you can track it. I’m going to cover

4 first why we need this standard, the severe storm water

5 pollution problem that we have, and the role of new

6 development and redevelopment in creating the problem.

7 Then we’re going to go into the discussion of the numeric

8 standard, why it is consistent with what’s being done

9 around the country, it’s nothing new, and how it is

I0 tailored by the foremost expert in the country on storm

ii water to local conditions.

12 The next slide shows two other sections.

13 First or second -- I guess it’s third on there, we want to

14 ta!k to you briefly about the legal foundation for this

15 standard because we think it’s well supported, and finally

16 which want to suggest changes to make the standard

17 stronger, to expand the scope, and also point out to you

18 that this is a performance standard, this is not a

19 quality-based effluent limit, and those may also be

20 appropriate given the fact that nearly half of the water

21 bodies in the L.A. region are listed as polluted on the

22 State’s 303(d) list.

23 Go to the next slide. The one after,

24 actually. L.A. waters, Members of the Board, are

25 extremely polluted. 50 percent, as I indicated earlier,
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1 are listed on your own 303(d) list. That’s not the

2 environmental community’s list, it’s your own. That’s

3 half of the waters in the State of California that have

4 been determined to be impaired are in Los Angeles, which

5 is really incredible, if you think about it. The L.A.

6 Times, as you know, did a story recently in which they

7 pointed out that while the respected experts consider the

8 receiving waters here to be in very troubled states and

9 that storm water pollution is the leading cause.

i0 Go to the next slide. That information is

ii comes not again from the environmental community, but from

12 SCCWR, which has reported recently that storm water

13 pollution is the leading source of water pollution, not

14 only across the state, but in Southern California. And

15 storm water pollution for pollutants of concern has

16 increased between 200 and 700 percent during the last two

17 decades.

IS We also want to point out to you that it’s

19 not just our opinion, but the EPA said and was quoted in

20 the Los Angeles Times story, pointing out that the L.A.

21 region lacks behind virtually every place in the nation

22 when it comes to reducing storm water pollution. This is

23 all relevant to whether you should move forward with a

24 standard that will help it.

25 Go to the next slide. Actually, I’ve
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1 already covered that. The reason that this is such an

2 efficient way to deal with the problem has to do with the

3 role of new development and redevelopment creating the

4 problem, and I would like to briefly go over that.

5 Storm water pollution, as many of you know,

6 has two main causal components, volume and velocity. And

7 those are related to concentration. Development

8 contributes directly to both factors. That’s essential to

9 understand. And in particular, by creating impervious

I0 surface often where there was none before, development has

ii dramatic effects on increasing the quantity and quality of

12 storm water runoffs.

13 Now the next set of slides show you what

14 this is about. If you compare first of all a one-inch

15 rain storm on a natural meadow, you get about 200 cubic

16 feet of runoff. If you compare that to a one-acre parking

17 lot, you can see that there’s 16 times the amount of

18 runoff or 3400 cubic feet of runoff. That’s a dramatic

19 difference, and that’s why this is such an efficient and

20 effective way of getting at the problem as part of the

21 suite of BMPs which we think are necessary. It’s not the

22 only one, but it’s an important part of the mix.

23 Municipalities would essentially take back

24 a useful tool out of the quiver and say let’s do other

25 things. Well, some of the other things haven’t worked.
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1 On a larger scale, that comparison that I just showed you,

2 in terms of a 16 times increase in runoff is even greater.

3 And for example, when some studies were

4 done of an Illinois water shed, it was determined that

5 there was approximately 200 times more runoff when you

6 compared pre- and post-development. That’s water

7 shed-wide. And the reason the numbers are different is

8 because the implications are magnified, and take one and

9 magnify if over the course of a water shed and you get a

i0 much worse problem even in that one-acre comparison.

!i The next section Alex Halprin is going to

12 discuss, and he’s also going to discuss Section 3, which

13 is where we are talking about the legal basis for the

14 standard.

15 So with that, I’ll have Alex step up and

16 he’ll be followed by Mark Owen and Steve Fleischli.

17 MR. HALPRIN: Chairman and Members of the

i8 Board, I just want to talk briefly first about the need

19 for this standard and then also talk about the incredible

20 breadth of support that this standard has in other

21 municipalities around the country, as well as the

22 extensive scientific basis for the standard because there

23 seems to be a lack of understanding of those issues.

24 First of all, the National Center for Water

25 Shed Protection in Washington, D.C. conducted a four-year
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! study on waste reduced pollutant loads. The study was not

2 targeted for development planning, but their conclusion

3 was that a fundamentally different approach toward

4 development was needed to (inaudible) protect (inaudible)

5 and aquatic sources. In addition, the Urban Runoff

6 Quality Management, which is a book that many people have

7 cited here today. It’s a very well respected kind of

8 leading book on this topic, has stated that structural

9 Best Management Practices for storm water quality

i0 enhancement is the cornerstone of storm water management

Ii in newly developed and redeveloped urban areas.

12 This is really the key method that we’re

13 going to be able to get at the pervasive problem of storm

14 water pollution.

15 Storm water BMPs have been thoroughly

16 tested. There have been dozens and dozens of studies all

17 over the country that are determined to be highly

!S effective. Common storm water treatment methods, such as

19 you can see, extended detention ponds, oil separators,

20 vegetative swales, some of these things are simple, cost

21 effective practices. It’s a simple matter to redirect

22 gutters toward vegetated areas, infiltration practices,

23 other media filters, can catch as much as 75 to 90 percent

24 of solids and lead, copper and zinc reductions Of half or

25 more. Infiltration can stop the discharge 95 percent of
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1 solids, metals and bacteria. That gives you an idea of

2 how effective these practices are and how much they’re

3 needed.

4 I want to just mention some of the other

5 areas around the country because there’s the impression, I

6 think, being created that the Board is being asked to do

7 some so dramatic. In fact, many other cities and

8 municipalities around the country are doing things much

9 more aggressive than the compromise that’s been submitted

i0 by the staff today. The State of Virginia has a zero

ii additional pollution loading standard. Montgomery County,

12 Maryland, one-inch storm. We’re talking about a

13 three-quarter-of-an-inch storm. Here in Los Angeles

14 County, City of Santa Monica requires that a one-inch

15 storm be captured, a one-inch storm in 24 hours for

16 parking lots. And as you know, the County of Los Angeles

17 itself has adopted a .75-inch standard and has adopted it

iS for a much broader scope of projects that are in issue

19 here. So the County’s program itself is more aggressive.

20 The standard that’s being proposed by staff

21 today has been developed. It’s not something that came

22 out of the blue. It’s not just a negotiated position or a

23 halfway point between two positions that were staked out

24 there.

25 There are several bases for the standard.
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1 It did come out of a consent decree and the subsequent

2 work between NRDC and Bay Keeper and Los Angeles County.

3 It was the standard that was supported by two of the

4 country’s foremost storm water experts, one of which is

5 Dr. Richard Horner, a national storm water expert. We

6 submitted his CV with our papers. Ne’s written over a

7 hundred technical reports, studies and books on the issue

8 of storm water control.

9 Also, it’s my understanding that

I0 Dr. Michael Stenstrom from UCLA, who is the Chair of the

Ii Department of Civil and Environmenta! Engineering, also

12 one of the other foremost experts on storm water control,

13 supports the standard that the staff is recommending

14 today.

15 We have independent experts from Camdress

16 and McKee (phonetic) who came and spoke at the August 10th

17 workshop, who stated that the alternative standard

18 recommended by Dr. Swamikannu of the 85th percentile

19 capture ratio issue was also an appropriate, legitimate

20 standard. And imperical data from California,s own BMP

21 handbooks that we cited in our comment letter also support

22 the 85th percentile or .75-inch mitigation standard.

23 So the idea that this is a number that has

24 come out of the blue, that there haven’t been any studies

25 or any support for it is completely hellacious.
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1 Just so that we’re clear, it is true that

2 it’s not even the standard that’s recommended by the

3 experts at NRDC has consulted with. And finally, the

4 proposed standard is less stringent than the standard

5 adopted by the County, again, because the County’s program

6 is much broader.

7 I guess I want to make one more point

8 before I get on to this third section here, which is what

9 this standard is, because there seems again to be some

I0 confusion about what exactly it is that we’re talking

Ii about here.

12 Several of the cities have stated concerns

13 about what might be an appropriate BMP for a certain

14 situation or have expressed some concern about dangers

15 that might be imposed by certain Best Management

16 Practices. Those things are not at issue here today.

17 There is nothing in staff’s proposal that in any way

18 limits the discretion of the municipalities or the

19 developers to choose the Best Management Practices that

20 are best suited for an individual developing a site.

21 As Dr. Swamikannu stated, what’s at issue

22 here is a number for already approved BMPs, BMPs that this

23 Board has already stated are appropriate, just so that

24 it’s clear how much -- what volume of water those BMPs

25 have to treat. And again, that number was reported by
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! extensive studies and experts.

2 One other thing that I think was stated was

3 that this was an effluent numerical limit. I don’t know

4 where that comes from. This is not a numerical limit of

5 any sort. Again, it’s just the volume that’s going to be

6 treated by BMPs that you’ve already approved.

7 Another concern was expressed by the City

8 of Los Angeles and others, that there might not be

9 sufficient legal authority for the Board to adopt this

I0 standard. So I want to talk just a minute about what the

!i legal standard is.

12 First of all, the Clean Water Act itself

13 and the federal EPA regulations specifically contemplate

14 structural controls. The (inaudible) standard places the

15 burden on the dischargers to implement BMPs unless they

16 can show it unnecessary. This is the language from the

17 Federal Court with jurisdiction over this area in a suit

18 against CalTrans which is regulated by the same municipal

19 storm water provisions of the Clean Water Act as are the

20 municipalities at issue here today. And the Court’s

21 interpretation of the Clean Water Act was that the maximum

22 extent practical standard, the discharger will partly have

23 the burden of showing the maximum extent practicable

24 standard has been met.

25 The other area that people have looked at
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i to try to convince the Board that the Board does not have

2 authority to adopt this standard is the permit itself, so

3 I just want to address the permit briefly.

4 First of all, the permit says that SUSMPs

5 and guidelines for their preparation must be developed.

6 That’s a mandatory duty. Secondly, it says that at the

7 minimum, the SUSMPs and guidelines shall be prepared for

8 the following development categories, and it lists the

9 seven that were in the County’s proposal. So this is the

I0 very minimum set of -- types of deve!opment for which

ii these programs are to be -- the SUSMPs are going to

12 implemented and SUSMPs are to apply. And finally, it

13 states that all permittees must implement a program for

14 planning measures consistent with the SUSMPs.

15 So there is mandatory language with respect

16 to these SUSMPs and the Board is perfectly justified in

17 adopting this standard under the permit.

18 With that, I’m going to turn it over to

19 Steve F!eischli to address the next topic.

20 MR. BECKMAN: What I would like to address

21 first of all before I hand it back to Steve is basically

22 that the staff’s proposal would apply to a narrow set of

23 projects, the seven that were stated earlier.

24 And one in particular is very disturbing to

25 the environmental community is how there could have been
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1 an omission of SUSMP for environmentally sensitive areas

2 is just beyond us, to think that it’s going to be

3 acceptable to put developments right on top of

4 environmentally sensitive areas. Everyone is familiar

5 with the problems in the Santa Monica mountains and knows

6 how totally out control that has been over the last decade

7 or more. It’s just absolutely reprehensible.

8 So clearly that needs to be added. It was

9 added within the Long Beach permit. If you want

!0 consistency across the board, it needs to be added here as

ii well, and we were very disappointed that that was not

12 included within there. And also within the permit itself,

13 it calls for permittees in their project characterization

14 system to actually consider the location of a project with

15 respect to designated ESAs. So for that not to be here is

16 also inconsistent with the permit.

17 In addition, Heal The Bay and others who

18 supported that have stated that on the hundred-foot buffer

19 zone for development adjacent to an ESA is needed as well

20 because of the problems that we’ve been talking about for

21 and some of the many problems the Regional Board has

22 talked about.

23 The County of Los Angeles, as was stated

24 earlier by Alex, the standards apply to a wide variety of

25 development projects. I’m not going to go into all of
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1 them. Suffice to say the list is more than twice as long

2 than what’s on here right now. Most notable that’s on the

3 County list that’s not on here are parking lots with 24 or

4 more parking spaces. And we’ve all heard about parking

5 lots and the contributions to metals pollution as well as

6 PAH pollution, as well as ESAs. And so it’s a much, much

7 longer list with the County that’s included right here.

8 So clearly what we’re supporting in the

9 staff recommendations is we want it to be much stronger

i0 than what is already on there right now.

!i With that, let me hand it over to Steve.

12 MR. FLEISCHLI: I just want to touch

13 briefly on two issues with relation to water quality

14 standards.

15 We’ve heard a lot today from the

16 dischargers about L.A. County being under the duress of

17 litigation and that’s why they’ve come to the .75

18 standard. Quite frankly, it’s been ten years that the

19 environmental community has been under duress of foot

20 dragging, avoidance, and in some instances incompetence by

21 the dischargers. It’s very frustrating and that’s why we

22 move forward with these lawsuits.

23 We even heard Alhambra today criticizing

24 stenciling of storm drains. To me it’s just absurd that

25 we’re having debates about that sort of thing. Heal The

216

BARNEY,    UNGERMANN & ASSOCIATES 1-888-326-5900

R0071858



1 Bay has done 70,000 storm drains. They can do it. The

2 cities can do it. They have 18 people on staff for every

3 single program they do.

4 I want to talk about where we really should

5 be with all of .this and to show you that the .75 is really

6 a negotiated standard. The environmental community

7 believes we should be a lot farther than that, but we were

8 not able to achieve that in our litigation. And we

9 believe that the .75 standard indicates reasonable further

!0 progress towards achieving our goals.

ii We do believe that water quality base

12 standards would be appropriate in this instance. As was

13 mentioned, this is an effluent. This is not an effluent

14 limit. This is a technology-based limit that we’re

15 talking about today, .75 treatment. It’s not water

16 quality-based at all. It doesn’t talk about issues like

17 antidegradation, which for the last couple of months, I’ve

18 been talking a lot about in front of you folks.

19 The EPA has recognized that storm drain

20 runoff from point and non-point sources is not exempt from

21 antidegradation sources requirements, and that would say

22 that actions covered by -- they say that actions covered

23 by antidegradation include the issuance of urban permits,

24 urban runoff permits.

25 Under that provision, the municipalities,
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1 the new development projects, may not add any new

2 pollution unless they meet certain conditions, and where

3 it’s a 303(d) listed water body, they may not add any at

4 all, no exception at al!.

5 Xavier made the statement this morning on

6 his slides -- excuse me, this afternoon -- that the

7 environmental community said no new development where

8 303(d) listed water bodies occur. That’s not what our

9 position is. Our position is that you might not have

i0 additional pollution loading from new development. That’s

ii where we should be heading in the long-run. We should be

12 adding language in that says storm water runoff from new

13 development shall not increase pollution loading above

14 predevelopment levels. That’s where we’re supposed to be

15 heading.

16 .75 is less than that. It’s a negotiated

17 position and the municipalities seem to think that we’re

18 here today to say that .75 is a starting point. It’s not

19 a starting point. .75 is reasonable for the progress for

20 today. We should be moving a lot further along.

21 With that, I’m going to turn it back over

22 to Mark.

23 MR. OWEN: The environmental community has

24 commented on all draft versions of the EAC model SUSMP.

25 Needless to say, nearly all of our comments were ignored
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1 in each of the drafts, and in fact, the drafts got weaker

2 over time, even eliminating a rain event performance

3 standard, which is what you’re hearing everyone object to

4 today. It was in a previous draft, I think two different

5 versions.

6 Perhaps the EAC’s efforts to avoid

7 controlling runoff pollution are best exemplified by the

8 language included in the model SUSMP, which I might add is

9 still in the model before you today. Quote, "Should any

I0 conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any

ii preexisting regulation, the preexisting regulation shal!

12 prevail.,, The poisoned pill makes the SUSMPs meaningless

13 by ensuring antiquated regulations that degrade the

14 environment will prevail over new guidelines designed to

15 protect the County’s aquatic resources.

i6 Please delete this offensive language.
To

17 date, the approved model programs have been late --

18 including this one -- short on details, impossible to

19 enforce, and largely ineffectual except for the public

20 education model program. We are done with the "fox

21 guarding the chicken coop" approach to model program

22 writing.

23 Six months ago, this Board approved a BMP

24 list to abate runoff pollution from new and redevelopment.

25 We brought up the need for numeric performance standards
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1 to ensure the BMP would be implemented effectively. We

2 were told the Board would address this at a later date.

3 Two months ago, we brought this issue again

4 during the Long Beach storm water permit. At that time,

5 the Board took extraordinary measure of deferring the new

6 and redevelopment performance standard within that permit

7 for today’s discussion on the SUSMPs. Again, nothing was

8 done during that day.

9 On Long Beach, just to let you know a side,

I0 we were shocked to see them testify because as part of our

!i negotiation, they said they would not come back and

12 testify in opposition to this particular thing, so we

13 think that’s actually a direct breach of faith.

14 The Board needs to make it clear that a

15 numeric performance standard for new and redevelopment

16 must be adopted to ensure the protection of aquatic

17 resources. We’re not talking about policy retrofits.

18 We’re talking about the most far-reaching, cost effective

19 way to reduce storm water pollution today and in the

20 future.

21 The current situation of unsafe beaches,

22 toxic creeks and streams, contaminated sediment hot spots

23 and beaches that look like landfills after every single

24 rain is absolutely unacceptable. We strongly --

25 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Can we stop?
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1 MR. OWEN: Okay.

2 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you. Mr. Don May

3 and Ms. Joan Greenwood.

4 MR. MAY: My name is Don May. I’m a

5 resident of Lakewood and what the very first speaker

6 referred to, I’m a real party of interest. One of those

7 folks that’s a swimmer and a fisherman on the water, one

8 of the people that Clean Water Act talked about when they

9 wanted to make the waters of the country fishable and

!0 swimable in ten years. That was 30 years ago.

ii Surely in ten years if we can put a man on

12 the moon, we can make our waters fishable and swimable.

13 We’re still trying.

14 I wanted to talk to you because I received

15 a letter from my city, Lakewood, that I am totally in

16 disagreement with, with the exception of the part where it

17 talks about how Long Beach basically showed the cities how

18 it is, through a program of coercion and litigation, that

19 they can defeat the efforts of this Board to bring about

20 the changes required to enforce the Clean Water Act and

21 make our waters fishable and swimable, particularly with

22 ESAJs.

23 With Long Beach with the wetlands that are

24 down there, they require particular protection, and I

25 would point out that under the Bolsa Chica decision, Bolsa
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! Chica Land Trust versus Coastal Commission, ESAJs are

2 protected. And we urge you to look at that decision and

3 that language.

4 This region indeed is the worst in the

5 nation. And one of the things that’s happened as a result

6 of that, not only is the efforts of Long Beach used around

7 the country as a model in how to evade doing something

8 about storm water runoff, but that has produced ever

9 worsening positions.

i0 My family -- my parents, my grandparents,

ii and seven out of eight great grandparents met the protein

12 needs of their families through fishing through the

13 depression through the big war. In the ’60s, we saw the

14 fish disappearing because of storm water runoff. Saw

15 several species of black croaker, one of the China

16 croakers that was a mainstay, disappear. And the ’70s,

17 birds having problems. In the ’80s epidemics among the

18 seals and so forth. And now we find bacteria, intercoccus

19 viruses.

20 The problem from storm water runoff, it’s

21 clearly linked back to human health and this interdiction,

22 these BMPs, is how you solve the problem.

23 I’d like to change a hat. I’m also a

24 medical device manufacturer. And those of you in business

25 who think regulation is tough should try dealing with the
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1 FDA. The cornerstone of making medical devices safe,

2 cornerstone of regulation by the FDA is BMPs. And the two

3 parts of BMPs that are most important and result in safe

4 medical devices are monitoring and numerical limits.

5 Without numerical limits, you can’t have effective BMPs.

6 And I would point out that my medical devices, which

7 happen to be catheters, catheters have a better medical

8 record in terms of getting people sick, infected and dying

9 than our beaches do. And when it comes to a point that

i0 putting one of my devices in your chest during open heart

ii surgery poses less of a risk than going for a swim in the

12 ocean, I think it’s time to look seriously at these BMPs

13 and the pollutant situation.

14 Thank you.

15 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you.

16 Ms. Greenwood.

17 MS. GREENWOOD: My name is Joan Greenwood.

18 I’m a resident of the City of Long Beach, California. I

19 am the Environmental Chair for the Wrigley Association.

20 The Wrigley District of Long Beach is an area between

21 Pacific Coast Highway and the 405 freeway. Our western

22 boundary is the Los Angeles River. We are extremely

23 concerned about the issues that have been brought to the

24 Board today.

25 The City of Long Beach, in preparing it’s
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1 new strategic plan for the first time appointed an

2 environmental task force. Four members of that 18-person

3 task force are residents of the Wrigley District. As part

4 of our recommendations that we’ll be going to the City

5 Council within the next month or two, we have made a

6 strong argument for adopting the type of BMPs that are

7 under discussion today with numerical limits and full

8 accounting for the impact of development on the taxpayer

9 down the road.

i0 We already have the commitment from one

ii member of the City Council. To bring this issue back to

12 our new City Council, not the one that was seated when the

13 litigation was initiated years ago, but our newly

14 comprised City Council, there will be workshops, there

!5 will be public hearings. And again, we felt this subject

16 was far too complex to enter into it at the time the Long

17 Beach Municipal permit was being discussed within the city

IS to make a change. But we intend to raise the bar, and we

19 will raise the bar so that the City of Long Beach, when it

20 adopts a sustainable city program within the next

21 quarter -- and we now have the support of the other four

22 task force on this issue -- we will be raising the bar on

23 ~he storm water permits for this city.

24 So I did want to let you know that the

25 people who live in Long Beach, because with all our public
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1 testimony on this issue, the open forums, not once have we

2 had a resident object to anything that has been put

3 forward by your staff in terms of BMPs.

4 Thank you.

5 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you, Ms.

6 Greenwood.

7 I have a final card from Chris Bertelli

8 representing the Building Industry Association.

9 MR. BERTELLI: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I0 Thank you, Board. Building Industry Association of

ii Southern California does represent approximately 1800

12 members throughout Southern California, but I will not ask

13 for three minutes for each one of them at this point in

14 time.

15 (Laughter)

16 MR. BERTELLI: A lot of discussion up here

17 has been about the numerical limitation standards, and the

18 reason we are discussing and debating about them is

19 because they are not required under any legislation or

20 under regulatory requirement at this point.

21 Our friends in the environmental community

22 made a very nice presentation, and it included several

23 municipalities that already have numerical mitigation

24 standards in practice, but from what we have been able to

25 garner from the record currently compiled by staff and
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1 compiled by the Board, there are no results and no costs,

2 no result or cost analysis of any of those mitigation

3 standards.

4 If they’re already in place in other parts

5 of the country, we should be able to quantify those costs

6 and those benefits and the effectiveness of those programs

7 before proceeding on a gigantic scale here in L.A. County.

8 If I may just say one more comment directed

9 toward Mr. Dickerson. You have a responsibility that none

I0 of us here, I think, envy. There are very few

Ii individuals, I would say, either in the country or in the

12 world who can with one decision impose millions upon

13 millions upon millions of dollars of cost upon

14 municipalities, upon builders, and upon landowners. So I

15 would hope the Board at this time would direct

16 Mr. Dickerson to postpone action on this item for today so

17 that we may all be able to sit down together and discuss

18 this issue.

19 Thank you.

20 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you. With that,

21 we’ll ask for a response from staff.

22 VICE CHAIRMAN KESTON: Mr. Chairman, can we

23 ask any of the members who spoke some questions?

24 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Of course we can. We

25 first want to hear from our staff?
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i VICE CHAIRMAN KESTON: Whichever you --

2 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Do you have comments to

3 add or shall we go straight into asking questions?

4 MR. DICKERSON: I would prefer to go with

5 the questions at this point.

6 VICE CHAIRMAN KESTON: Mr. Chairman, I have

7 some questions, one for Mr. Gold and one for Mr. Beckman.

8 And again, everybody here sounds like a participant at the

9 debates and discussions on water going from the north to

i0 the south. There seems to be quite a difference here.

ii But first as to Mark Gold, your comment

12 about development within environmentally sensitive areas

13 is a fairly significant one. I don’t think anybody wants

14 to destroy environmentally sensitive areas. The procedure

15 in all municipalities for SEAs generally are very severe

16 and stripped. If you go into L.A. County or any county,

17 they have a CEQA document, and you have to come up with

18 mitigations if you’re going to develop at all within an

19 SEA, but there isn’t a prohibition.

20 I don’t know if you’re suggesting there

21 should be a prohibition in its entirety or that the CEQA

22 document be followed, and within the CEQA document, storm

23 water requirements should be looked at.

24 MR. GOLD: Not even that. That’s actually

25 clearly stated within the permit. What I’m suggesting is
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1 that as an additional category to the seven categories, is

2 that the eighth category would be any development in an

3 SEA. So that would also have to meet a .75-inch standard,

4 nothing more than that. We’re not trying to prohibit any

5 development, just SEAs.

6 VICE CHAIRMANKESTON: Thank you very much.

7 And David, my question to you is whether we

8 go to numerical limits or not, a lot of the comments here

9 dealt with site-specific problems. Obviously if you have

I0 a site and you have a high water table, nobody would want

I! to put a detention basin in there.

12 So how do you feel about the issue of not

13 !ooking at each specific site, but perhaps looking at

14 multiple sites? If there were specific limits, numeric or

15 otherwise, it should be across an area, five sites or

16 whatever, so that the City retains flexibility to deal

17 with issues where each site can be looked upon

18 differently, but overall they’re solving the issue and the

19 problem you’re dealing with.

20 MR. BECKMAN: Well, I think that the

21 standard and the proposal that’s in front of you

22 accomplishes that. One of the things you might not

23 realize in listening to the majority of the testimony is

24 that there is not a particular BMP that’s prescribed for

25 each situation, nor is there a particular suite of BMPs
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1 that have to be selected, nor are there untested BMPs that

2 are being forced upon anybody. BMPs, as was stated by

3 Mr. Halprin, are already approved, and they can be mixed

4 and matched and implemented and designed in a way that is

5 most effective for site-specific conditions and --

6 VICE CHAIRM_A!~ KESTON: But if one site

7 can’t meet a requirement of .75 inches because it is a

8 parking lot, that’s all it is.

9 MR. BECKMAN: Right.

i0 VICE CHAIRMAN KESTON: How do you feel

ii about taking the surrounding areas and say this one

12 exceeds it by four times, but the other ones are half, and

13 therefore you’re meeting the requirement?

14 MR. BECKMAN: Like a trading concept is

15 really what you’re suggesting. I think -- NRDC’s position

16 is that we’re not against the concept but we’ve never seen

17 one that we think makes sense specifically. I think that

i8 would introduce many of the bureaucratic issues which the

19 cities are raising, I think inappropriately, in the

20 context of the current proposal. Then you have to figure

21 out well, what is the precise contribution of one place

22 versus another place. You would have to get into

23 monitoring issues which are not part of this proposal.

24 There are not numeric effluent limits being proposed here.

25 So in a certain sense I think that might go
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1 beyond what you’re even proposing because you have to

2 introduce some kind of numeric effluent concept in order

3 to accomplish it. I think that’s very complicated, and I

4 would not suggest that the Board go in that direction

5 because of the reasons I’ve just stated.

6 VICE CHAIRMAN KESTON: So you think each

7 site needs to be dealt with --

8 MR. BECKMAN: That’s right.

9 VICE CHAIRMAN KESTON: -- and have its own

!0 limit?

!i MR. BECKMAN: I think the evidence in the

12 literature suggests that sites can be mitigated because

13 it’s a proportional standard. It has to do with the size

14 of the. site, obviously, and for those reasons a small site

15 will need smaller BMPs, a bigger site may need bigger

16 BMPs.

17 MR. OWEN: Just to add one thing, because

18 there has been some real world experience here locally on

19 this for the last seven years in the City of Santa Monica,

20 which has instituted their one-inch standard for parking

21 lots. In that case, obviously from the standpoint of

22 retention and how it’s actually written in this case is

23 you can either do treatment or infiltration, which I think

24 is a keep point. But there were some areas in

25 Santa Monica, some areas in Malibu, when they had an
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1 ordinance which was stronger than what we were talking

2 about today. Where Malibu you had some geologic hazard

3 issues of landslide, and in Santa Monica you had some

4 requirements of a promenade they had dealt with in that

5 circumstance with an in-lieu fee. Rather than the

6 pollutant trading concept, if someone is building a huge

7 baby gap on the promenade, they have to retrofit a parking

8 !ot somewhere else in the city.

9 VICE CHAIRMAN KESTON: I see.

I0 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Any other questions for

ii any of the speakers? I had a question for Ms. Rose

12 Collins, City of Long Beach, if she’s still here. I

13 wonder if you would help me out with something.

14 I remember when we were dealing with the

15 Long Beach permit and this issue was being discussed. One

16 of the persuasive arguments that was made by the

17 representative of the City was don’t do this to the City

18 of Long Beach now because we have to compete with our

19 neighboring cities for developments to come in, we need to

20 build up our tax base, and if you do this now, it wouldn’t

21 be an equal playing field. But at such time as you’re

22 going to adopt a county-wide standard, then we’ll all have

23 an equal playing field and we won’t have this issue of

24 competition. But then what happens is you try to adopt a

25 county-wide standard and it’s good and well, but what
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i about Orange County and after that it could be what about

2 Nevada or neighboring states or Canada. Or we’re in a

3 global economy, and they don’t have these kinds of

4 standards in South America.

5 It would appear to me at first brush,

6 anyway, that municipalities would welcome a regulation

7 that would set a uniform standard for everybody so that

8 they wouldn’t be put in the position of having to compete

9 with one another. How do you respond to that?

i0 MS. COLLINS: I agree with what you’re

ii saying. We do want a uniform standard, and we are not

12 opposed to numeric limits per se. If people have a

13 different impression, they’ve gotten the wrong impression.

14 What we’re saying is and what we said during our

15 negotiations was if the numeric limits, if we have the

16 scientific data that says they are going to improve our

17 beneficial uses in our receiving waters, we will go full

18 force ahead. We believe in these programs. As you know,

19 Long Beach is surrounded by water. Our residents enjoy

20 it. Tourists come in. We want clean waters.

21 But we want to make sure that what we’re

22 doing is correct. We want to make sure that we don’t get

23 the cart before the horse, that we have a solution before

24 we truly identify the problem, and we want to make sure

25 that those dollars that have been identified by some of
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1 the building associations here today, that they are

2 appropriate. If they’re appropriate, then let’s do it.

3 And if that’s the cost, that’s the cost.

4 It’s true that if you have something in

5 L.A. County and it’s not in Orange County or Ventura or

6 whatever, that there will be a problem because those on

7 the fringes may go to another county to do their

8 development. But it’s my understanding that the Regional

9 Board, once they start adopting these, whether they’re

I0 working on L.A. County or Ventura County or the various

ii counties, that they’re going to try to this as uniform as

12 possible. And I’m sure statewide would work with the

13 other counties as well, because what makes sense in one

14 county would make sense in another.

15 There is a dig difference between rural and

16 urban developments, and that’s one of the reasons in some

17 cases, in the examples that you’ve seen earlier, have

1% worked because they have the land to do it. And perhaps

19 in Santa Monica with the waiver, something along that

20 nature, could work for us as well, but we don’t know, we

21 haven’t gotten into it, and I think that’s one of the

22 reasons the cities are so apprehensive about it.

23 They just want to make sure that this is

24 the right thing and we’re not asking developers to spend

25 money that’s not directly contributing to the mitigation
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1 of pollutants going into our receiving waters and

2 affecting beneficial uses.

3 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you.

4 MS. COLLINS: Thank you.

5 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Do you have any additional

6 comments?

7 BOARD MEMBER COE: I have questions.

8 DR. SWAMIKANNU: Just a comment,

9 Mr. Chairman and Members of the Board.

I0 On the issue of threshold of evidence, in

II terms of having site-specific impacts, I think the federal

12 regulations themselves based on long-term study nationwide

13 are including sites in California. It’s been clearly

14 established that pollution is associated with

15 urbanization. That’s related to population as well as

16 traffic and things like that. And the point here is that

17 we see exceedances of metals, for example, and organics in

IS storm water in the Los Angeles region.

19 We have been monitoring for at least four

20 years now, and water quality standards are being exceeded.

21 So the issue in new development is that we are trying to

22 at least -- trying to obtain water quality in some of

23 these cases or at least prevent further exceedances or

24 higher exceedances.

25 So for us to require that every single

234

BARNEY,    UNGERMANN & ASSOCIATES 1-888-326-5900

R0071876



1 situation be justified on the basis of site-specific data

2 is simply, to me, wasteful and probably not anticipated by

3 the act itself. There was a broad basis for these

4 regulations. There is a broad basis for the permits, and

5 we have to take the next step.

6 Thank you.

7 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Dr. Coe.

8 BOARD MEMBER COE: Question. This probably

9 should be addressed to the cities, but let me ask you a

!0 question. Apparently we need these numbers -- .75-inch,

Ii 24-hour period or 85 percent tile -- so engineers can

12 design facilities. It’s a design standard. It tells you

13 how big that you’re going to build something. It tells

14 you how much volume of runoff you’re going to be able to

15 handle. If you don’t have that, then every city could be

16 have a different design standard in handling a little

17 runoff over here, in another city, a lot of runoff over

18 here. In other words, one city would be improving the

19 water quality a lot and another city not or very little.

20 Is that the reason we have to have a design

21 standard and some numbers here?

22 DR. SWAMIKANNU: Mr. Coe, the issue

23 previously has been certainly that we have to be

24 consistent in the region, we have to be consistent

25 statewide, and sometimes you might want to have different
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1 standards for different regions. But it makes no sense to

2 have that kind of variation within the Los Angeles area.

3 Perhaps L.A. County and Ventura County are different in

4 some sense and we can justify a slightly different

5 standard for Ventura County, which is still developing as

6 opposed to Los Angeles.

7 The purpose of this clearly is to level the

8 playing field for this region, and the number is based on

9 reasonable justification that is recommended by preeminent

!0 national associations which have gone through this

ii process. They have these rating charts for around the

12 country, and so the time is now.

13 But the second issue is given the fact that

14 for Los Angeles County in the unincorporated area, whether

15 we adopt a numerical mitigation measure or not, there is

16 going to be a performance standard, and the performance

17 standard is going to be three quarters of an inch. As

18 part of that L.A. County Department of Public Works is

19 going to develop design standards for the separate BMPs

20 they’re talking about -- how large they ought to be, what

21 dimensions, and that that could then be used for all the

22 cities. Otherwise, the whole effort is limited to just

23 the unincorporated area. The cost efficiencies associated

24 with that kind of a broad use of a standard as being

25 adopted by one municipality in this region, and --
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1 BOARD MEMBER COE: Wouldn’t there be an

2 unfair economic advantage if one city is using a less

3 stringent standard than another?

4 DR. SWAMIKANNU: The question is a

5 difficult one, what is fair and unfair. I think cities

6 are inherently different. I think as an agency, given the

7 fact we cannot separate the pollution problem in this

8 region, we don’t know which city it’s coming from, we

9 don’t know what the relative contributes are, we would

i0 then basically be reasonable and saying everybody make the

Ii same effort to solve the problem simply because we cannot

12 allocate the relative contribution of pollution from each

13 of the cities.

14 BOARD MEMBER COE: And we’re providing the

15 necessary flexibility among the cities to take care of

16 on-site differences through the array of Best Management

17 Practices they can pick and choose.

18 DR. SWAMIKANNU: Yes, Mr. Coe. If you look

19 at the BMP list we adopted, it’s a whole selection of

20 BMPs. Nowhere do we designate a particular BMP as being

21 preferred over another. So we primarily have the

22 responsibility and the opportunity to identify the BMPs

23 that work best in the situation in which the particular

24 site is subject to.

25 BOARD MEMBER COE: Thank you.
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I CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Let me see if I can place

2 this in perspective for myself, if I might.

3 As I understand the testimony that’s been

4 presented here today, nobody quarrels with the fact that

5 SUSMPs are appropriate and that the BMPs are appropriate

6 and everybody is wanting to go forward on that basis.

7 As I understand it, the only argument is

8 that what is being proposed is that storm water runoff

9 from storms in 24 hours, three quarters of an inch, that

I0 BMPs need to specifically address that so that one city

ii isn’t able to say I would only regulate storm water up to,

12 you know, a tenth of an inch, whereas another one might

13 opt for three quarters of an inch for L.A. County being

14 three quarters of an inch, Calabasas being an inch; is

15 that right? Am I correct in terms of characterizing what

16 it is that we’re talking about here?

17 DR. SWAMIKANNU: Mr. Chairman, I think

18 there are probably a couple of issues that you clearly

19 state the one interpretation of the comments that I’ve

20 heard today, and that is the fact that there’s no

21 flexibility from city to city. But I think the larger

22 issue also is that once we establish mitigation measure,

23 then there’s only one standard. The BMPs have to be

24 designed for that. So the question is the standard that’s

25 being proposed, is it reasonable? Does it actually reduce
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i pollution in storm water runoff?

2 And an additional question is, is it

3 reasonable? Is it economic in some sense so you’re not

4 being asked to treat the hundred-year storm, which you

5 would be more concerned about human safety at that point.

6 And our submission to you is the fact that we have had

7 nine years. We started with public education and started

8 with al! the other components, things that the cities are

9 already doing to elicit connection, elicit discharge

i0 elimination, those programs have been ongoing.

I! Here is an area that took us time to get

12 there. It’s new development that suddenly issues

13 associated with that. What we are saying is this is a

14 first step. We can consider pollution prevention Best

15 Management Practices as somebody pointed out, but also

16 engineers will te!l you in some of the situations, many of

17 the situations, you actually have to do treatment. Three

18 quarters of an inch, based on the historical record, is 85

19 percent rainfall over 24 hours. And so by implementing

20 the BMPs, we will be able to affect a large number of

21 events in the future. And so the standard itself is not

22 burdensome except for the fact that some haven’t had the

23 chance to analyze it. The fact that (inaudible) applied

24 in other parts of the country as well as (inaudible) said

25 that it’s a reasonable and optimal, and there’s a point in
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1 time when you have to make a decision. Policy makers like

2 you always have that difficult task. Do we wait for all

3 the (inaudible) to come in, which it never does, or do we

4 make the best decision we can at this point in time based

5 on the information we have? And I think that is a charge

6 that both staff and you face in this particular aspect of

7 the program.

8 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: How do you respond to the

9 contention that as of this moment there, isn’t enough

I0 science on the effectiveness of this, that we simply don’t

Ii know enough? Your contention would be that we’ve had nine

12 years and had a whole bunch of studies, and that this is a

13 justifiable and reasonable and cost effective step to take

14 at this point.

15 DR. SWAMIKANNU: I would modify what you

16 just said to the fact that BMPs, the effectiveness of

17 BMPs, are not really region specific. They might relate

18 to the rainfall and the sizing, but they’re not rating

19 specific. So if BMP works in Maryland for parking lots,

20 it wi!l probably work here. That kind of information has

21 been put together in a database by the USEPA to answer the

22 simple question of saying we don’t know right now how

23 effective BMPs are. And the whole purpose is to make

24 municipal planners and engineers go to that database, to

25 look at the information there, to see how effective these
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1 BMPs are, but for the particular circumstances that the

2 particular development is located in. So that information

3 is out there.

4 What we are probably hearing is that these

5 BMPs have not been tested in the Los Angeles region. Even

6 to that I would say many of these BMPs are being applied.

7 They probably don’t have, except for anecdotal evidence,

8 any monitoring evidence to say that these are functioning

9 within certain ranges. We might have that.

i0 Look at the other issue. Ventura County

I! comes within our region. They have BMPs and they have

12 monitored the effect of them. So there’s information out

13 there which might not be apparent to many of us simply

14 because it’s not been compiled for this region.

15 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: And you’re saying that

16 information, that you’ve analyzed that information and

17 have come to the conclusion that the three quarters of an

i8 inch numeric standard is a reasonable and justified

19 standard.

20 DR. SWAMIKANNU: There’s some confusion

21 here. The two aspects to it, Mr. Coe pointed out.
One

22 is simply the sizing of BMPs, how much volume do I

23 address, not whether BMP is effective or not. Effective

24 means removing pollutants. Different BMPs will remove

25 different pollutants. The standard here we’re talking
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1 about is simply how big do I need to make these things.

2 It’s like I was telling somebody, if you look at the

3 Federal Transportation Safety Administration, they would

4 say you have to design ways to protect public safety, but

5 they will also tell you what that safety design is based

6 on. They would say driving at 30 miles per hour for maybe

7 a hundred yards, and the occupants should be able to

8 survive that impact. So they establish a standard.

9 Otherwise, manufacturers would have no idea how to design

I0 the vehicles, and what we are proposing here is that kind

ii of design standard, not really saying what -- whether it’s

12 a car or it’s a van or it’s a truck.

13 VICE CHAIRMAN KESTON: Mr. Chairman, I have

14 a couple of thoughts that I would like to express.

15 First of all, Xavier, I think a federal

16 design standard for highways where a highway is a highway

17 and it’s pavement, is very different than a standard for

18 storm water where each site is different. It drains

19 differently, it looks differently, it’s a different size.

20 To make one standard fit a half-acre

21 property or a seven tenths of an acre property that we

22 heard this morning in -- next to a Boeing plant, and have

23 that same requirement apply to a 2,000-acre pristine

24 property up in the mountains just doesn’t -- and some are

25 urban and some are suburban -- doesn’t seem to make sense
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1 to me.

2 I can understand that you look at a region

3 or a water shed as we do today. We say that water shed

4 has to be at a certain level, but I find it very difficult

5 to deal with taking a two-acre property, a half-an-acre

6 property, a 50-acre property, and say they all should have

7 the same standard because it isn’t a car, it isn’t a

8 highway. It’s a very, very specific thing.

9 And I think that’s what most of the cities

!0 are saying. They’re saying the issue here is whether

Ii we’re suggesting that the BMPs are guidance to a city and

12 we let the city decide how best to deal with each specific

13 site, we say here’s your umbrella, and you’ve got to deal

14 with this. This is what we want you to do. Then if we

15 come back and say you’re not doing enough, we have that

16 responsibility. Or we go and put a straitjacket around

17 the city and say every specific site has to be dealt with

18 in exactly the same standard, regardless of where it is in

19 its structure, or whatever.

20 So I’m really kind of bothered by that kind

21 of a standard, and I think Mayor Hardison from Torrance

22 really said don’t shove it down our throats. Give us some

23 time to understand each other’s position and work it out.

24 And I think that’s probably the appropriate thing to do.

25 You may wind up at the same place some months from now,
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1 but I think everybody needs to sit down -- it’s obvious

2 that there’s a misunderstanding or a tremendous difference

3 of opinion here. I think you want to get everybody

4 together to deal with the issues, to deal with the

5 specifics. And before we do what we might -- what we did

6 under the NPDES permit where perhaps we didn’t give people

7 enough time to talk, I very much suggest we give a lot of

8 time for people to deal with this issue.

9 I think approval of the SUSMPs by Dennis

i0 would be appropriate, but I would defer the numerical

ii limits until after we have stakeholders meetings, and I

12 would identify the BMPs as guidelines and today not as a

13 requirement because that gets back to the same question of

14 whatever. So that would be my suggestion, Mr. Chairman.

15 DR. SWAMIKANNU: Can I comment on what

16 Mr. Keston said?

17 Basically on the BMPs there is a choice of

18 BMPs, and all we are saying to approving the SUSMPs is

19 where treatment controls are appropriate and where you

20 designed them, you designed them for a particular site.

21 So the flexibility is there. The other issue, you talked

22 about regional BMPs as opposed to site by site. That

23 certainly is an alternative that could be considered in

24 certain situations where it might not be practical to

25 address it at the !ocation.
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1 BOARD MEMBER COE: What effect would a

2 delay in a decision not made today have on the program of

3 implementing BMPs? I probably should know this, but there

4 must be some kind of schedule and we don’t want, I don’t

5 believe, the cities all started going out and constructing

6 something that will be in violation of the standard later

7 on.

8 DR. SWAMIKANNU: The attorney, Jorge Leon,

9 is not here, but I’ll try and answer that question.

I0 There is a deadline on the permit, in the

ii L.A. permit where we talked about implementing all

12 requirements by this default deadline, which is July 30th,

i3 1999. It’s gone past that. We have approved some

14 elements of development planning, for example, we’ve

15 developed for the education component, identified priority

16 projects and such. So the issue now is suppose we do

17 approve the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans.

18 They would be able to look at source control BMPs,

19 treatment control BMPs, construction controlled BMPs. But

20 what wouldn’t be there is for anybody looking to see how

21 do I want to design treatment control BMPs.

22 BOARD MEMBER COE: Let me get some

23 clarification, if I can, on what you said just before I

24 asked my question.

25 Did you say that it’s an opportunity in the
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! permit as stated now or it could be added that a waiver

2 could be approved by the Executive Officer, perhaps, if

3 additions warranted different numbers than .75 and so on?

4 DR. SWAMIKANNU: That’s a modification that

5 Dennis might be able to make to the Standard Urban Storm

6 Water Mitigation plans before he approves them. That

7 possibility is not preclude by the permit itself.

8 BOARD MEMBER COE: It’s provided in the

9 permit, but it’s not precluded.

I0 DR. SWAMIKANNU: It is not specifically

Ii provided in the permit.

12 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: How do you respond to

13 Dr. Gold’s comments about environmentally sensitive areas?

14 DR. SWAMIKANNU: We -- when we worked out

15 the Los Angeles County permit, the environmental community

16 and other representatives in municipalities worked on it

17 together, and that was an opportunity then to work out the

18 language, which we did, and we established it to these

19 seven categories.

20 Now for us to reopen the permit and add

21 this environmentally sensitive areas would require a

22 reopener, which is again almost like reissuing a permit.

23 For us to say that what was submitted to us, which is the

24 Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans, is limited to these

25 seven categories and not the eight that Dr. Gold would
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1 like, for us to call it efficient is not within the terms

2 of the permit.

3 I think it’s an appropriate issue to look

4 at when we reissue the permit, which is not that far away,

5 couple of years. We should have included it perhaps in

6 1996, but we just missed it. It’s not right to change the

7 scope of the program midstream.

8 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: So you are saying that

9 would have to be dealt with when the permits comes up?

I0 DR. SWAMIKANNU: That would be the

Ii appropriate time.

12 CHAIR!W_AN NAHAI: Mr. Dickerson, do you have

13 comments for us?

14 MR. DICKERSON: I wanted to make sure

15 something is understood by the Board.

16 AUDIENCE MEMBER: Just when are we getting

17 a chance to respond to the environmental community?

18 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: We’ve heard al! of you,

19 and I assure you that we haven’t forgotten the testimony

20 that was presented at the beginning of the hearing. It

21 doesn’t matter if testimony is presented at the beginning

22 or at the end. Plus we have analyzed, digested, and read

23 through umpteen letters and this much in materials

24 regarding both sides of the equation.

25 I promise you we’re used to doing this and
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1 there is no need for rebuttal.

2 BOARD MEMBER LYON: Mr. Chairman, I need to

3 interject something. This was not noticed as an action

4 item.

5 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: It’s not. It’s an

6 informational item.

7 BOARD MEMBER LYON: I would like to ensure

8 the audience that no action is going to take place today.

9 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: The Board is not going to

!0 take a vote today. It’s not an action item. If there is

ii a point to be made that we haven’t heard before, we’ll

12 entertain it for the sake of absolute completeness.

13 MR. YOUNG: Mr. Chair, thank you very much

14 again. Rufus C. Young, Junior.

15 A point that I had not heard before is that

16 apparently the several representatives of NRDC and the

17 municipalities are in agreement on something, and that

18 point is -- and I believe this is very close to a quote,

19 if not an exact quote, nothing in the SUSMPs limits the

20 discretion of the municipalities to choose the method.

21 That is not what is in the SUSMP, and I trust that there

22 is now agreement as a result of the Board process changing

23 the sentence in the SUSMPs that say the SUSMP outlines the

24 necessary BMPs which must, mandatory word, be

25 incorporated. If that is changed to discretionary, I
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1 think we have the case of at least one municipality in

2 agreement with the NRDC.

3 There is one remaining point that should be

4 crystal clear. No one should leave this room with the

5 view that the City of Alhambra opposes stenciling or

6 signage.

7 (Laughter)

8 MR. YOUNG: My question was to use the book

9 of Mica, 6-8, "What does the Lord require of thee but to

I0 do justice, have mercy and walk humbly with thy God?"

I! I would paraphrase that. Alhambra asks,

12 "What does the Board -- what do you, the Regional Board,

13 require of the cities to in turn require of the

14 developers?" And that’s our point. It’s not opposition,

15 it’s how do we implement.

16 Thank you very much.

17 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: You’re all going to make

18 me regret this, aren’t you. It’s this lady and that’s it.

19 AUDIENCE MEMBER: I just wanted to say

20 that, and what we meant to say and I think what we did

21 say, is that nothing limits the discretion of the cities

22 within that suite of BMPs that have been provided to meet

23 the standard. That’s not to say they don’t have to meet

24 the standard or don’t have to do some or one or a

25 combination, but that there’s not a prescribed BMP or a
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1 prescribed situation, as Mr. Keston was concerned about,

2 provided in this proposal.

3 VICE CHAIRMAN KESTON: Could they use

4 others outside this list if something is better?

5 AUDIENCE MEMBER: I think -- I’d have to

6 look at the text. I think the list that’s provided is

7 broad enough that virtually anything they would want to do

8 is in there.

9 VICE CHAIRMAN KESTON: It’s not just

I0 what’s in that list, it’s anything that would solve the

Ii same purpose.

12 AUDIENCE MEMBER: I think that the list was

13 intended -- the reason you approved the list was to narrow

14 from the universe of possibilities to those which you

15 believed were appropriate, but there’s a number of those

16 that are appropriate for different situations in the list.

17 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: That’s the list we’ve

18 already approved.

19 AUDIENCE MEMBER: That’s right.

20 MS. CLOSE: My name is Barbara Close. I’m

21 with U.S. Grinder Woodward Plied, and our firm and other

22 consulting firms have worked with the permittees in what

23 has been submitted to the Board. I do want to make sure

24 the Board understands that these Standard Urban Storm

25 Water Mitigation Plans are not the only plans the
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1 permittees have to deal with.

2 The Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation

3 Plans are not the only way development is regulated. The

4 seven were picked because they’re very broad categories of

5 development. Mr. Gold has a concern that environmentally

6 sensitive areas will somehow be overlooked.

7 Every city, in complying with the permit,

8 has to identify priority projects in the development

9 process. Each one of those development projects, whether

i0 it’s been identified as priority, even if it’s not one of

!i these seven, have to submit an Urban Storm Water

12 Mitigation Plan. So just because it’s not one of these

13 seven does not mean it’s not going to be regulated.

14 I just want to make sure the Board

15 understands that this isn’t just something that’s very

16 narrowly focused on those seven categories.

17 Thank you.

18 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you.

19 No, no, no. I said you’re going to make me

20 regret this. We have to stop at some point. That’s it.

21 You’ve already spoken five minutes.

22 AUDIENCE MEMBER: Just ten seconds.

23 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: No. Thank you.

24 MR. DICKERSON: I want to thank the Board

25 very much for sharing the burden that was imposed upon me
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1 by that permit, and it’s clearly something I appreciate

2 very much. Thank you.

3 I do want to thank Xavier very much for his

4 efforts in trying to explain this very complicated issue

5 today. It’s very appreciated. Thank you, Xavier.

6 The first comment is I just want to

7 apologize to anyone who did not receive adequate notice

8 regarding this. We did have a workshop on August 10th.

9 We discussed this in detail. We did, at that time,

I0 indicate that we would be here today. So there was at

Ii least constructive notice, if not actual to some of the

12 individuals. And there have been a number of individuals

13 here today who we’ve not seen before, and I would ask that

14 they be sure to provide their business card to our clerk

15 so that we can be sure to ensure they are on our list to

16 the proceeding in future notice.

17 Several points come out today that I think

18 are very important. One is the clarifying language of

19 what is specifically proposed in the SUSMPs, both what has

20 been proposed to us and also what has been proposed by us.

21 It seems that some additional work in that area might be

22 very beneficial.

23 It’s also very clear that a very solid

24 record needs to be developed, probably beyond what we have

25 already, with regard to this proposa! in order to ensure
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1 that it can withstand the scrutiny of subsequent legal

2 action. I have a sense, no one has said that directly

3 today, but I at least have a sense it could be the source

4 of some controversy down the road if it were to be

5 approved. I do have a concern about that.

6 As I noted at the beginning, at least given

7 the controversy, the depth of the feeling and certainly I

8 would echo Mr. Keston’s comments about the desirability

9 about having additional discussion, and it may be that

!0 through that some approaches might rise to the top that

Ii suggest that there’s great unanimity on some suggested

12 fairly quickly, while others perhaps need more in-depth

13 discussion. So I would be very much open, as I suggested

14 earlier, and would happily take this matter for further

15 consideration.

16 With the benefit of this discussion today,

17 I would ask the Board whether or not, given that

18 opportunity for additional review, whether or not you

19 would want to hear this again. I’m more than willing to

20 take the burden from this point and finalize a proposal

2i that I could then approve at some point in the future.

22 Thank you.

23 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Well, do we have questions

24 of Mr. Dickerson?

25 BOARD MEMBER DIAMOND: I do have one
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! question. How much -- you mentioned you were coI~cerned

2 about legal issues in the future. What about the fact

3 that we are behind the eight ball right now already having

4 the deadline of July 30th, I believe. Having passed, what

5 kind of ramifications does that have?

6 MR. DICKERSON: We do have a permit that

7 says that the development planning elements of -- well,

8 actually there’s a number of different model programs,

9 five model programs, and they all have to be in place by

I0 the 30th of July. Each of those are in place at =his

ii point in time, and storm water planning, the

12 implementation of Storm Water Management Plans, should be

13 ongoing at this point among of the all the permittees in

14 the county, so a lot of work is going on. I don’t see our

15 co-counsel any longer, and I would actually like to get

16 some guidance from co-counsel with respect to that.

17 My initial sense is that we could probably,

18 if there’s not a legal bar to it, that the extra time

19 might be very well spent.

20 BOARD MEMBER LYON: I --

21 CHAIRMAN NAN.hi: Go ahead.

22 BOARD MEMBER LYON: I just wanted to say

23 that as one Board Member, I would like to help you. in your

24 decision making process. I would have to defer to the

25 rest of the Board as to whether they want it to come back
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1 to this type of meeting again, but I don’t think we should

2 leave you adrift out there in your decision making

3 process. I think the Board should aid you in direction as

4 you meet with the stakeholders on this. So that’s just my

5 opinion.

6 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: I also agree with what

7 Marilyn is saying. I don’t think it’s right or fair that

8 we not share this burden with you. I think the issue

9 is -- and if your recommendation is that more time be

i0 spent on building the record, then I would concede to --

ii if that is your recommendation, as it appears to be. But

12 I would be very concerned about time and how much more

13 time and at what stage are we going to bite this bullet

14 and deal with the non-point source problem that so plagues

15 us.

16 And I would just say to the municipalities

17 that are here, at some point we’re all going to have to

18 bite this bullet together, and at some point we’re all

19 going to have to make sacrifices -- I will as a taxpayer,

20 just with the rest of all of you -- to try to deal with

21 the pollution of our waterways, and I would just plead

22 with you that at some point where you come to realize, as

23 a citizen of this area, that there is sufficient evidence

24 there to adopt these standards, that we don’t do it just

25 for the sake of short. We don’t reject it just for the
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1 sake of short-side considerations, and we think about

2 what’s going te happen to the future of our region.

3 So with that, I will ask you how much more

4 time?

5 MR. DICKERSON: I would not want to go

6 beyond the end of the year. That would probably be an

7 adequate time to at least vent the issue somewhat more.

8 BOARD MEMBER LYON: That would give the

9 regulated community an opportunity to analyze the

I0 recommendations again, the three quarters of an inch. I

II think the cities, they’ve been here today, they’ve

12 listened this and they can go back and ask their public

13 works director what it’s going to mean to our city

14 cost-wise, can we do this, what kind of charges are going

15 to be involved.

!6 The cities are limited and they can’t just

17 raise taxes any longer. That ability has been taken away

18 from them. So they need to go away from here and think

19 about it and bring that back.

20 BOARD MEMBER COE: Mr. Chairman.

21 When does the permit come up for renewal?

22 MR. DICKERSON: The permit wil! be before

23 the Board again in July of 2001. New applications are

24 required to us by January 1 of 2001.

25 BOARD MEMBER COE: So this gives staff and
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1 the Board and the permittees an opportunity to thoroughly

2 reevaluate their experience with this permit and make any

3 changes that are required.

4 MR. DICKERSON: Certainly within the next

5 permit.

6 CPIAIRMIIN NAHAI: So your suggestion is that

7 we have another delightful gathering like this --

8 (Laughter)

9 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: -- at our December meeting

i0 where we can revisit with old friends?

Ii (Laughter)

12 MR. DICKERSON: Once again, thank you for

13 sharing the burden.

14 Perhaps given the fact that we probably

15 will have -- we may very well have a crowded agenda, we

16 may want to set a special meeting time for consideration

17 of the final proposal. Would that be acceptable to the

i8 Board?

19 BOARD MEMBER LYON: Yes.

20 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: I think it’s an issue of

21 tremendous importance.

22 MR. DICKERSON: And this is subject, of

23 course, to making sure that our counsel says that that’s

24 okay to do.

25 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: I see our counsel nodding
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1 his head and her heai.

2 ~..K. DICKERSON: Thank you.

3 CI~.AI~V.AN NA/4AI: Thank you.

4 * * *
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1

2 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Good morning, ladies and

3 gentlemen. We have a quorum of the board present and so

4 since it’s about 9:15, let’s get the proceedings

5 underway.

6 We’ll start with the pledge of allegiance.

7 And I would like to as~ Dr. Jack Coe to lead us in the

8 pledge.

9 (Pledge of allegiance.)

I0 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Could we have the roll

ii call, please.

12 MS. GOODMAN: Ms. Cloke?

13 MS. CLOKE: Present.

14 MS. GOODMAN: Mr Coe?

15 MR. COE: Present.

16 MS. GOODMAN: Ms Diamond?

17 MS. DIAMOND: Present.

18 MS. GOODMAN: Ms Lyon?

19 (No response.)

20 MS. GOODMAN: Mr Miller?

21 (No response.)

22 MS. GOODMAN: Mr Nahai?

23 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Present.

24 MS. GOODMAN: Mr Shaheen.
R0071904

25 MR. SHAHEEN: Present.

26 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: We’d like to ask the

27 executive officer if there are any changes to the agenda.

28 MR. DICKERSON: Good morning, Mr. Chairman.
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I Thank you. With regard to changes in the agenda, we are

2 continuing item 3, which is the approval of the minutes

3 from the December 9 and December 20th board meeting until

4 the January 31 board meeting. We will have that

5 available at that time.

6 Continuing items 9.4, Golden West refining

7 company and i0.I, Carrier Corporation, until future board

8 meeting. There are several issues that still remain on

9 those permits that need to be addressed.

I0 We are continuing item No. 12 Sun Coast

ii Calamari, ACL until future board meeting. We are in

12 discussions with that particular company to ascertain

13 some specific facts surrounding that ACL.

14 We’re continuing item 13 WDR in the TSO

15 county of L.A. Trancas sewer treatment facility until a

16 future board meeting. We have a request from the county

17 to delay consideration of that. We will hear it, though,

18 in the very near future, the board meeting.

19 Removing Ojai Valley Sanitation District

20 ACL, that’s item 14. The matter has been resolved. The

21 sanitary district has made their penalty in full.

22 Continuing item 15, L.A. Turf Club ACL.

23 This matter is going to be brought back for further

24 consideration of -- for the board. There is a settlement

25 offer that they wish to bring to the board, and we will

26 have that for you at the next board meeting. Actually,

27 it’s March 2 board meeting if that’s the one you got.

28 MS. CLOKE: That’s number 15?
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1 MR. DICKERSON: I’m sorry? Number 15, yes.

2 And those are the changes for today.

3 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: We don’t need to vote on

4 it. The next item then on the agenda is item No. 4,

5 which is the report of the nominating committee on the

6 election of officers for the coming year. Dr. Coe?

7 MR. COE:’ Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The

8 nominating committee this year consisted of Francine

9 Diamond and Susan Cloke and me. The Porter-Cologne Act

i0 requires that the board elect officers the first meeting

ii of the year. And so we’re doing that.

12 The nominating committee after not too much

13 deliberation and in view of the excellent leadership this

14 past year, the unanimously nominating continuation of the

15 present leadership with David Nahai as chairman and

16 Marilyn Lyon as vice chairman, and we so nominate that

17 slate of officers.

18 MS. CLOKE: We need a second for that. I’d

19 like to second that.

20 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: All in favor?

21 BOARD MEMBERS: Aye.

22 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: So carried. I have to

23 tell you by "excellent leadership," Dr. Coe means that

24 they couldn’t find anybody else to do it. So but thank

25 you very much for that.

26 Going on the next item on the agenda is the

27 consideration of the 2000 board m~eting schedule. So

28 we’re all yours.
R0071906
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1 MS. GOODMAN: You just have to make a

2 motion to adopt the schedule as presented.

3 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Do I have a motion to

4 adopt?

5 MS. DIAMOND: So moved.

6 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: We have a second. All in

7 favor?

8 BOARD MEMBERS: Aye.

9 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Any opposed? Carried.

i0 Next item on the agenda is the board member

ii ex parte communication disclosure item. Does any board

12 member have any ex parte communication to report?

13 MR. COE: Mr. Chairman, I received a call

14 yesterday from Paul Schoenberger of the West Coast

15 Central Basin Municipal Water District discussing item

16 9.2 on our agenda, the Wheelabrator Norwalk Energy

17 Company permit.

18 The problem that they have is apparently

19 the energy company, which provides energy to the

20 Metropolitan Hospital, will not buy recycled water from

21 the water districts if the board approves the effluent

22 limits as suggested by the staff.

23 The alternative as presented in our agenda

24 is the use of potable water from the city supply for the

25 cooling water, and its two sets of effluent limits. One

26 for each supply water for cooling.

27 Now, we’re talking about 200 acre feet

28 that’s involved, and I know the board’s very much
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1 interested in conservation and recycling of water in this

2 Southern California.

3 And as I understand it, the representative

4 of the water districts will be here today to comment on

5 that.

6 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: All right. I have one

7 item to report. I ha~ received a call from the

8 principal of a company called Charles Company. The

9 gentleman had some questions to ask me about enforcement

i0 procedures with respect to a matter that is being handled

!i at the staff level.

12 I answered his questions as to general

13 procedural issues but told him that I couldn’t comment at

14 all with respect to the substance of any issue, and I

15 just want the record to reflect that I did receive that

16 call.

17 With no other items, let’s move on to item

18 No. 7, which is the uncontested items calendar. Are

19 there any changes here, Mr. Dickerson?

20 MR. DICKERSON: Mr. Chairman, I would ask

21 that the consent calendar be approved items 9.1 through

22 9.3, 9.5 and 9.6, 10.2 through I0.i0 and item 16.

23 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Do we have motion for

24 approval?

25 BOARD MEMBERS: So moved.

26 MR. COE: Does that mean 9.2 is still on

27 the consent calendar, Dennis?

28 MR. DICKERSON: Yes. R0071908
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~ MR. COE: If it’s no problem with the

2 discharging then.

3 MS. CLOKE: I’d like to second that, and

4 I’d also like to just point out for the record and for

5 people in the public that item No. 16, which is on our

6 consent calendar, is a resolution in support of the safe

7 neighborhoods parks, clean water, clean air and coastal

8 protection.

9 COURT REPORTER: Can you move it just a

i0 little closer?

II MS. CLOKE: I am seconding the consent

12 calendar and pointing out for both the record and the

13 members of the audience present today that item No. 16 on

14 the consent calendar is a resolution in support of the

15 Safe Neighborhood Parks, Clean Water, Clean Air and

16 Coastal Protection Bond Act of 2000 and the Safe Drinking

17 Water, Clean Water, Watershed Protection and Flood

18 Protection Act.

19 And I wanted our support for that measure

20 to be very publicly noted.

21 MR. COE: Mr. Chairman, next on the consent

22 calendar I will abstain from 9.3.

23 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Okay. Any other comments

24 with respect to any consent calendar item?

25 All right. I’d just like to add to Ms.

26 Cloke’s comments the support of the board for item No.

27 16. And please vote for it when you get the chance.

28 MS. DIAMOND: Would you please note what
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i those proposition numbers are since we’re asking people

2 to vote for them.

3 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: I don’t have the

4 proposition numbers here unfortunately.

5 MS. DIAMOND: I think it’s 13 and 12.

6 Propositions 13 and 12.

7 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Going on the next agenda

8 item is the public forum. I have two cards. The first

9 is from Mr. Richard Lambros.

I0 MR. LAMBROS: Good morning, Mr. Chairman,

ii members of the board. My name is Rich Lambros. I’m with

12 the Building Industry Association of Southern California.

13 I rise during this part of your agenda today to reenforce

14 a letter that we had sent over the board staff yesterday

15 afternoon.

16 It arrived late. So in the event that you

17 have not received it, I’ve additional copies that I would

18 be happy to hand over to whoever would be appropriate at

19 this time.

20 Robyn, if you don’t mind. R0071910

21 The letter comments on a number of concerns

22 we have regarding another item on your agenda today and

23 that being ii, the SUSMP proposal.

24 Our concerns are in regard to the public

25 access in the way in which the public comment in the

26 particular section of today’s agenda has been arranged.

27 And our letter makes a request that the board consider

28 modifying your plan to have two, 30-minute presentations
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I to include a third 30-minute presentation.

2 The two presentations you’re allowing for

3 today were set up to allow for the pro and con side of

4 this argument.

5 But I think if you’ve been reading the

6 numerous letters that have arrived on this subject, it’s

7 pretty clear that the arguments do not neatly fall into

8 pro and con.

9 They fall into, we argue, three distinct

I0 categories: The position of the permittees, the position

ii of the environmental community and the position of the

12 regulated community.

13 You’ve allowed time for the permittees to

14 address you today. The other half-hour you’ve allowed

15 time for the environmental community to address you

16 today. They have a half hour, do not allow the half hour

17 of time for the regulated community, and we would very

18 much appreciate that opportunity on your agenda today.

19 We have the speakers here today. If the

20 time were allotted, we think we could put together an

21 effective presentation.

R007191122 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you.

23 MS. CLOKE: How much time did you have in

24 mind?

25 MR. LAMBROS: Excuse me?

26 MS. CLOKE: How much time did you have in

27 mind?

28 MR. LAMBROS: We were hopeful for an

Ii

BA!~NEY,    UNGERMANIq & ASSOCIATES 1-888-326-5900



i equivalent amount of time as the other two components of

2 this complicated issue. So we’re requesting a half hour

3 of time as well.

4 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Do you have ten speakers

5 here today?

6 MR. LAMBROS: Yes, we do.

7 CHAIRMANNA!{AI: Well, then, after the two

8 half-hour segments are over, every -- I hope that

9 everybody in this room who wants to speak will get a

i0 chance to speak. If you have ten speakers, they’ll get

II their three minutes each.

12 MR. LAMBROS: Mr. Chairman, we appreciate

13 that. Our concern is that in fairness to the complexity

14 of the issue, you’re hearing from two of the key

15 components, but you’re not allowing an equal presentation

16 for the third components.

17 Under your rules, our presenters will be

18 interrupted by someone from the other side, not allowing

19 for a cohesive presentation of what we think is a

20 comprehensive report.

21 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Let me just respond to

22 you. I think your comments should have really been part

23 of item No. II, and we should have heard them at that

24 point.

25 But what we’ve attempted to do is to come

26 up with a procedure that -- that hears both sides of the

27 issue to the extent that there are two sides and enables

28 every person who wants to make a comment to do that.
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i This is the procedure we came up with.

2 This is what’s been disseminated. We think it’s as

3 impartial and fair as we could get it.

4 It should also be understood that this is

5 not by any means the first hearing on this issue. We had

6 an all day hearing September 16 where many members of the

7 organizations appeared and spoke, made their points

8 clear.

9 There was an all day workshop, I think, in

I0 August. There have been many other meetings and

ii discussions regarding this. Just for this meeting, the

12 members of this board have reviewed something like four

13 folders of documents with the members of your industry

14 being very wel!-represented and points being very

15 succinctly and clearly made in repetitive and great

16 detail.

17 I think we -- we reviewed something like

18 two or three inches of documents before the September

19 meeting, again, with those points very widely made. So I

20 think we’ve decided on our procedure, and it’s as fair as

21 we could do it. It’s as impartial as we could do it.

22 And at this point in time, while I

23 appreciate your comments, that procedure is not going to

24 get changed.

25 MR. LAMBROS: May I respond at all,

26 Mr. Chairman?

27 CHAIRMA!q NAHAI: It’s the decision.

28 So -- go ahead. Of course.
R0071913
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i MR. LAMBROS: Well, Mr. Chairman, as you

2 know, the memo that came out for this procedure said that

3 the board in fairness was going to allow some time on the

4 pro side and some time on the con side.

5 The fact of the matter is, though, that you

6 designated one individual from the EAC and one individual

7 from NRDC, that being the permittees and the

8 environmental community to coordinate that time.

9 We called both sides in this equation and

i0 requested inclusion in their 30 minutes. We feel as if

I! time was allotted to those two components of this

12 equation, the time was not allowed to the regulated

13 community.

14 We’re the ones who are going to live with

15 this regulation. We think it’s important that you allow

16 an equal amount of time for us to present a competent

17 presentation today.

18 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: I understand. And I’ll

19 tell you what. Once all of your members have spoken

20 during the segment that they’ll speak at, if at the very

21 end of the day there is time left, after everybody has

22 had a chance to speak on the issue and members of your

23 organization feel that there is a point that hasn’t been

24 made, then I’d be more than happy to hear from you so

25 that you can make sure that any point that you think that

26 this board should take account of which hasn’t already

27 been included in the speeches during the day in the four

28 folders of documents and the two inches of materials

R0071914
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I" before the September 16 meeting and the arguments that

2 are going to be presented today, if at the end of the day

3 there really is a point that hasn’t been made, then I’ll

4 hear from you at that time.

5 MR. LAMBROS: Well, Mr. Chairman, I

6 appreciate that. Our hope was that we could cover those

7 points on the front end and not have to wait at the end

8 of the day. Thank you.

9 MR. LEON: Mr. Chairman, it escaped my

i0 knowledge that we didn’t take a vote on the consent

ii decree. I wonder if we can have a -- I’m sorry. Not the

12 consent decree but the consent calendar.

13 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: I think we have --

14 MR. LEON: Did they have an actual vote?

15 MS. CLOKE: I think -- want to vote again?

16 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: We’ll vote again. Can I

17 have a motion for approval of the consent calendar.

18 MS. LYON: I’ll move.

19 MS. CLOKE: It was seconded by me about my

20 comments about the --

21 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: About items --

22 MS. CLOKE: About 12 and 13 of the --

23 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you.

24 MS. CLOKE: -- proposition.

25 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Just so Jorge is happy,

26 all in favor?

27 BOA!~D MEMBERS: Aye.

R007191528 CHAIRMA!q NAHAI: Any opposed?
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I" The next card I have is from a Mr. Paul

2 Schoenberger, and I would ask that, if these comments are

3 about item No. II, let’s leave it until we get to item

4 No. Ii.

5 MR. SCHOENBERGER: Thank you. Good

6 morning, Board members. My name is Paul Schoenberger.

7 I’m the chief of engineering and operations for the

8 Central Basin and Municipal Water District.

9 And Central Basin Municipal Water District,

i0 we have the task of wholesaling imported water to an area

ii of Los Angeles county that covers more than 1 million

12 people.

13 And one of the cornerstones of the water

14 resources management that we’ve been doing for the last

15 ten years, is our recycled water system where we’ve been

16 developing sources of recycled water, constructing

17 distribution systems and finding users for this resource

18 to stretch the water resources in our area.

19 And so with that, we are a very large

20 supporter of recycled water. I know the board is a

21 supporter of trying to increase the use of recycled water

22 as most of the community in California, the water

23 community in California is.

24 I just would like to point out that an item

25 on the consent calendar which we support, which is item

26 9.2., the Wheelabrator Permit. That item has -- is in

27 regard to a discharge. And in that what the -- the point

28 I want to come out and discuss today is that recycled
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I" water is treated very differently than potable water in

2 this permit and to an extent that would exclude its use.

3 And in that permit, there are two different

4 limits placed upon the discharger depending upon whether

5 they use potable water or recycled water.

6 And in our view, the recycled water limits

7 are extremely strict to the level that no source water,

8 whether it was state water, Colorado River water,

9 groundwater or recycled water, could meet those limits.

I0 So effectively excluding recycled water as a use.

II I don’t want anything that I say today to

12 dissuade the board here from passing that permit. I just

13 want to point that out and that I think it’s really

14 contrary to the board and our districts and the state’s

15 goal of trying to increase the usage of recycled water in

16 the area.

17 This particular use is a very large user,

18 and they represent a potential 5 to 7 percent increase in

19 our total reclaimed water system. We’ve already spent to

20 date about $50 million in this system, and it’s just

21 unfortunate that the recycled water is being inhibited

22 from being used in this case.

23 And the recycled water that we would be

24 able to serve this user really is not very different than

25 potable water. It meets all the drinking water MCLs.

26 It’s -- you know, you can distinguish it from potable

27 water but just marginally.

28 So we look forward to working with your
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i staff in the near future to hopefully come up with a

2 revision on the water recycled side of that permit

3 so -- and come back to the board with a modification to

4 the permit. That would allow recycled water to be used

5 in this instance. Thank you very much.

6 MR. COE: I have a question.

7 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Sure.

8 MR. COE: As I understand this Wheelabrator

9 needs water for cooling, and if they use reclaimed water,

i0 then according to the effluence limits here in our

ii proposed permit, they have to monitor and analyze for,

12 looks like, maybe 15 or 20 additional constituents

13 phenols and heavy metals and --

14 MR. SCHOENBERGER: Yes. Metals --

15 MR. COE: -- so on. And they’re not

16 willing to go to the extra cost of doing that and they

17 would, therefore, not use reclaimed water but use city

18 water; is that correct?

19 MR. SCHOENBERGER: The cooling tower

20 process concentrates up whatever source water there is

21 and before it’s discharged. So with the limits, the

22 additional limits on the recycled water side, there’s no

23 source water available to them -- potable, groundwater,

24 you know, state project water, Colorado water or recycled

25 water -- that would be able to meet those limits.

26 So it precludes them from using the
R0071918
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i staff more than once to discuss this.

2 MR. SCHOENBERGER: Correct.

3 MR. COE: Thank you.

4 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you,

5 Mr. Schoenberger.

6 With that, we’ll move to number ii, which

7 is the SUSMP public hearing, and I’ve asked the executive

8 assistant to read the opening statement.

9 MS. GOODMAN: This is a public meeting to

I0 consider board action regarding Standard Urban Storm

Ii Water Mitigation Plan which have been submitted to the

12 executive officer pursuant to the requirements of the

13 Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permit order

14 number 96-054.

15 During this public hearing, staff will

16 provide a report to the board detailing the executive

17 officer’s intention to approve the Standard Urban Storm

18 Water Mitigation Plan with changes and ask the board to

19 adopt a resolution expressing the Regional Board’s

20 expectations regarding the SUSMP approval.

21 Copies of the Standard Urban Storm Water

22 Mitigation Plan were sent to the U.S. EPA State Water

23 Resources Control Board and other interested agencies,

24 persons and organizations.

25 The order of presentation of testimony at

26 this meeting will be announced by the chairman. Anyone

27 so desiring will be heard. If you have not filled out

28 one of the blue speaker cards located on the table at the
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f back of the room, please raise your hand, and we will get

2 a card for you to fill it out.

3 It will be appreciated if all persons

4 appearing before the board will leave written copies of

5 their testimony, if available. The board will consider

6 all testimony.

7 However, in the interest of time, it is

8 requested that all repetitive and redundant statements be

9 avoided. The setting of time limits for the presentation

I0 of the evidence is at the discretion of the board.

ii Mr. Chairman, would you now open the

12 hearing and administer the oath.

13 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: I shall. Could I ask all

14 of you who are going to give testimony in this matter

15 please stand and take the oath.

16 (People sworn in.)

17 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Let’s talk a little bit

18 about the procedures that we’re going to follow, which I

19 know Mr. Lambros doesn’t like, but it was the fairest way

20 we could divide to hear all of you.

21 What we’re going to do is this: First of

22 all, we’ll have the staff presentation. After the staff

23 presentation, there will be two half-hour segments which

24 will be devoted to ten speakers each so that those

25 speakers cannot exceed three minutes per person.

26 Those two segments will attempt as much as

27 possible to advocate one position or another with respect

28 to the staff proposal that’s before us today.

R0071920
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1 The board members will hold their questions

2 until the end of each of those presentations. In other

3 words, we’ll allow the staff to make their presentation.

4 At the end of that presentation, the board members will

5 ask questions, if they wish to.

6 Then one side for 30 minutes and at the end

7 of that, the board members will pose questions to those

8 speakers, if they wish to. Then the second 30 minutes

9 out with questions, if there are any.

I0 Then once those two 30-minute segments are

ii over -- in other words, once we’ve heard from those 20

12 speakers, then it will be opened up to anybody who hasn’t

13 spoken and wishes to. And each person will be limited to

14 three minutes each.

15 I heard that one person had turned in -- I

16 don’t know -- a number of cards because he thought that

17 he represented a number of different interests. That’s

18 not the way it’s going to work. Okay? Three minutes per

19 person.

20 That’s the only way that we can think of

21 doing this so that we can hear from all of you during the

22 day. Now, if at the end of the day we have time

23 left over, I’ll open up the podium, again, to anybody who

24 feels that there’s, you know, a burning point that hasn’t

25 been made during the presentation.

26 But you may also wish to think as we go

27 along that, you know, we’ve reviewed a great deal of

28 materials. We’ve heard many arguments. So if you see
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1 that another speaker has already pointedly and

2 emphatically made the argument that you wish to make, you

3 know, you may wish to decide that it’s not necessary to

4 speak. So I’ll just leave that up to your discretion.

5 Now, the three-minute rule is absolutely

6 strict. In order to help you and to help me we have

7 that flashing thing there. We put it on a box so you can

8 really see it. And when it gets to three minutes, it’s

9 going to flash; is that correct? And at that time,

i0 please stop.

Ii I don’t enjoy, you know, interrupting

12 speakers. I really don’t. So I’d really appreciate it

13 if you won’t make me do that. So once you see the

14 flashing red lights, we promise you it’s been

15 synchronized for the proper three minutes, and please

i~ stop speaking. Thank you very much.

17 With that, I’d like to invite the staff

18 presentations. And it would also be nice, if you have

19 cell phone conversations, please step outside. Thank

20 you. Just as this gentleman is doing.

21 MR. DICKERSON: Mr. Chairman, members of

22 the board, good morning. It’s perhaps fitting that

23 agenda in item Ii, Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation

24 Plans is on the agenda for today, our 50th anniversary as

25 a Regional Board.

26 At the very least, what the board does

27 today will serve the key point of reference in our quest

28 to meet the mission of the Regional Board, to protect and
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1 restore the water quality of this region.

2 Before I begin my formal presentation, I

3 would like to take a moment to thank Dr. Xavier

4 Swamikannu for his tireless efforts to manage this

5 permit.

6 This is one of the most significant storm

7 water permits in the nationand one of the greatest water

8 quality challenges we face as a board. And yet we have

9 only a fraction of one person funded to manage this

i0 permit.

ii I would also like to thank the members of

12 my staff who over the past few weeks and days have been

13 drawn into maelstrom of activity, especially Robyn

14 Goodman and Ronji Harris, who responded to my urgent cry

15 for help with good nature and dedication. Thank you.

16 And Jorge Leon, who has also been

17 instrumental in developing a legal basis for this action

18 which you have in the staff report. My sincere

19 appreciation to each of you. Thank you.

20 The notion of a Standard Urban Storm Water

21 Mitigation Plan for SUSMPs, and it’s usually in the

22 plural SUSMPs is rooted in the Municipal Storm Water and

23 Urban Runoff Permit issued to the county of Los Angeles

24 and its 85 municipalities in 1996.

25 The permit requires that SUSMPs be

26 developed for at a minimum several development

27 categories. These include home subdivisions, commercial

28 developments of at least I00,000 square feet in size,
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1 automotive repair shops, retail gasoline outlets,

2 restaurants and single-family homes on hillsides.

3 Once adopted, the SUSMP would be a set of

4 standards or criteria that developers and architects

5 could use to design their projects in ways that will

6 result to those proPe[ties contributing inherently less

7 pollution when it rains.

8 Cities would use the SUSMPs to adopt their

9 own enforceable ordinances and then apply them in their

i0 review and approval of project plans. SUSMP standards

ii only apply to new development or substantial

12 redevelopment projects in the applicable SUSMP

13 categories.

14 As a consequence, the applicability of

15 SUSMPs is limited, and their consequent effect on storm

16 water quality in our streams will, at first, be

17 relatively small.

18 As years pass and more and more property is

19 redeveloped, a greater percentage of urban land will be

20 retrofitted with SUSMPs. Eventually much of the L.A.

21 Basin will gain the benefit of some enhanced level of

22 storm water management.

23 It must be remembered, however, that SUSMPs

24 are only a small part of the 1996 storm water permit

25 requirements. Many other aspects of that permit address

26 other issues and current problems. R0071924
27 SUSMPs are simply one long-term approach to

28 address the ubiquitous problem of pollution from storm
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1 water runoff and to address that problem for new

2 development to prevent the problem from getting worse.

3 That problem is pervasive and growing.

4 Storm Water is the vehicle by which

5 pollution that is deposited on our highways and roads,

6 our curbs and gutters.~, our yards and alleys, is conveyed

7 to our streams and to the ocean. And we did have some

8 slides which are identifying some of the actual water

9 quality impacts, the very early on, Jack, if they haven’t

i0 been up yet.

II When it rains, the runoff carries amazingly

12 large amounts of pollutants that reach the ocean. It

13 adds to toxic levels of sediments in estuaries which

14 contribute to the deterioration of our aesthetic

15 environment and the degradation of the aquatic

16 environment.

17 The amounts of these pollutants that reach

18 our streams every year are not measured in ounces but in

19 thousands of pounds. And in the case of water-borne

20 litter, hundreds of tons each year.

21 The problem is real. And the contribution

22 of these pollutants contributes to many of our streams

23 being listed on the federal 303(d) listing of impaired

24 waters. These are impairments for which total maximum

25 daily loads or TMDLs are required and their requisite

26 load allocations and implementation plans to remove those

27 impairments.
R007192S
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1 are the appropriate SUSMPs to apply to categories of the

2 developments in the staff’s SUSMP proposal. We began

3 this process with the formal submittal of SUSMPs to the

4 Regional Board by the principal permittee of the 1996

5 permit. That’s the county of Los Angeles.

6 In reviewing that submittal, staff

7 determined that additional requirements were needed to

8 enhance the SUSMPs submittal. After a public workshop

9 last August, staff proposed the addition of numerical

i0 design standard to establish the size of Best Management

i! Practices which are simple and common-sense techniques to

12 reduce the amount of pollution in storm water runoff.

13 Under the terms of the 1996 permit, the

14 executive officer is vested with the authority to approve

15 the SUSMPs. However, by proposing a significant

16 modification of the SUSMP by including a numerical design

17 standard, I sought Regional Board concurrence with that

18 recommendation.

19 A hearing was held on September 16 before

20 the Regional Board. The outcome of that hearing was your

21 agreement with my recommendation that a better record was

22 needed and possibly some modifications to the SUSMP

23 proposal were necessary.

24 The result was a series of discussions with

25 interested parties that led to our publishing a December

26 7 proposal which is now before you in your binder as

27 pages ii-i through 11-19. R0071926
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1 which is dated January 18, and was submitted to you

2 separately. Additionally, a change sheet has been issued

3 and is being augmented today.

4 The SUSMP before you, the proposal before

5 you, while an extensive document, is really quite simple

6 and much of the language of the proposal is also

7 noncontroversial and carries over from the text of the

8 SUSMP submitted to the Regional Board last August.

9 Since the September 16 board hearing, some

I0 changes have been made to the proposal in an effort to

ii create flexibility and to recognize the problems

12 associated with the implementation of any substantive

13 permit requirements.

14 Some of these have become the focus of

15 additional controversy adding to the numerical design

16 standard that was a principal point of controversy last

17 September.

18 The proposal itself is partitioned into

19 several main segments. These are definitions and then

20 requirements applicable to all SUSMP categories. These

21 include a number of specific areas: Peak storm water

22 runoff rates, conservation of national areas,

23 minimization of storm water pollution through use of

24 BMPs, protection of slopes and channels, providing storm

25 drain identification, proper design of outside storage

26 areas, proper design of trash storage areas, establishing

27 proof of long-term BMP maintenance and design standards

28 for treatment controls.
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1 That last item which is applicable to all

2 categories, design standard for treatment controls, is

3 the numerical standard which is the focus of so much

4 controversy.

5 There are also specific requirements

6 applicable to certain. ~ategories. Most of these

7 provisions provide additional BMPs for certain types of

8 development where those are believed necessary to provide

9 additional controls to reduce storm water pollution.

I0 Two additional categories of SUSMPs have

ii been added, parking lots and environmentally sensitive

12 areas which result in additional requirements. To build

13 in some flexibility to the provision, a waiver provision

14 has been included which is carefully defined and limited

15 to certain circumstances.

16 Some of those are infiltration BMPs may

17 pose a risk to groundwater quality under certain

18 circumstances. So a waiver can be applied at that point.

19 There also may not be adequate space

20 available to use BMPs. So a waiver option is allowed.

21 And finally, soil conditions may not be suitable for

22 infiltration BMPs. Therefore, allowing a waiver seems

23 appropriate in that circumstance.

24 Remember the waiver provision is something

25 designed to allow flexibility. The final element is

26 provision for the county and cities to use a professional

27 certification to represent the adequacy of the project

28 plan as meeting the SUSMP requirements rather than having

R0071928

BARNEY, UNGERMANN & ASSOCIATES 1-888-326-5900



1 to review and approve those documents themselves

2 resulting in additional work by city plan review staff

3 I’m very sensitive having a staff that’s

4 already overworked as having to impose more work at other

5 staffs in the cities.

6 Those are the fundamental elements of the

7 SUSMP proposal. As you move to consider this matter, I

8 would request that you think of it as two distinct

9 proposals. First, the basic SUSMP, which is everything

I0 but the numerical standard. And then of course the

II numerical standard itself as the second major element.

12 The former is a lot less controversial than

13 the latter. Also keeping them separate will allow you at

14 the end of the day to perhaps provide greater clarity in

15 your direction to staff.

16 So as you know, we have developed a change

17 sheet. And so the question is what was wrong with the

18 proposal as it was written that requires changes? First,

19 let me talk about the basic SUSMP. To begin, we needed

20 to better state some of the definitions.

21 We received various comments on a number of

22 points of the proposal. Hillsides were one area where

23 change was felt needed. The definition was not adequate.

24 So in response to comments, we have now added additional

25 clarity to state the hillsides are property located in an

26 area with known erosive soil conditions where the

27 development contemplates grading on any natural slope

28 that is 25 percent or greater.
R0071929
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1 While we added the definition for parking

2 lots, at the outset we did not make it clear that we were

3 talking about commercial standalone parking lots between

4 25 and 200 spaces in size. Not all parking areas for

5 commercial facilities and -- rather not all parking for

6 commercial facilities under I00,000 square feet in size.

7 We also were unclear on setting the

8 threshold for when a redevelopment project would have

9 SUSMPs applied. We now have added a threshold of 50

I0 percent of impervious surface addition or the making of

ii improvements to 50 percent or more of the existing

12 structure as the threshold for SUSMP conditions to apply.

13 The term environmentally sensitive area

14 means different things to different people and agencies.

15 We’ve limited our definition to the one adopted by the

16 board for the city of Long Beach storm water permit.

17 This definition limits the areas to those

18 identified by the county of Los Angeles, the State Water

19 Resources Control Board and the California Resources

20 Agency. Referenced documents have been included.

21 We have made a number of less significant

22 changes in the document that are identified in the change

23 sheet, and I will address them only if you wish

24 clarification. I probably will have to ask the neighbors

25 surrounding the community to help the matter here as

26 well. R0071930
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! flexibility and creative mechanism for funding regional

2 projects with the funds that would be saved by not

3 installing BMPs at a given site.

4 However, the waiver is controversial

5 because it does provide an out from the SUSMP

6 requirements. Ultimately you will need to provide

7 guidance on the propriety and appropriateness of that

8 waiver.

9 Now, let’s turn to the numerical design

i0 standards which has been and remains the principal focus

ii of comments. The fundamental notion is that, if you

12 install a BMP as part of a new development, it ought to

13 be of an adequate size that it can be effective. That’s

14 the basic concept.

15 Last April you approved a resolution

16 adopting a set of BMPs that should be used in development

17 activities. You also said that they should be the most

18 effective BMPs. Effectiveness is largely determined by

19 size and degree of maintenance.

20 If a BMP is large enough, it could manage

21 all the runoff generated from the largest measured storm

22 event, and we certainly are not proposing that today.

23 However, if it is too small, it will be less effective

24 and perhaps ineffective for all but the smallest rain

25 events.

26 We do not specify the degree to which a BMP

27 should remove pollutants. Rather, we have proposed an

28 amount of rainfall that a BMP should be able to manage
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1 thereby resulting in the removal of a reasonable amount

2 of pollutants.

3 The 0.75 inch standard is proposed and

4 since will provide coverage by a BMP for i00 percent of

5 the volume of 85 percent of the storm events.

6 It will rain more than .75 inches. And our

7 proposal will not address the volume of rain that’s over

8 that amount. But we do not believe it necessary to do so

9 to effect a considerable reduction in polluted runoff.

i0 Most pollution is picked up in the earliest

Ii phase of a rain event. By addressing the first part of

12 runoff, and most of the runoff, most of the time, through

13 BMP sized to that standard, we will make a significant

14 difference in runoff water quality.

15 As I noted earlier, we are talking about a

16 relatively small amount of land for the early years.

17 While the overall impact will be difficult to notice

18 early on, the payoff is really for the next generation

19 who will have a much more intrinsically cleaner

20 environment.

21 Think of it as a milestone that the

22 Regional Board in 50 years will mark as the highlight of

23 millennial foresight. The proposal has included two

24 exemptions that we believe are reasonable.

25 First is the rooftop runoff exemption. The

26 concept here is simple. Runoff from rooftops is less

27 polluting than runoff that traverses streets picking up

28 oil or passing through lawns picking up what people
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1 didn’t.

2 If you don’t need to run this cleaner water

3 through a BMP, the BMP that you have can be smaller and

4 cheaper to build and maintain. This rooftop exemption

5 may not work in all cases. Where the roof itself is

6 shown to be inherently polluting, it is excluded.

7 Where the rooftops has vents or air

8 pollution control systems that may result in a residue on

9 the roof that can then be washed off during a rain, it’s

i0 excluded. If the runoff from the roof is not channeled

Ii away from the ground surface so it can pick up

12 pollutants, there is no exemption.

13 Finally, if the rooftop runoff is diverted

14 to a stream that is natural, there’s no exemption. These

15 criterias seem to make sense. NRDC in their comment

16 letter challenges the rooftop exemption but then cannot

17 cite a study to show that the rooftop runoff would pose a

18 water quality problem. And indeed they acknowledge the

19 studies are indeed underway.

20 It would be inappropriate to require BMPs

21 for rooftop runoff without a clear showing that the

22 runoff from rooftops is a substantial portion of the

23 storm water pollution problem.

24 Right now we don’t know. And the proposal

25 is flexible enough to allow the numerical standard to

26 apply once a showing is made that there is indeed a

27 problem to be addressed. R0071933
28 The other exemption from the 0.75 inch
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1 standard is for restaurants that are less than 5,000

2 square feet in size. The intent is to preclude

3 applicability of the numerical design criteria to many

4 restaurants that are small businesses in urbanized areas

5 while still applying the basic SUSMP package to them.

6 Larger standalone restaurants or those

7 located in a commercial complex will generally be covered

8 by exceeding the 5,000 square foot criteria or by their

9 placement in a commercial complex that is larger than

I0 i00,000 square feet in size.

ii While we have proposed a 0.75 inch standard

12 applicable to all the SUSMP development categories, the

13 board may wish to consider some alternative to what staff

14 has proposed. Between the 0.75 standard and no standard,

15 there are many options.

16 First, the board could impose a more

17 stringent number than 0.75 inches. One inch or more

18 could be imposed. Alternatively, a lesser number could

19 be chosen, for example, 0.5 inches or even a third of an

20 inch.

21 No numerical standard could be adopted

22 leaving the standard being the most effective BMP, a

23 judgment call rather than a measurable, quantifiable and

24 ultimately verifiable standard. R0071934

25 A standard could be required immediately or

26 phased in over time. The standard could be applied to

27 only a few categories now and applied to more on the

28 basis of more information at a later time. Perhaps tied
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1 in with consideration of the next Municipal Storm Water

2 Permit review which is scheduled for July 2001.

3 The county of Los Angeles has adopted a

4 0.75 inch standard as a result of litigation with NRDC.

5 In their letter, the county’s letter, of January i! at

6 page 11-90 in the comment binder, the county argues

7 caution in moving too fast with a SUSMP proposal given

8 their own difficulty in implementation.

9 The county’s cautionary comments suggest

i0 that the board should carefully consider their problems,

Ii the county’s problems, with implementation.

12 Another issue that we have not yet

13 addressed is that of a cost trigger. By that I mean

14 there is an upper limit as to how much of a project’s

15 total cost that should be spent on BMPs. These costs

16 vary substantially based on the BMP selection.

17 It may be worthwhile for the board to

18 consider some value beyond which additional SUSMP

19 expenditures or BMP expenditures would not be required

20 based on some cost factor expressed perhaps a percentage

21 of the project’s total cost.

22 With this proposal, we have tried to

23 advance the cause of storm water pollution control. I’m

24 confident that, whatever the board’s action today, we

25 have already sent a strong message that the time for a

26 concerted effort to address storm water pollution is now.

27 We have already seen substantial progress

28 by cities to informally apply the 0.75 inch numerical

35

BA!~NEY,    UNGERMANN & ASSOCIATES 1-888-326-5900

R0071935



1 standard and in other instances to establish storm water

2 management programs that go beyond the basics.

3 We are on the right track with this

4 proposal although I believe there is ample room to fine

5 tune the proposal to make it either more comprehensive or

6 to instill greater flexibility. Either way, the goal of

7 improving storm water quality will be achieved.

8 Now, finally I would like to just comment

9 very quickly on the fact that I participated in a hearing

I0 yesterday before the city council for the city of

ii Los Angeles.

12 And I testified on behalf of a resolution

13 that was offered by city councilwoman Ruth Galanter and

14 cosponsored by Mike Fuehr. And that proposal was to

15 support the concept of the numerical standard that the

16 board is considering today.

17 And in your materials that we provided to

18 you today in the brown envelopes, I believe, at page

19 11-51 A-6 and 7, you have the resolution, at least a

20 draft of it, that was offered and subsequently approved

21 by the city council for the city of Los Angeles on a

22 unanimous vote.

23 In addition, the city of West Hollywood

24 recently sent us a letter which identifies -- that’s

25 located at 11153, A-8 also supporting the resolution

26 that’s before you.

27 So with that, I would like to turn the

28 podium over to Dr. Xavier Swamikannu, who will comment

36

BARNEY,    UNGERMANN & ASSOCIATES 1-888-326-5900

R0071936



1 briefly on several issues including BMP costs and a bit

2 more detail on how the 0.75 inch numerical was designed

3 and standard is applied.

4 And he will be followed, I hope, by Jorge

5 Leon, who will comment on a few legal issues. And after

6 that, we’ll respond to all comments that you have

7 regarding to staff.

8 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Thank you, Dennis.

9 Mr. Chairman and members of the board, I’m going to cover

i0 the most controversial aspect of the SUSMPs which is the

ii numerical mitigation standard.

12 Basically, we have provided four approaches

13 for reasons of flexibility. The one that’s most known to

14 everyone is a three quarters of an inch over 24 RP. But

15 the primary method is what’s called a maximized volume

16 capture which is a recommended method by the American

17 Society of Civil Engineers and the Water Environment

18 Federation.

19 And what that does is that relates rainfall

20 to runoff. So you’re actually addressing runoff, not

21 regular rainfall. The three quarters of an inch standard

22 is focused on rainfall.

23 If you look at all these four approaches,

24 the variation is I0 percent, which is within the norm.

25 Some commenters have addressed the fact that some of

26 these BMPs might be more sensitive to flow than volume.

27 Given the fact that we have traditionally

28 looked at water quantity from a flood control
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1 perspective, there is not geographical information or

2 data to really evaluate flow sensitive BMPs at this time.

3 So there’s no specific recommendation to address flow

4 sensitive benchmarks and (inaudible).

5 As I indicated, the primary method is based

6 on the water and volume and federation recommendation.

7 And it relates rainfall to runoff, and the formula I have

8 before you is -- basically includes those variables. For

9 coastal California what does that mean? It means

i0 depending on the surface area, that is impervious.

ii That the range could be anywhere between

12 point one two inch and point eight six inches. So if

13 there’s less impervious space, you get the benefit of

14 having to create less runoff. In Los Angeles it might

15 not make that much of a difference because much of the

16 urban area stay there.

17 The principal of the three quarters of an

18 inch approach is basically the extreme events. That

19 means heavy rainfall events are rare. And if you look

20 over a long-term, that it’s the smaller events that

21 really matter.

22 And on a cumulative basis if you look at

23 the graph, on the left side, as where the peaks are, what

24 that’s telling you is that most of the volume of rainfall

25 over a long period is from the smaller rain events.

26 What does that mean? What does a three

27 quarters of an inch mean? It basically means that we

28 have an average for Los Angeles that, if you raise that
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1 number, the benefit and the costs associated with

2 building larger BMPs is minimal. ¯ That 85 percent of

3 rainfall events equal to a less than a three quarters of

4 an inch are addressed.

5 First flash which EPA indicates generally

6 is half an inch is also addressed. And then if you do a

7 relationship between pollutants loads and this volume

8 that’s treated by three quarters of an inch, you tend to

9 address between, I would say, 50 and 85 percent of a

i0 pollutant load over a long-term period.

ii The three quarters of an inch is

12 technically defensible. We did not have the Water

13 Environment Federation recommendation five years ago. We

14 have it now.

15 The three quarters of an inch is based on

16 local data, and it uses a nationally accepted method to

17 do the translation. Similar criteria are in use by other

18 communities, and the range is anywhere between half an

19 inch and two inches.

20 And we have similar criteria in this region

21 itself. Santa Monica, Calabasas, Ventura county and

22 unincorporated L.A. County use a similar number.

23 The issue of cost always comes up. How

24 much would the design standard impose on communities?

25 If the graph before you looks at the relative costs of

26 different BMPs size to address storm water, the highest

27 graph is for flood control and then you have for combined

28 and sewer operations. You have for sediment control-
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1 You have a standard from Seattle and then you have one

2 locally.

3 And if you look at the different ranges,

4 the proposed three quarters of an inch is much less than

5 many of the other criteria that have been used to address

6 storm water.

7 I work with the city of Los Angeles staff

8 to run through some calculations on an actual project.

9 It’s a five acre commercial development project. The

i0 project costs 6.5 million. We used a detention basin

Ii best management practices and looked at the different

12 costs.

13 The excavation and ha~l away from the

14 sediment from the detention basin 12,817. The land cost

15 was during 9,000. Maintenance at one year. Maintaining

16 it once a year $33.00. Total cost at about 42,000. If

17 you relate that to the project cost, that’s .6 percent.

18 Another BMP for the same project. You look

19 at an infiltration trench and a vegetated swale

20 combination. The land cost is minimal because it goes

21 into part of the landscaping. Maintenance, five-year

22 replacement of the vegetated swale as well as the trench.

23 If you work out the cost, again, this is

24 less than .5 percent. We also looked at cash basin

25 inserts, and that works out to much less. So preliminary

26 analysis on the actual project indicates that the cost is

27 not going to be that much. R0071940
28 The numerical center that we have provides
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1 flexibility in the choice of BMPs. You can choose a

2 detention basin or you can choose vegetation swale. The

3 mitigation cost is not likely to exceed environmental

4 mitigation reasonable cost threshold which is usually

5 about 5 percent of the project cost.

6 And for the BMP choice is to be made on how

7 effective these BMPs are for the particular situation,

8 and definitely the BMP charge maintenance or the ease of

9 maintenance as one of those calculations.

i0 That’s the end of my presentation, and

ii Jorge might address some legal questions.

12 MR. LEON: Mr. Chairman, good morning.

13 Board members, good morning. Jorge Leon, Regional Board

14 counsel with the office of chief counsel. I was just

15 jotting down a couple of notes as Xavier was speaking

16 about some of the issues that you might want to hear

17 about.

18 What I’m going to propose is to just give

19 you a quick overview of some of the legal issues, and I

20 think it’s -- going too fast?

21 COURT REPORTER: Slow down a little bit.

22 MR. LEON: For now and then I would propose

23 to follow up on some of the specific legal issues that

24 might arise during the parties’ presentations a little

25 bit later.

26 In other words, I think it would be helpful

27 for you to understand the issues if, as the issues are

28 raised, if I could have a response opportunity during
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1 this staff response. It’s up to you. Okay.

2 For now, I wanted to point out that several

3 of the legal issues that had been raised including the

4 appropriateness of the process that is being fol!owed

5 here today, whether CEQA has been complied with, what

6 limits exist on the Regional Board’s authorities and such

7 questions as those in general have been responded to in

8 the staff report and record of decision which is in the

9 agenda of material at section 8 on page 14.

i0 And a couple of other issues that are sort

Ii of noteworthy at this point involve the implication of

12 the SUSMP provisions to discretionary versus

13 nondiscretionary projects, and I wanted to talk a little

14 bit about that.

15 The question is whether the board has

16 or -- rather I guess it should be stated this way.

17 Whether the executive officers’ discretion which is at

18 issue in the SUSMP proposal today ought to include

19 discretionary or nondiscretionary projects.

20 The permit that is the basis of the action

21 today of course is the storm water permit, the municipal

22 permit 96 054. That permit speaks only of

23 nondiscretionary projects. But it also does include some

24 specified enumerated areas where storm controls need to

25 be placed.

26 So first let me say that it’s my belief

27 that, since the permit speaks of the application of the

28 SUSMP proposal to discretionary projects, that we’re
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1 stuck. That that’s what we ought to interpret today’s

2 proposal to apply to, the discretionary projects, not the

3 nondiscretionary projects.

4 However, where a nondiscretionary project

5 is also a enumerated project, it’s my belief that,

6 because the entire ph!losophy of the permit was to

7 address identified areas and those would be the

8 enumerated areas were actual storm water issues,

9 pollution have been found to be reliably present need to

I0 be addressed.

ii It’s my recommendation that you apply the

12 SUSMP proposal to those enumerated activities whether or

13 not they are discretionary or nondiscretionary.

14 That would apply a more liberalized

15 approach to the interpretation of the SUSMP application.

16 If there are any other specific issues that you would

17 like for me to address, I would like to try to do that

18 now. Otherwise I’ll be seated and await your call as the

19 issues arise.

20 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: I’m sure there will be

21 some legal language changes or questions on the body of

22 the permit and then we’ll give that to you.

23 MR. DICKERSON: Mr. Chairman, that

24 concludes the staff presentation.

25 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Do we have any questions

26 from staff?

27 MS. LYON: Yes, I have. I had some

28 questions about the hearing you went to yesterday at
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1 Los Angeles City Council. How many council members were

2 present?

3 MR. DICKERSON: I think it was 13.

4 MS. LYON: Was there a Public Works

5 corrector there?

6 MR. DICKERSON: There was no one who spoke

7 at the hearing, but there was a Public Works -- well,

8 it’s actually the Bureau of Sanitation. Their deputy

9 director was present but did not testify.

i0 MS. LYON: I find it a little hard to

Ii believe that those council members were fully informed of

12 everything that was going on before they took their vote.

13 So I’m not putting a whole lot of thought into the

14 resolution.

15 MS. DIAMOND: I have a question. Some of

16 the definitions are still not entirely clear to me. For

17 example, on -- you describe the parking lot definition

18 and the changes that were made.

19 Given -- would you give me an example of a

20 parking lot that would be covered and a parking lot that

21 would not be covered?

22 MR. DICKERSON: Yes. A parking lot -- the

23 concept that we were trying to do by this specific

24 parking lot designation was -- let’s take for example a

25 parking lot that was going to be opened up at Burbank

26 Airport, and it’s a paid for parking. It’s specifically

27 just for parking. That’s what the parcel is all about.

28 And it’s not associated with a mini-mall, for example.
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1 It’s the distinction between parking which

2 is solely for a -- solely on its own versus as part of a

3 development. Because the distinction is that, if you

4 have a i00,000 square foot commercial development, all

5 the parking associated with that is going to be covered.

6 What we want to do is bring down that level

7 to address strictly parking lot activities for those

8 commercial -- excuse me. For those venues where it’s

9 strictly parking only.

i0 MS. DIAMOND: So then it wouldn’t cover a

ii parking lot, for example, of a market that had 25 spaces

12 or more people --

13 MR. DICKERSON: That’s correct.

14 MS. DIAMOND: -- coming in and out all day

15 or that’s sort of --

16 MR. DICKERSON: That’s correct.

17 However, I’m certainly -- the whole point of today is

18 really to get direction from the board as to what you

19 think is appropriate to include if you all collectively

20 think that it should be applied more broadly or not at

21~ all. I fully intend to follow that direction.

22 MS. DIAMOND: I have a couple of other

23 questions related to the definitions. For example,

24 retail gasoline outlets. If they’re one or two pumps,

25 but perhaps they do something beyond automotive work,

26 they are not covered unless 50 percent or more is related

27 to automotive gasoline repair, et cetera; is that

28 correct? Or is that only the numeric standard?
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1 MR. SWAMIKANNU: The retail gasoline outlet

2 definition is basically defined to include the term what

3 does primary mean? And herewe basically use the

4 standard industrial classification which is a federal

5 designation of what the activity is.

6 And so for gas stations basically are

7 correct. It’s the numerical threshold that would not

8 apply where there are less.

9 MS. DIAMOND: So the BMPs would apply, but

i0 the merit would not apply.

ii MR. SWAMIKANNU: Yes. Correct.

12 MS. DIAMOND: One other question I have

13 would be about the restaurants. Those restaurants that

14 are under 5,000 square feet, the smaller restaurants, I

15 wonder if there’s any way you can tell us how many

16 restaurants in Los Angeles, for example, or in the region

17 would that include?

18 We have Mc Donald’s and Burger King. Lots

19 of small restaurants all over. Is this a majority of the

20 restaurants? Is this a small number of restaurants?

21. It’s important for me to know what percentage of

22 restaurants are we not including in this proposal?

23 MR. SWAMIKANNU: It will be difficult for

24 me to give you that number right now. But I think the

25 5,000 square feet basically comes from the practice

26 around the country where do they cut out the threshold.

27 The concept here is that, when it’s 5,000

28 or less, it’s a smaller restaurant. And many of the BMPs
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1 that are associated would be sufficient, and the

2 numerical mitigation standard would not be appropriate

3 for the smaller ones. But in terms of what number, I do

4 not know.

5 MR. DICKERSON: We are --

6 MS. CLOKE: But they are required to have

7 the BMPs even if they don’t have the numerical

8 standards --

9 MR. DICKERSON: Yes.

i0 MS. CLOKE: -- no matter what size they

ii are.

12 MR. DICKERSON: Remember the basic SUSMPs

13 apply to all the categories all the time. With regard to

14 the restaurant issue, the -- most restaurants now that

15 are part of new developments are part of major complexes.

16 And so in most cases those are going to be covered

17 through the i00,000 square foot commercial development

18 category.

19 What we’re really trying to avoid here was

20 to impose a requirement on a -- just because it’s a

21 restaurant, if they’re going through a major

22 redevelopment in an already substantially urbanized area

23 where they would perhaps really have some problems

24 putting in BMPs, that’s the typical example that we were

25 trying to avoid and perhaps a standalone kind of

26 restaurant.

27 But I think we’re finding that those are

28 going to be -- most of the development is going to
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f capture the larger restaurants, I think. The numerical

2 standard is probably going to apply to many is my feeling

3 except for those which we’ve identified.

4 MS. DIAMOND: I have one last question, and

5 that was on the rooftops. I know there are exemptions to

6 the rooftop exclusion. But how -- the problem that I

7 have with it is that we’re talking about storm water

8 being a problem because of all the paving that we have

9 and the impervious surfaces in the region.

i0 It seems to me that rooftops is another

ii example of paving or impervious surfaces. Doesn’t that

12 include -- shouldn’t that be considered, and what was the

13 rationale for eliminating that or excluding it?

14 MR. DICKERSON: If you’re talking about

15 pavement, you’re talking generally about places where

16 cars are driving, which are dripping oil, which are

17 subject to litter, which are subject to just people

18 generating all different kinds of pollution.

19 When it rains and flows over that area, you

20 can pick up additional pollutants. If there were no

21 cars, if there were no people and you have paving, you

22 probably have clean water running off even though it was

23 developed or at least to a large degree.

24 The notion with the runoff from the

25 rooftops is that, if it’s running off a roof and there’s

26 no added pollutants from that roof, then why mix

27 relatively cleaner water with relatively more polluted

28 water which is just going to require your BMP to be
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~ larger, more costly, more costly to maintain in the

2 long-term, when you have don’t have a very substantive

3 solid base of information to include that runoff at this

4 time?

5 The proposal does allow for a determination

6 at some point in the future when studies come in, and I

7 already see reference studies are underway. If those

8 studies show that aerial deposition, for example, is

9 causing a substantial contribution to the storm water

I0 runoff problems, it can be included at that time.

Ii It’s really a question of do we have enough

12 evidence about the water quality if you differentiate it

13 from the roof and from what’s flowing over, let’s say, a

14 parking lot.

15 Do we have enough information to bifurcate

16 that and to say that one is relatively more polluting

17 than the other. We don’t have a lot of good information

18 right now. But we do have common sense that tells you

19 that the rooftop runoff ought to be a lot less polluting

20 if you don’t have some of the same activities occurring

21 obviously on the roof as you do on a parking lot. That’s

22 in essence the justification.

23 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Ms. Diamond, I want to

24 correct a statement that I made. You asked me the

25 question on retail gasoline outlets where if the receipts

26 are less than 50 percent, do the other requirements

27 apply. R0071949
28 I think the answer is not. Basically what
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1° we are saying the requirements are specific for retail

2 gasoline outlets, and retail gasoline outlets are defined

3 by the primary activity.

4 So if you have a big mall and there’s a

5 small pump on the side, the requirements don’t apply.

6 But what we have is in the model program, there’s a

7 priority category.

8 It’s not -- we haven’t specifically

9 designated a business that -- where gas pumps are a

i0 subset of the activities. So the answer to your question

ii is the requirements would not apply in that situation.

12 MS. DIAMOND: Thank you.

13 MR. COE: Yes. I have a series of

14 questions, if I could. I’m looking at the plan, page 8,

15 protects slopes and channels. As corrected, it says,

16 "Project plans must include BMPs consistent with local

17 codes and ordinances to decrease the potential of slope

18 channels from eroding" and so on.

19 It’s page 8 on -- well, January 21 edition.

20 Number 4, protects slopes and channels. What if it’s not

2! consistent with what the codes and ordinances -- what

22 happens? Does that eliminate the BMPs or --

23 UNIDENTIFIED: We can’t hear you in the

24 back.

25 MR. COE: My question, was if it’s not

26 consistent with local codes and ordinances, one could say

27 that the cities that change the codes and ordinances so

28 they are consistent with BMPs. We’re trying to get the
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i BMPs installed to correct the pollution problem.

2 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Mr. Coe, our understanding

3 is that once the board approves this SUSMP and Dennis

4 approves it as well, then the cities municipalities here

5 would be required to adopt these through changes to their

6 codes, ordinances. Whatever.

7 And once that happens, I would think

8 then -- the BMPs that are required to address somewhat

9 would be consistent with the local codes.

i0 MR. COE: Well, I think that needs

ii clarification, the language. I agree with what you just

12 said was the right thing to do.

13 MR. SWAMIKANNU: And we have that statement

14 somewhere as I can look at it for you.

15 MR. COE: Okay. Now, on the bottom of that

16 page where we’re talking about storm drain system,

17 stenciling and signage, the second barrel, it says that

18 we should have signs that discourage illegal dumping.

19 This is a minor editing.

20 MS. CLOKE: Prohibiting.

21 MR. COE: Prohibiting illegal dumping, not

22 discouraging it. We can’t discourage murder. On page i0

23 on the section on maintenance, it’s the maintenance

24 actually starts on the bottom of page 9, item A, proper

25 proof of ongoing BMP maintenance. There is -- several

26 letters came in from primarily cities.

27 They were a little concerned about how this

28 is all going to take place. And we have a very large
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i paragraph of a concept, but they’re afraid that, after

2 the original developer disappears from the scene and

3 sells off the property and the houses, despite the

4 written agreements and so on, that maybe those BMPs won’t

5 be maintained properly.

6 And I think it is a question perhaps for

7 Jorge Leon. Is this the best we can do on maintenance?

8 MR. LEON: I don’t think I have a good

9 answer for that. I’m going to have to ask for Xavier’s

i0 help. Your question specifically is one of

ii practicability --

12 MR. COE: Exactly.

13 MR. LEON: -- of what we’re requiring?

14 MR. COE: Exactly.

15 MR. LEON: Whether it’s practical?

i~ MR. COE: Right. Because if we don’t

17 maintain, then pollution will reoccur, and everybody will

18 be looking at each other. It’s better to have it very

19 clear at the beginning. And I don’t know what the answer

20 is. But from a legal viewpoint, I was asking for your

21 thoughts.

22 MR. LEON: At some point it does become an

23 issue of enforcement by the municipalities, and maybe

24 that’s the answer. We can go so far as --

25 MR. COE: Take a look at it. R0071952

26 MR. LEON: Oh, sure.

27 MR. COE: Okay. There’s a couple weakies

28 in there. I think we’ve -- in negotiating this we’ve
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i stepped back from time to time and weakened our

2 position, and I marked it pink, and I got a lot of pink

3 marks through here.

4 But I understand that sometimes that’s

5 necessary. But for instance, on page i0, Mrs. Cloke was

6 asking it did I bring these out?

7 MR. LEON: Mr. Coe, these are for the

8 audience’s and for my clarification. When you are saying

9 the page number, are you referring to the agenda page

I0 number versus the document page number? You see that

ii there’s one handwritten and then there’s another page

12 that’s typed --

13 MR. COE: I’m looking at the typed page

14 number.

15 MR. LEON: Thank you.

16 MR. COE: The 6th line there. This is why

17 I’m a little concerned about this maintenance situation.

18 That part that was added. The condition of transfer may

19 include a provision.

20 Then on the last line of that paragraph it

21 will also encourage the transfer of this information. I

22 think we should go through and look at things that maybe

23 have been too weakened. I’m on page Ii.

24 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: If I may, Dr. Coe, let me

25 just clarify for the record that what Dr. Coe is

R007195326 referring to is -- is a black line version of the

27 Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan. At the

28 bottom of it, it’s designated final tentative and dated
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i January 21, 2000.

2 MR. COE: Correct.

3 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: That is the version that

4 we’re looking at.

5 MS. CLOKE: Actually, it has the wrong date

6 on it.

7 MR. DICKERSON: We should be using the

8 December 7 version. That’s in your binder.

9 MR. COE: Well, I’m looking at the latest,

I0 which is in the lower left hand corner, is dated January

Ii 21.

12 MS. CLOKE: And it says 1909 when it should

13 say 2000 --

14 MR. DICKERSON: Let me just clarify. We

15 sent a memo to you with that final markup just for your

16 reference only and just so you know the audience does not

17 have that version.

18 MS. CLOKE: We have no handouts of that in

19 the back?

20 MR. DICKERSON: We have the December 7

21 version.

22 MS. CLOKE: This is what all of us --

23 MR. DICKERSON: It continues to

24 change -- there’s no difference between that -- what you

25 have is everyone has a change sheet and the December 7

26 version, and it’s basically the same.
R0071954

27 MR. COE: Well, maybe I can make my

28 reference and then you can indicate the other reference
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i for the audience, if they’re following.

2 MR. DICKERSON: Okay.

3 MR. COE: This is page ii under 9-B, D.

4 MR. LEON: Mr. Coe, I’m sorry. I’m sorry

5 to interrupt. Mr. Chairman, it occurs to me that there’s

6 an issue that I want to make sure is real clear in the

7 record before we take it too much further concerning the

8 versions that are out there.

9 Mr. Dickerson, I’d like to ask for your

i0 clarification. Because as I understand it, what we’re

ii dealing with here is two versions. The audience has a

12 version that has typewritten pages and handwritten pages.

13 And it should say in the lower left corner

14 December 7, 1999; is that correct?

15 MR. DICKERSON: Yes.

16 MR. LEON: That’s the copy that was

17 distributed?

18 MR. DICKERSON: That’s --

19 MR. LEON: The board members have the

20 version that’s dated January 21 in that same location on

21 the lower left, but it contains the identical

22 information --

23 MR. DICKERSON: It contains the changes.

24 MR. LEON: -- except for the fact that the

25 changes have been inserted.

R007195526 MR. DICKERSON: That’s correct.

27 MR. LEON: Those are the only changes.

28 MR. DICKERSON: That’s correct.
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i MR. LEON: Okay. So when you make a page

2 reference, I wonder, Mr. Dickerson, then if you would

3 then, please, refer to the page that the audience has.

4 MS. CLOKE: Mr. Leon, just to further

5 clarify that ours is a strike-out version so that we can

6 see what was taken out and what was added and --

7 MR. LEON: Yes. In other words --

8 MS. CLOKE: -- and ours does have the wrong

9 date on it.

i0 MR. LEON: In other words, yours --

Ii MS. CLOKE: It should be noted that the

12 correct year needs to --

13 MR. LEON: Oh, it’s in ’99?

14 MS. CLOKE: Yes. So that if somebody’s

15 looking at this in the record, they should have that

16 information showing what document --

17 MR. LEON: In other words, the version that

18 the board members have is the compilation of the same

19 version that staff has with the change sheet marked into

20 it.

21 MR. DICKERSON: Yes.

22 MR. LEON: And the staff -- I’m sorry. The

23 public has the other version. They should have a change

24 sheet separate from the December 7.

25 MR. DICKERSON: Right. R00719S6

26 MR. COE: Third time. You know where I am

27 here on -- on small "D," the storm water conveyance

28 system was not directly discharged to a natural stream or
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i a channel segment scheduled for restoration.

2 MR. DICKERSON: Yes. That’s on page 9 of

3 17 of the December 7 version.

4 MR. COE: Thank you. Why do we have

5 small --

6 MR. DICKERSON: The notion there is --

7 MR. COE: (Inaudible.)

8 MR. DICKERSON: This goes back to -- this

9 goes back to the notion that most of our waterways in

I0 Los Angeles county have been channelized. And this is

Ii protection for those which are not yet channelized.

12 Because the flow of the erosive quality of a higher

13 velocity of the flow is the issue that we’re trying to

14 address there.

15 MR. COE: Thank you. Page 12, item 3,

16 properly designed vehicle equipment wash areas.

17 MR. DICKERSON: Yes. That’s page I0 and 17

18 of the December 7 version.

19 MR. COE: The second sentence says, "To

20 alleviative" -- it’s crossed out, I guess. No. I guess

21 that’s not -- maybe I crossed out. "To alleviate this

22 problem consider including in the project plans an area"

23 so and so and so and so.

24 That’s one of those areas where I think

25 it’s very weak and subject to debate. If they don’t do

26 it, they’ll say we don’t have to do it. I’m on page 14.

27 MR. DICKERSON: Page 12 of 17 of the

28 December 7 version.
R0071957
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i MR. COE: Item E, parking lots.

2 MR. DICKERSON: Yes.

3 MR. COE: This has been discussed, but I’m

4 still not clear on -- this has no mention of the 5,000

5 square foot limit there. It has to be 5,000 square feet

6 or greater before this applies. There’s no 5,000 in

7 there, and there is a 5,000 in the resolution which the

8 board will be considering later on.

9 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Mr. Coe, page 3 of your

i0 document basically talks about --

ii MR. COE: Page 3?

12 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Of the document that you

13 have. 3 of -- whatever. Page 3 of the version you have.

14 MR. COE: I’m looking at it.

15 MR. SWAMIKANNU: If you look at the second

16 paragraph, it says, "Regional Board executive officer has

17 designated two additional categories." And it says, "one

18 is location within environmentally sensitive area." And

19 then the next one parking lots, commercial standalone

20 parking lots 5,000 square feet or more.

21 MR. COE: Okay.

22 MR. SWAMIKANNU: So that’s where we call

23 out the application of the requirements.

24 MR. COE: Now, a follow-up question and

25 really an important part of this is -- that seems very

26 small to be -- do I understand that numerical limits

27 don’t apply but the best management practices do for

28 parking lots 5,000 square feet?
R0071958
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~ MR. SWAMIKANNU: The parking lot --

.2 MR. COE: Or somewhere did I see that it’s

3 only 5,000 square feet or larger if it’s heavily traveled

4 from an industrial activity? I read a lot of documents.

5 But this doesn’t have any of that in there, and this is

6 the plan.

7 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Yes. Basically says 5,000

8 or more standalone which is where we are right now.

9 Standalone parking lots 5,000 or greater.

I0 MR. COE: I see -- from comments coming in,

Ii written comments from the outside, some of the cities

12 believe that’s much too small. It would put people out

13 of business and hard to implement BMPs. What’s the

14 source of the 5,000?

15 MR. SWAMIKANNU: In the 1996 L.A. County

16 fund permit issue, we have requirements already for

17 parking lots with 25 spaces or greater. 25 spaces or

18 greater translates to 5,000 square feet.

19 MR. COE: So you’re using what the county

20 has already adopted?

21 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Not -- the permit that we

22 adopted, the Regional Board adopted for L.A. County in

23 1996 has requirements for parking lots with 25 spaces or

24 greater. And so we have used the same threshold. 25

25 spaces translates to 5,000 square feet.

26 MR. COE: What is our response to the

27 cities that say that’s too small? R0071959
28 MR. SWAMIKANNU: We are trying to address
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i the water pollution issue, and some of the studies that

2 have been conducted by some of our municipalities

3 indicates that the level of pollution from parking lots

4 of that size is a concern.

5 MR. COE: Okay. My last comment at this

6 point is page 15, limitation on use of the infiltration

7 BMPs.

8 MR. DICKERSON: Yes. Page 13 of 17 of

9 December 7.

i0 MR. COE: We say in the second paragraph

Ii there "A water table distance separation of ten feet

12 depth in California presumptively poses negligible risk

13 for storm water not associated with industrial activity

14 or high vehicular traffic."

15 I believe Ventura county’s comment, written

16 comments, indicated that they were a little uncomfortable

17 with that ten feet and recommended we say that

18 infiltration BMP shouldn’t be installed over unconfined

19 groundwater basins or aquifers.

20 They’re worried about, of course,

21. contaminating the groundwater supply by having these

22 pollutants infiltrate. I realize ten feet will -- of

23 percolation will -- there is a natural filter and will

24 remove certain things. But can you respond to their

25 concern and perhaps mine?                                      R00719@0

26 MR. SWAMIKANNU: The ten-feet depth

27 separation comes from studies in Fresno where groundwater

28 is a concern. I realize that, when it’s unconfined, that
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i the language you proposed where infiltration BMP is not

2 being encouraged is a further clarification that we can

3 provide.

4 MR. COE: I missed the last words.

5 MR. SWAMIKANNU: For where it is an

6 unconfined aquifer, the infiltration BMPs can be

7 discouraged in that situation. But where it’s a confined

8 aquifer, ten feet separation is sufficient for the

9 studies that we’ve seen.

I0 MR. COE: We don’t say that.

ii MR. SWAMIKANNU: We can add that language,

12 if you want.

13 MR. COE: Thank you very much. That’s the

14 end of my comments. I’ll adjourn at this time. Thank

15 you.

16 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Mr. Shaheen.

17 MR. SHAHEEN: Just a follow up to some of

18 the economic examples that you had up on the board. I

19 just wasn’t sure of the two examples that you showed for

20 cost to implement were hypothetical or if you have a wide

21 range of data of the actual costs to implement?

22 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Mr. Shaheen, we basically

23 took a project that was in the pipeline in the city of

24 L.A. and used the three quarters of an inch to look at

25 the different options of BMPs. The first detention basin

26 is a capture option. The second, vegetative swales

27 infiltrations options and then the use catch basin R0071961

28 insert, which is a flow over, its option -- treatment
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i option.

2 And we use basically accepted cost

3 estimates which are normally used to make those

4 judgments.

5 So it’s not a hypothetical case. It’s an

6 actual case. The city initially had concerns with the

7 standard and so they worked with me to go over the

8 calculations.

9 And so those examples indicate that, based

i0 on the flexibility we have provided, the range is very

II reasonable in terms of cost. Less than .i percent to

12 about .6 percent.

13 MR. SHAHEEN: Thanks. One other question

14 possibly for Dennis, I guess. Again, I heard the comment

15 earlier about staff recourses and even with registered or

16 licensed people that are implementing this, how do you

17 see staff’s role, I guess, from an educational standpoint

18 and from the standpoint if these can be consistently

19 applied to BMPs?

20 MR. DICKERSON: Well, the issue of

21 implementation is always a critical one. And with regard

22 to our staff being able to provide oversight of what’s

23 going on at the municipality level or the county level,

24 it’s certainly very limited.

25 We’re able to do an -- an occasional -- and

26 certainly maybe this year not even that -- annual review

27 of what is being done in the cities for the storm water

28 programs. And should this be adopted, we would be
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i reviewing the implementation of this at that time in the

2 future.

3 At the city level, the whole notion of that

4 proposal, to have it approved by a certified

5 professional, was to allow the city to have a mechanism

6 by which they would be able to avoid having their own

7 staff or hire new staff to review independently that work

8 but rather to rely upon a professional who is adequately

9 familiar with the information to be able to certify that

i0 it does meet that standard.

ii CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Mr. Miller?

12 MR. MILLER: Dennis, I have a question.

13 MR. DICKERSON: Yes.

14 MR. MILLER: On a single-family tract home

15 project, if you have a detention or retention basin, what

16 do you do after all the houses are sold? Who maintains

17 the basin?

18 MR. DICKERSON: That would be the -- if

19 you’re in a large housing complex, the notion is that you

20 would have some sort of a covenant, set of agreements,

21. homeowners association --

22 MR. MILLER: What if you don’t have one?

23 MR. DICKERSON: If you don’t have one.

24 MR. MILLER: Most single-family projects

25 don’t have one.

26 MR. DICKERSON: Oh, are -- the single

27 families that would be applied are the hillside, and what

28 other ones, Xavier?
R0071963
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i MR. SWAMIKANNU: I think he’s talking about

2 developments in the single-family homes.

3 MR. DICKERSON: Okay. I’m thinking of a

4 distinction between, let’s say, once you get up into

5 over, let’s say, 25, 50 homes, you’re probably beginning

6 to look at some kind of an association.

7 MR. MILLER: Not necessarily what happens.

8 MR. SWAMIKANNU: I think the example to

9 look at, Mr. Miller, is Ventura county. Basically given

I0 the BMP options that we have provided, you can sort of

ii build it into the landscape like a lake, a detention

12 basin built like a lake, and so it adds value to the

13 whole property.

14 Ventura county basically has created a fund

15 where the developer puts in a certain amount of money up

16 front for perpetual maintenance. That’s possible. We

17 aren’t dictating options here. But several communities

18 have done it in different --

19 MR. MILLER: No. I’m just curious about

20 what happens in a for sale project where there is no

21 association and there never will be which is -- a
R0071964

22 majority of tract housing is done that way.

23 MR. SWAMIKANNU: I think that -- given the

24 options that we have provided, the municipalities have to

25 find -- find the mechanics. We’re trying to address

26 water quality here. So there is a community benefit.

27 MR. MILLER: Can the municipality then be

28 forced to take over the maintenance of these basins if
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i necessary if they are community property?

2 MR. SWAMIKANNU: I don’t know if force is

3 the right word. But just like roads that we put in in

4 tract homes ultimately get transferred to the

5 municipality, and so similar mechanisms have been tried

6 because the municipality has a responsibility to the

7 community. We are not dictating options here, but they

8 have --

9 MR. MILLER: I was just thinking of a way

i0 to make it work.

ii MR. SWAMIKANNU: Right.

12 MS. LYON: Quick question. When you had

13 your economic examples up there, you might want to

14 refresh my memory again. Did you have any grading costs

15 in there? Those are quite extensive.

16 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Ms. Lyon, I don’t think I

17 included grading costs. The costs were associated with

18 the BMP that structured two to three quarters of an inch.

19 So excavation of the detention basin all the way of the

20 sediment but not the grading of the property which I

21 would consider as part of the project costs.

22 MS. LYON: Well, only if they have to

23 comply with some of these new rules would that even be

24 necessary. So that is part of the cost of this too. A~d

25 I would like you to look a little bit further into that.

26 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Okay. I will.

27 MS. LYON: Thank you. R0071965
28 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: I had a series of
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i questions to ask. And I’ll try not to bore anybody with

2 them, but I do need to ask them. So -- and I’ll refer

3 also to the -- the black line, the strike-out version

4 that the board has since that was the most recent one.

5 I also marked up the other one. This was

6 the most recent one that I had.

7 So my first question concerns -- appears on

8 page 3, and it has to do with the definition of the

9 i00,000 square foot commercial development. I wanted to

i0 make sure that I understand what we mean by a commercial

Ii development.

12 I guess this would exclude hospitals,

13 schools, governmental buildings. It would

14 basically -- this is a reference basically to shopping

15 centers and office buildings?

16 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Mr. Chairman, my

17 understanding is that commercial is much broader than

18 that. It’s not specific to just office buildings or

19 malls.

20 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Would it include a

21 hospital? R0071966
22 MR. SWAMIKANNU: It should. In my

23 interpretation I wasn’t trying to be restrictive in that

24 definition.

25 MR. DICKERSON: I recognize your point.

26 It’s clear that the definition, if it were to apply to

27 those, would certainly need to have greater clarity.

28 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Now, hospitals and schools
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i and other developments, were they listed -- are they

2 listed in the county list of SUSMPs to which the numeric

3 limit applies?

4 MR. DICKERSON: I believe that’s the case

5 although NRDC might be asked that question or the county

6 representative might be asked that. We’re getting to an

7 interesting point, though, and that is whether or not the

8 96 permit has a definition of commercial because that

9 seems to me the key determinate of whether or not we have

i0 an issue here.

II It does not? Xavier says it does not. So

12 at some point today the board will have to give us some

13 direction as to what’s included in a commercial

14 development

15 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Or perhaps there may have

16 been some kind of interpretation of the term between 1996

17 and now in the context of the countywide permit anyway.

18 MR. DICKERSON: I think it’s something that

19 we’re going to have to look at. It’s a very good point.

20 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: My next question has to do

2! with the definition of redevelopment on page 4 and does

22 the 50 percent test that’s -- that’s being applied -- and

23 I was trying to figure out exactly how that’s going to

24 work in practice.

25 Because it could mean, as I read it -- and

26 correct me, please, if I’m wrong as I read it, it could

27 mean that you could have a 300,000 square foot

28 development that could add 140,000 square feet and not
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i fall subject to the regulations.

2 On the other hand, you could have, you

3 know, a much smaller development which could fall prey

4 to -- prey is not the right word. Which could -- that’s

5 for those of you who oppose it obviously and to show you

6 how balanced we are in the way we look at things.

7 You know, which could fall subject to it.

8 And yet when you take a look at what we’re trying to do,

9 which is to control urban runoff in the pollutant mode,

i0 that wouldn’t be -- you know, from a policy point of

Ii view, it wouldn’t work.

12 So I’m wondering whether it would be

13 appropriate to take a look at this issue and perhaps,

14 rather than have this 50 percent test, perhaps we could

15 talk about the addition of square footage. And that way,

16 if you have a much smaller project that’s expanding but

17 which isn’t going to have, you know, a deleterious

18 impact, we don’t impose the regulations.

19 If you have a much larger project, that’s

20 going to expand substantially and should be part of it.

21 It would, wouldn’t that?

22 MR. DICKERSON: I think that makes a lot of

23 sense. And in fact, my expectation coming into the

24 meeting today is by the end of the day you would provide

25 substantial improvement to this document, and you already

26 are. Thank you.

27 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Next question regarded the

28 definition of a restaurant which is defined as a facility
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i that sells prepared foods and drinks for consumption.

2 Would that include a market?

3 MR. SWAMIKANNU: By "facility," I would

4 mean a separate entity that’s geographically isolated.

5 So to a market with many other functions would not fall

6 under this category.

7 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: How do you fix that?

8 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Prepared foods, so not raw

9 vegetables.

i0 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: If I go to my market and I

ii buy a Wolfgang Puck pizza, that’s a prepared food. And

12 it’s ready to consume. So we say a separate facility? A

13 standalone?

14 MR. SWAMIKANNU: I agree with that comment.

15 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: My next question

16 regards -- we’ve got source BMPs, structural BMPs and

17 treatment BMPs. And in a number of instances, there’s a

18 bit of a blurring of the lines between structural BMPs

19 and treatment BMPs, as I understand it; am I right,

20 Xavier?

R007196921 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Yes.

22 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: When we get into some of

23 the meat of the document -- and I’m looking, for

24 instance, at paragraph 8 and then this is on page 9 and

25 I0. We keep talking about -- in some places we talk

26 about structural or treatment control BMPs and yet in

27 other places we only talk about treatment BMPs.

28 For instance, at the bottom of my page 9,
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1 it talks about verification would include the developer

2 signed statements accepting responsibility for all

3 structural and treatment control BMPSo That’s fine.

4 Yet when you get to the -- to the next page

5 in the second paragraph, for instance, it talks

6 about -- it says if treatment control BMPs are located

7 within a public area proposed for transfer. And then in

8 the next sentence, again, a reference to treatment

9 control BMPs.

I0 And in paragraph 9, again, a reference only

ii to treatment control BMPs. And in 9-A post construction

12 treatment control BMPs. And should we also view

13 referring to construction BMPs as an alternative or not?

14 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Yeah. I think we should

15 include both terms at the same time. The issue, as you

16 pointed out, we have source control BMPs which are very

17 clear.

18 Structural control BMPs, for example, a

19 shed. It’s a structure, but that’s not a treatment

20 control BMP. A detention basin is also a structural

21 control BMP but also treatment control BMP. And so in

22. order just to be clear, I think, wherever we have

23 treatment, we should also say structural.
R0071970

24 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Structural or --

25 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Or treatment.

26 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Jorge, perhaps you would

27 want to take a look at the definition of treatment

28 control BMPs and see whether you can refer -- include a
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1 reference to source control BMPs as somehow part of that

2 definition. Whatever shorthand -- whatever is easier.

3 The next thing is I couldn’t understand the

4 change in 9 A-3, which is on page i0. The way it reads

5 right now, it says, "The volume of runoff produced by

6 a .75 inch storm event."

7 Now whereas previously it talked about the

8 volume of runoff produced from any storm event up to and

9 including .75. And why was the change made?

i0 MR. SWAMIKANNU: The change was made for

ii clarity, Mr. Chairman. When we’re talking about design

12 standards, so when you design something, you design it

13 for a particular size, and it treats everything up to

14 that.

15 There was no reason to use language even up

16 to and including. But perhaps if you think I’m wrong,

17 then I have to be willing to consider your explanation.

18 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: No. I’m -- the

19 possibility -- the probability is I’m wrong. But as I

20 read it, this, you know, just strictly it says that post

21. construction treatment control BMP shall be designed

22 to -- and then it says -- mitigate storm water runoff

23 from -- then the volume of runoff produced by a 0.5 inch

24 storm event. Now, storm event is a defined term.
R007197~

25 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Right.

26 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: And there has to be a 72

27 hour --

28 MR. SWAMIKA!qN~: 24 hours is how --
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1 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: So but would this mean

2 that, if there was a .5 storm event, for instance, that

3 in that event the BMP -- it says it -- it’s there to

4 mitigate storm water runoff from the volume of runoff

5 produced by a .75 inch storm event. What if it’s a .65

6 storm event?

7 MR. SWAMIKANNU: I understand that comment.

8 My explanation of that would be -- when you design

9 standards, you design for a particular size, and that

i0 means everything up to that is treated.

II Now, for legal reasons you might want to

12 clarify it because someone might want to circumvent the

13 lowest that -- it’s possible that that might happen. So

14 then we would go back to the original definition that is

15 there right now which includes everything.

16 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Okay. I understand. And

17 you’re saying that the design of the BMP will be designed

18 in such a way as to take care of anything that --

19 MR. SWAMIKANNU: For example, you design a

20 car for four people. That means three people can fit,

2! two people can fit, one can fit. But in a situation you

22 might -- somebody might design a car

23 for -- I don’t know how you design one for four people

24 and not for two. R0071972

25 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Possibilities come to

26 mind. Regarding the difficult issue of implementation

27 and how one passes on, you know, responsibilities and so

28 forth this is how I envision it or how I see it in my
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i mind’s eye.

2 If there is a large subdivision in which

3 there is a consolidation of the BMPs so there is a set

4 number of BMPs that is setting -- that is serving a

5 number of homes around it, just like there’s a tennis

6 court or there’s some other kind of common area within

7 the subdivision, then I think legally anything from four

8 lots upwards has to have a homeowners association.

9 So I think that will -- and if it’s not a

i0 part of a common subdivision in which there’s a common

ii interest subdivision, then in that case there would be

12 individual BMPs on individual lots, and the issue becomes

13 how does that pass on from generation to generation?

14 And you know, we have municipalities, have

15 devices in terms of recorded covenants. For instance,

16 covenants to hold the property as one parcel or covenants

17 to maintain tandem parking or covenants to maintain

18 clarifiers on properties or various other things.

19 And those are devices by which, you know,

20 generations of the obligations have passed from owner to

21 owner by virtue of recorded documentation. Of course

22 there is an enforcement aspect that’s involved in that.

23 But there’s an enforcement aspect in everything that is

24 seen and done including, you know, enforcing the

25 conditions of tentative maps and enforcing the conditions

26 of globing permits and what else have you. R0071973
27 So have you given thought to this device,

28 or has there been discussion with the municipalities
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i about the device of recorded covenants in order to pass

2 on from buyer to buyer the maintenance aspects of

3 whatever BMP is selected?

4 MR. DICKERSON: There hasn’t been that much

5 discussion. Most of the discussion with the city has

6 really been focused on .75 inch issue, and this

7 particular item, if I recall, is actually language for

8 the most part submitted by the cities to us. And so

9 there hasn’t been an awful lot of detailed looking at it.

I0 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Basically then this would

ii leave it up to the cities to decide what mechanism they

12 want to use for that?

13 MR. DICKERSON: Yes.

14 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: I think -- hopefully my

15 final issue, regarding the waiver, I mean I can well

16 understand that there has to be a waiver mechanism

17 because you can’t bind everything that’s going to happen

18 here in the future.

19 But with respect to the second waiver, I’m

20 on page 16 in paragraph ii and in subparagraph "ii’s," it

21 talks about unfavorable or unstable soil conditions

22 that --

23 MR. DICKERSON: You’re on page 13 of 17 of

24 December 7.

25 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: I’m on page 15. R0071974
26 MR. COE: 16.

27 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: I’m sorry. I’m just

28 concerned about the language because read on its face, it
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i would mean that, if the soil conditions are unsuitable

2 for infiltration, for this -- for this one kind of BMP,

3 that a waiver may be possible for the entire SUSMP

4 requirement.

5 MR. SWAMIKANNU: The purpose of the waiver,

6 as you indicated, is to provide a parallel option in that

7 situation, but the situation you’re describing is just

8 because one BMP is not applicable does not mean you pick

9 up the waiver as the first opportunity.

i0 And so we can provide that clarification to

ii exhaust the various BMP options before you take advantage

12 of the waiver.

13 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: And then finally regarding

14 this paragraph, this is a question for you then, Dennis.

15 How do you -- do you believe you’re going to be inundated

16 with requests for waivers, and is this something that

17 should be brought back before the board or dealt with in

18 another way?

19 MR. DICKERSON: Everyone tells me that the

20 executive officer position must be a glutton for

21. punishment. So that may indeed be a concern. I think we

22 have some language as well here that has modified that

23 somewhat. R0071975

24 MR. SWAMIKANNU: The modification we have

25 suggested is that the petition be submitted by the

26 permittee as opposed to the project proponent. So that

27 sort of limits the burden on the executive officer.

28 And these petitions can come in during with
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i the annual report. It doesn’t have to be

2 contemporaneous. So I think we can sort of regulate in

3 terms of how they submit it to us.

4 MR. DICK~RSON: The whole notion behind it

5 is really in order to provide additional flexibility so

6 that you wouldn’t have to come back and modify the permit

7 to allow that to occur. If it needs work, we can

8 certainly change it.

9 CHAIRMAN NA!{AI: Final question I had was

i0 with respect to projects that are already in the pipeline

ii so to speak, that are going through their CEQA process

12 right now. Those are not going to be caught by what

13 we’re doing here; is that correct?

14 MR. DICKERSON: Right. We need some

15 direction from the board as to a specific date at which

16 these are going to come into play. And I had been

17 thinking along the lines of a -- what has to happen to

18 make these really effective is the cities need to go back

19 and adopt ordinances.

20 And so you need to give a period of time

21 for the cities to adopt that and complete that process

22 and then to have a point in time when plans that are

23 coming in need to meet the standard, and it seems fair

24 that that would be at some point after the ordinances are

25 adopted.

26 CHAIRM_AN NA!£AI: How much time do you

27 contemplate for the ordinances to pick up? R0071976

28 MR. DICKERSON: No more than six months.
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1 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: And then how long after

2 that for the SUSMP requirements to become effective?

3 MR. DICKERSON: I wouldn’t say that very

4 much time would be needed.

5 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Would any time be needed

6 or some time?

7 MR. DICKERSON: I’m open to testimony on

8 that.

9 MS. CLOKE: I think I’d like to hear the

I0 testimony first, and I have a lot of comments. But I’d

Ii like -- maybe some of my questions will be answered as we

12 go through -- I’d like to reserve my questions until I’ve

13 heard the public testimony.

14 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: So what we will do now is

15 we’ll move onto the two 30-minute segments, and the board

16 will hold its questions until the end of each 30-minute

17 segment. Now, I’m told that we must break at 12:30?

18 MR. DICKERSON: Yes.

19 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Mr. Chairman, before you

20 proceed, I seek a clarification from you, Mr. Chairman.

21 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Yes.

22 MR. SWAMIKANNU: And the clarification is

23 on the numerical mitigation standard. You express some

24 concern with the modifications that we have suggested.

25 For example, the volume of runoff produced from three

26 quarters of an inch, that discussion. I didn’t get

27 direction from you. Was my explanation sufficient to

28 satisfy your query?
R0071977
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i CHAIRMAN NAHAI: You want me to reaffirm my

2 bowing to your superior interpretation?

3 MR. SWAMIKANNU: No. Not at all. I just

4 want clarification.

5 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: What you told me is that,

6 if I knew a little bit more about engineering, I would

7 have known that and -- you seem to forget your example

8 of, you know, procedure cards and so forth. I thought I

9 maintained a very dignified silence in response to that.

i0 MR. COE: A love of knowledge is a

II dangerous thing.

12 (Paper change.)

13 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: We’re going to move to our

14 30-minute section. And what I’m going to do is I will

15 call out, you know, four names so that -- or three names

16 so that at all times we’ll have three people waiting to

17 speak for ease of movement. And again, are you ready

18 with your magical device there?

19 MS. CLOKE: Mr. Chair, can I just suggest

20 that perhaps people knowing that in these two, 30-minute

21 segments they may have an order in which they prefer to

22 be called? R0071978

23 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Okay. So the first three

24 would be David Beckman, Alex Helperin and Mark Gold.

25 MR. BECKMAN: Good morning, Mr. Chairman,

26 members of the board. Thank you very much for allowing

27 us to address you this morning on what we believe to be

28 one of the single most important actions this board has
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~ taken in its 50-year history, and we don’t mean that as

2 hyperbole. We mean it quite literally.

3 I’m going to introduce the presentation

4 from environmental groups. There’s a number of groups in

5 addition to NRDC that will address you this morning, and

6 collectively they represent over half a million people

7 and at least 75,000 people in the Los Angeles area.

8 What I’d like to do, by way of

9 introduction, is to ask and answer five simple questions

i0 which address the general points we’d like to begin our

Ii presentation with and give you some sense of a context of

12 this proposal.

13 If we can go to the first slide, the first

14 question is what’s at issue, and in our estimation what

15 is at issue, as I indicated, is one of the most critical

16 actions you can take to control storm water pollutions.

17 Quite literally to cut to the chase storm

18 water pollution in Los Angeles has the region by the

19 tail. You do not as a Regional Water Board have control

20 of the situation, and I hope you don’t for a minute think

21 you do.

22 Storm water pollution is the single largest

23 source of water pollution in this region. That’s true

24 nationally, but it’s especially bad in Southern

25 California. What can you do? You can take the step of

26 approving the SUSMP proposal but not as proposed by the

27 executive officer today but like it was proposed in the

28 fall before the executive officer inserted almost a dozen
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f exemptions, exceptions and loopholes that have turned

2 this proposal from a terrific one into Swiss cheese.

3 There’s so many holes in this thing that we

4 don’t believe, as it is proposed to you, that it would

5 have much effect at all, much good effect at all.

6 Go to the next slide, please.

7 Why is it so important? What is the issue

8 of storm water? As I indicated, it’s a huge problem.

9 But let’s just look at some facts briefly. EPA has said

i0 that the L.A. region has one of the worst storm water

II problems in the country, not NRDC, not the BayKeeper, not

12 Heal the Bay, but EPA.

13 Storm Water has increased depending on the

14 pollutant of concern that you focus on between 200 and

15 700 percent in 20 years. That’s out of control, I think,

16 by anybody’s estimation.

17 In L.A., although it’s a small portion of

18 the land area of California, has over 50 percent of the

19 officially listed impaired water bodies in the state

20 which is an embarrassing statistic. We hope you agree

21 with that.

22 The next slide.

23 What’s the role of development? Why are we

24 focused on development? Well, simply put, development is

25 one of the most essential accelerators of storm water

26 pollutions and its denigration of environmental
R0071980

27 resources.

28 As the next slide shows, the amount of
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f impervious surface is directly related to runoff and as a

2 consequence to runoff pollution.

3 If you could just put the next slide up.

4 Thank you.

5 This is a statistic from NRDC report that

6 was published last year. Some of you saw it a few months

7 ago. But it is very telling. A one-inch rain storm on a

8 one-acre natural setting, produces about 200 cubic feet

9 of runoff. If you just pave that same acre, it’s 16

I0 times as much.

ii That example over all of the acres in

12 Southern California is the answer to the question why do

13 we have such a particularly bad problem? If that

14 amplification of runoff and the pollution that’s

15 associated with it in a hardscape. And that’s why we’re

16 focused on development and redevelopment.

17 Next slide.

18 What’s the answer? What are we to do about

19 it? Well, what you should do about it, we would suggest,

20 is put in place an effective development planning program

21 that has three components, a description of scope, a list

22 of BMPs to select and a numerical standard.

23 What’s at issue here is one in three.

24 What’s the scope and what’s the size. Mr. Chairman?

25 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: You’re the first speaker,

26 and you’ve gone over three minutes. If you can, can

27 you -- R0071981

28 MR. BECKMAN: Okay. I will conclude.
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f CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Please.

2 MR. BECKMAN: The rest of the speakers will

3 get into some of the details and amplify some of the

4 remarks I’ve made and answer many of the questions that

5 were posed to staff. And again, thank you very much for

6 the opportunity to address you.

7 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you.

8 Mr. Helperin?

9 MR. HELPERIN: Good morning, Mr. Chairman.

I0 Alex Helperin, from the Natural Resources Defense Council

ii as well. I want to just talk about the -- all of the

12 various forms of support that there are for the numerical

13 design standard that’s been proposed today.

14 These sources of support range from

15 experiences in other parts of the country to local

16 experiences and local support, the scientific and

17 technical data as well as the expert support for this

18 standard.

19 Both EPA and also the California Coastal

20 Commission, I would note, have also stated their support

21 for the standard.
R0071982

22 Next slide, please.

23 Just to give you a sense for some of the

24 municipalities around the country and how widespread

25 similar or even more stringent standards are, this is

26 from one study of 32 municipalities around the country.

27 And every one of these municipalities has a standard much

28 more stringent than the one that’s being proposed here
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~ today.

2 Many of these are entire states including

3 hundreds of municipalities in and of themselves. You can

4 see in the bold along the right-hand side all of these

5 are in excess of an inch. And again, this is just from

6 one study.

7 Next slide, please.

8 In addition, EPA noted that Phoenix, which

9 has similar hydrology to Los Angeles, which was not in

i0 that study -- I would just like to point out -- also has

ii a much more stringent standard than this one.

12 Some of the standards in different parts of

13 the country are hard to compare because there are

14 different ways to measure these. This just shows you a

15 few also from that same limited study, a few additional

16 municipalities but also have standards that are the vast

17 majority of the time, more stringent than ours or than

18 the one that’s being proposed.

19 Next slide, please.

20 Here in Los Angeles, as you know, the

2! Los Angeles county has already adopted a program which is

22 more stringent than the one that you’re proposing today.

23 It’s broader in scope. There are over 20

24 different types of projects that are covered. It’s not

25 limited to discretionary projects, and the permit does

26 not restrict you to covering discretionary projects.

27 There is discussion of discretionary projects, but

28 there’s no such limitation -- R0071983
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1 COURT REPORTER: Slow down just a little

2 bit.

3 MR. HELPERIN: -- as NRDC has mentioned in

4 our letter. And furthermore, the county program does not

5 include a host of exceptions that we feel plague this

6 current program.

7 Next slide.

8 Just to show you some of the 20 or more

9 than 20 programs that are covered by the county program,

I0 you’ll see about two thirds of the way down hospitals

Ii which you ask about are covered by this program much more

12 extensive than the current proposal.
R0071984

13 Next slide.

14 Additionally, there are many local

15 municipalities that support this program. As you can

16 see, I’ve listed some of them here. Some, for instance,

17 Calabasas are again much stronger. There are many others

18 that supported, as the Regional Board staff has noted,

19 such as Arcadia and Baldwin Park that aren’t on this

20 list.

21 MS. LYON: There’s an error on there.

22 MR. HELPERIN: And since consistency has

23 been brought up as major concern as far back as when the

24 Long Beach permit came up, Long Beach stated that they

25 wanted to wait so that there was consistency in their

26 requirements that applied across the board.

27 So this is a significant factor in addition

28 to California Coastal Commission that has applied this
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1 standard now throughout the coastal area.

2 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you.

3 MR. HELPERIN: There’s just one other slide

4 that you might want to look at.

5 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: If we need to look at it

6 at the end of the program, show it to us then.

7 MR. GOLD: Good morning. My name is Mark

8 Gold. I’m executive director of Heal the Bay. One point

9 of clarification, the Coastal Commission actually adopted

i0 a very similar standard to apply to all

II development -- that gets coastal development permits and

12 local coastal plan, local coastal plan amendments and the

13 entire coastal zone of California. So I do want to make

14 a clarification.

15 I’m going to speak specifically to the

16 exemption and waivers. I’m not going to provide the

17 background that David did already. As he said before,

18 there’s a wide open waiver provision. The

19 self-certification program and the insidious addition of

20 the conflicts with local priorities provisions basically

21. creates Swiss cheese, as he said, of the entire
R0071985

22 provision.

23 One major !oophole after another for

24 developers and cities to avoid complying with the numeric

25 design standards requirement is what we have right now.

26 And remember that -- that the August draft

27 contained no exceptions whatsoever. The focus I’m going

28 to talk about is the rooftop exemption. As a member of
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1 the EPA Urban Storm Water Federal Advisory Committee,

2 I’ve witnessed nearly every controversial position

3 recommendation on urban runoff.

4 No one even proposed a rooftop exemption

5 for new and redevelopment. No city, county or state in

6 the entire country has a rooftop exemption. I’ve seen no

7 journal article mentioning or proposing a rooftop

8 exemption.

9 EPA is opposed to the rooftop exemption.

i0 Why? Because it provides an incentive to bill from lot

II line to lot line. This is the exact opposite direction

12 that we should be going in and also because dozens of

13 studies contrary to what we’ve heard before have

14 demonstrated that the percentage of impermeable area is

15 directly related to water quality flow, pollutant loading

16 and the health of the watershed.

17 The staff report provides no justification

18 whatsoever for a rooftop exemption. Where the heck did

19 this technically and environmentally undefensible

20 standard come from?

21 Neither the opposing cities the building

22 industry had made this recommendation prior to the

23 December 7 draft SUSMP. Well, this arbitrary standard

24 was created from whole cloth with no substantiation

25 whatsoever by the executive officer. R0071986

26 Whether it’s the Center for Watershed

27 Protection, academia, storm water engineers or the

28 county’s own monitoring program, increases and
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1 impermeability are directly related to increases and flow

2 and poor water quality and ecological health. This has

3 been substantiated time and time again.

4 The rooftop exemption ignores the

5 impermeability issue altogether. Look at Malibu Creek

6 and lagoon where flow -- which is important as water

7 quality.

8 Remember, storm water flows transport

9 pollutants to receiving waters. EPA strongly opposes the

I0 rooftop exemption. So should you. This is the most

ii important amendment that you can make to protect water

12 quality today. Thank you.

13 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you so much for

14 keeping to three minutes. I appreciate it. The next

15 three cards are from Heather Hoecherl, Lisa Boyle and

16 Steve Fleischli.

17 MS. HOECHERL: My name is Heather Hoecherl.

18 I’m staff attorney with Heal the Bay. In addition to the

19 exceptions noted by Dr. Gold just a second ago, the

20 program scope is also fatally hindered by a host of

21 exemptions and limiting definitions which render the

22 current proposal virtually meaningless.

23 These exemptions and limiting definitions

24 are arbitrary and overly restrictive. I’d like to

25 highlight a few of these. And just a more reasonable

26 approach, first, we agree with staff counsel’s

27 recommendation that the SUSMP requirement should be

28 applied to all enumerated areas in the county permit
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1 whether the program is discretionary or not.

2 The second, the staff has proposed a list

3 of categories subject to the requirements, and this list

4 is uninclusive of the list used by L.A. county in its

5 storm water management program. For consistency, the

6 board should adopt the same category list used by L.A.

7 county.

8 Third, several restricted definitions

9 profoundly limit the meaningfulness of coverage for the

I0 program. For example, the definition of retail gasoline

ii outlet currently includes only facilities engaged in

12 filling gasoline that drive more than 50 percent of

13 annual gross receipts from the sale of gasoline. This is

14 way too narrow.

15 The staff has not put forth a good

16 rationale for this limit, and under this definition, if a

17 successful mini-mart or Mc Donald’s is attached to a gas

18 station, not only will the design standard or the

19 numerical design standard not apply, but none of the

20 SUSMP requirements would apply.

21 The definition should be changed to include

22 any commercial facility which includes a pumping station

23 regardless of whether the station has an associated

24 convenience store or fast-food restaurant connected.

25 Second, the current definition of hillside

26 is unduly restricted.
R0071988

27 Show us the next slide.

28 The way it’s written in the proposal, all
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1 three of those requirements must exist or those

2 characteristics in order for it to be defined as a

3 hillside.

4 This is inconsistent with L.A. county

5 program where any one of these three characteristics, if

6 one of them is met, then it would qualify as a hillside.

7 We suggest changing the "and" to an "or" as indicated on

8 the slide.

9 And again, this definition limitation is

i0 troubling because these areas would be exempted from all

ii SUSMP requirements, not just the numerical design

12 requirements.

13 Third, the proposal currently excludes

14 small restaurants under 5,000 square feet from the BMP

15 sizing standard. However, there is no automatic

16 correlation between the size of the restaurant and the

17 amount of pollution generated. In fact, the small

18 restaurant can produce much greater storm water pollution

19 than a larger one.

20 We would get rid of that limitation. We

21 would also suggest on the parking lots to get rid of the

22 commercial standalone limitation. The county permit has

23 requirements for al! parking lots greater than 5,000

24 square feet or 25 spaces, and we think that this will be

25 consistent with that and that way nothing will fall

26 through the cracks. R0071989

27 Finally, we disagree with the staff’s

28 changes to the definition of redevelopment. We urge the
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1 board to drop the threshold triggers which were just

2 added and go with the definition found in the December 7

3 proposal. Thank you.

4 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you very much.

5 MS. BOYLE: Hello. I’m Lisa Boyle with

6 Heal the Bay. The proposed design standard is

7 cost-effective. BMPs can be very inexpensive. No one

8 can argue that a development would be unduly burdened by

9 the addition of a $500 catch basin filter or a dry well

i0 or the direction of rain gutters to permeable surface.

ii EPA has extensively analyzed the cost of

12 storm water BMPs in the 1999 study, which is part of the

13 record. In this study, using EPA’s cost analysis and

14 even assuming I00 percent imperviousness, a one-half acre

15 development would be required to spend between

16 approximately $675 and $8,000 to construct and install a

17 sufficiently sized structural storm water BMP or BMPs.

18 A ten-acre complex would be required to

19 spend as little as $13,500 or, using the most expensive

20 BMPs, as much as $161,000.

21 These amounts are very small. They are a

22 very small percentage of the overall costs to develop

23 lots of this size. And I also direct you to the Regional

24 Board’s staff report at page 3 which cites that studies

25 on the economic impacts of watershed protection indicate

26 that storm water quality management has a positive or at

27 least neutral economic effect while greatly improving the

28 quality of surface waters.
R0071990
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f Implementation of the proposed design

2 standard right here in Los Angeles county or in -- or

3 even more protective standards in municipalities all

4 across the country has proven that development is not

5 impeded by these types of standards.

6 In fact, some of the fastest growing

7 regions in this country, including the state of Florida

8 and Phoenix, Arizona have found that development can and

9 will flourish in place with these progressive storm water

I0 design standards.

II BMPs have been proven to be highly

12 effective if they’re sized appropriately. There’s an

13 incredible wealth of data in professional literature and

14 government studies substantiating the efficiency of BMPs

15 in removing pollutants from storm water.

16 In fact, the Center for Watershed

17 Protection has concluded that there’s enough data to

18 select specific BMP groups on the basis of their

19 comparative ability to remove specific pollutants. But

20 BMPs must be sized correctly to be effective.

21 For example, oil, water separators can

22 become overwhelmed if they’re undersized. Finally, this

23 standard is one of the most cost-effective ways that you

24 can reduce urban runoff.

25 Incorporating the standard into the design

26 and development stage is so much cheaper than

27 retrofitting or cleaning up away from the source, as

28 we’ve seen, from costly contaminated sediment cleanups at

R0071991
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i the mouths of storm drains.

2 In fact, contaminated sediment dredging and

3 disposal can cost $I00 per cubic yard. So we urge you to

4 remember the cost of not taking this proposal.

5 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Mr. Fleischli.

6 MR. FLEISCHLI: Good morning, Mr. Chairman

7 and members of the board. My name is Steven Fleischli.

8 I’m the executive director at the Santa Monica BayKeeper.

9 I think you all have a general sense of why we’re here

I0 today.

II We’re here today because of

12 sufficient -- significant water quality impairments in

13 Los Angeles. But why is this issue before the Regional

14 Board. Why are you the ones who have to deal with this?

15 And the reason is, because under the Federal Clean Water

16 Act, you are required to reduce pollution -- or cities

17 are required under direction from you to reduce pollution

18 to the maximum extent practicable.

19 And that’s what this is all about today.

20 Is this the maximum extent practicable? We would

21 certainly argue that it is. We can actually come up

22 with -- and we have come up with numerous examples that

23 show that there’s much, much more that can be done on

24 this.

25 .75 versus other cities that have done one

26 inch, one, 1.2 inches certainly in terms of maximum

27 extent, this is reasonable in terms of that

28 interpretation. In terms of whether it’s practical, I
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1 think the economic information you’ve heard that’s been

2 corroborated by staff, that’s been corroborated by

3 experts around country clearly indicates that this is

4 practical.

5 The record in this case is massive. There

6 is so much support for what you can do today in addition

7 to the MEP standard under the Clean Water Act. You have

8 the authority, and your mission statement in fact is to

9 protect and enhance the water quality in the Los Angeles

I0 region.

Ii Protecting this at the source where it

12 starts and enhancing the rivers by preventing this

13 pollution in the first instance is a meaningful step.

14 In terms of the record, you can do the

15 next -- next slide. Actually, I’m sorry. In terms of

16 the record, again, massive here. We have experts that

17 support this standard from Tom Schueler from the Center

18 for Watershed Protection, Dr. Richard Horner, Dr. Michael

19 Strenstrom.

20 These people have written more materials on

21. this than I can guarantee you the city is ever going to

22 come up here and oppose this have even bothered to read.

23 And instead of looking at the evidence

24 that’s out there, all they’re doing is !ooking for

25 excuses today.

26 In terms of what’s happening, some people

27 will say that this is an effluent limit. It’s not an

28 effluent limit. It’s a design standard, and what it does
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1 is allows people and engineers to size these things

2 properly. That’s all it does.

3 An effluent limit would say you can only

4 have .I milligrams of lead run off your site. That’s not

5 what this proposes. But you clearly would have the

6 authority to take that additional step.

7 The 9th Circuit has upheld that under

8 Friends of the Earth versus Browner. It just came down

9 last fall.

I0 Next slide, please.

ii I guess the fundamental issue today

12 is -- and for those of you who may have seen the article

13 in the L.A. Times, based on what David Beckman has said

14 this morning, is this is your opportunity to leave the

15 legacy today. You can do that if you take out some of

16 these exemptions.

17 Rooftop exemptions, it’s absurd. You need

18 to think about water quality and water quantity, and the

19 Supreme Court has said in Jefferson County Public Utility

20 District that the Clean Water Act allows you to look at

21 water quantity and the impacts that that had on our

22 waterways. R0071994

23 And when you think about the L.A. River,

24 when you think about Ballona Creek and those waterways,

25 it’s not just water quality. It’s water quantity that

26 has resulted in the paving over those rivers in the first

27 place and the inability of us to meet our flood control

28 requirements. So I will leave it at that. Thank you
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1 very much.

2 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Next cards I have are for

3 Andy Lipkis, Beverly Winter and Terry Tamminen.

4 MR. LIPKIS: Do you have a clock that I’m

5 watching up there?

6 MS. GOODMAN: The yellow, one minute left

7 and --

8 MR. LIPKIS: Great. Thanks. My name is

9 Andy Lipkis. I’m president of Tree People, a 15,000,

i0 member, 26-year-old local environmental organization.

ii I’m here to support the proposed and also

12 push to remove the exemptions. What I’m really here to

13 do today is to tell you this is feasible, and it’s easy.

14 It’s understandable that people are scared because it

15 seems new to Southern California.

16 But as you’ve heard, these ideas have been

17 implemented all around the country. Specifically,

18 though, there’s an opportunity, as you’ve heard, to solve

19 water quality issues but other significant issues facing

20 Southern California including water supply, water

21 conservation.

22 Because of that, Tree People launched a

23 five-year effort, million dollar study, to prove economic

24 feasibility and technical feasibility of doing just this.

25 Actually, we set out not for three quarters of an inch

26 but to trap 130-year storm on each land use in

27 Los Angeles and show that you could retrofit sites, not

28 just do it with new construction and still have it be
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i economically feasible.

2 130-year storm is ten inches in 24 hours.

3 Sites can do that. We’re not talking about something

4 that’s very difficult here. The partnerhsip that we

5 brought together to make this happen included the United

6 States Forest Service, the EPA, the L.A. Department of

7 Water and Power, the city of Los Angeles, county of

8 Los Angeles Public Works, city of Santa Monica, SCAG,

9 Environment Now and numerous other agencies.

i0 What we did was bring together leading

ii engineers, architects, landscape architects, foresters,

12 hydrologists from around the country. They spent four

13 days designing retrofits and BMPs for L.A. sites. We

14 have a book full.

15 What we did was take one of them, a set of

16 them, and we retrofit a home in South Central

17 Los Angeles. It functioned beautifully. We created a

18 flash flood just recessing the lawns, putting in water

19 capture devices. What it did was enhance the home, made

20 it water safe, flood safe and especially protected the

21. bay.

22 We also conducted a two-year cost benefit

23 analysis with 200 local agency scientists and economists

24 that backs up our data. We can provide that for you.

25 In addition to single-family home, we’ve

26 retrofit schools. We’re right now in the construction of

27 two schools. One we’re taking and making unpermeable

28 surfaces permeable and handling flood water and storm
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1 water from a parking lot.

2 Another school near L.A.X. we’re putting in

3 a 800,000 gallon cistern collecting, treating the

4 polluted storm water from the whole campus and parking

5 lot and using it to water the campus, replacing portered

6 water.

7 Volume is a really critical issue, and we

8 urge you to keep rooftop water in the mix because you

9 need those volumes to help justify some of the costs of

I0 the BMPs.

Ii You can easily handle entrenching and

12 infiltration BMPs without the rooftop. If you add the

13 rooftop, you add a lot of value that winds up helping the

14 developer, helping the local homeowner because you’re

15 adding the water supply.

16 The results of this project are properties

17 that are more attractive, making this more viable. Go

18 for it.

19 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you very much.

20 MR. LIPKIS: I’ve got materials you can

21. read. R0071997
22 MR. LEON: Real quick housekeeping matter.

23 A lot of the folks have provided slide presentations,

24 just a couple slides they’ve put up. For the record of

25 this proceeding, I would like for you to instruct the

26 people who have presented slides and those who may

27 present slides, they need to provide a copy for us

28 whether it’s a slide that they have now or whether they
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1 can provide a copy in the hard version by the end of the

2 week or something.

3 We need those things in the record of this

4 matter and --

5 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: If they want it to be part

6 of the record or they. ghould do it in any event?

7 MR. LEON: Well, they should do it in any

8 event because by putting it in front of you, you’re

9 necessarily going to consider it.

I0 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Does anybody need me to

II repeat that? Thank you. Ms. Winter.

12 MS. WINTER: Chairman, members of the

13 board, my name in Melanie Winter. I’m the executive

14 director of Friends of the Los Angeles River. And we’re

15 here to support the proposed plan without amendments and

16 to talk a little bit about taking further from

17 Mr. Lipkis’ proposal a specific instance again of a brand

18 new development that we had some experience in working

19 with.

20 In 1998, Friends of the Los Angeles River

21. entered into a mitigation agreement on a particular site

22 development along the Los Angeles River at Taylor Yard.

23 This is a large 50-acre parcel that had

24 never been developed. It had been dirt since God. And

25 they were about to put on a large business park on this

26 site. We were concerned not only with the quality from

27 the runoff but water quantity because we’re concerned

28 about the river.
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1 Fortunately for us the development

2 company’s president is an avid surfer and quickly

3 understood our concerns. We began to work together on

4 how to solve this.

5 Our consultants work jointly with their

6 engineering staff to ,~evelop a drainage plan which

7 ultimately would retain and detain surface water runoff

8 and would remediate the water runoff.

9 And this plan was designed so as not to

i0 increase peak flows of surface water runoff also in a

ii hundred year storm event.

12 These facilities were designed over a

13 course of several months in working with these engineers.

14 It was a challenging experience because it’s a lot of new

15 methods for the engineers, but it was very rewarding.

16 In the end, the systems were designed

17 to -- we designed a system in the parking lot area

18 largely. We considered a number of BMPs, including

19 rooftop storage.

20 We chose from a menu of several

21 implementing pieces of each and designed a system that

22 incorporated bioswales, permeable surfaces and 18-inch

23 perforated pipe subdrainage system. And sort of -- we

24 called it BMP and weir system in the parking lot that

25 allowed for greater percolation. R007 999
26 Additionally, the storm drain’s

27 improvements designed to capture storm water runoff -- a

28 half inch storm every 24 hours and to maintain 100-year
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1 storm on-site. The latter was accomplished through a

2 detention which over time it allowed percolation.

3 This was a large stop. These measures did

4 not increase their costs. These costs were not

5 increased. They were reallocated, and we all firmly

6 believe that we could have gone for a full-inch event had

7 we not agreed initially to not increase their projected

8 costs at all because of the costs associated with the

9 initial legal discussions and the six-month redesign at

i0 the site.

Ii I think much of the resistance of the

12 building industry seems to stem -- the fear seems to stem

13 from the cost increase or that these are changes and that

14 permits will be too hard to gain. We did have some

15 initial hesitation in the permitting process, but these

16 were quickly overcome.

17 And I think that with each new development,

18 it will be easier and easier. And it’s become a new

19 standard. I think that developers need to follow

20 legacy’s lead. Change is impossible. It’s critical. We

21 need to not only keep the water clean but reduce the

22 volume as well. We can accomplish both here.

23 MR. TAMMINEN: Good morning, members of the

24 board. My name is Terry Tamminen. I’m the executive

25 director of Environment Now and a board member of the

26 Santa Monica BayKeeper. R0072000
27 I had some remarks prepared here that would

28 summarize the presentation you’ve just heard by the
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1 environmental advocates, and I’m not going to use these

2 because I think you have heard in great detail and much

3 more articulately everything that I could have said to

4 you in summary.

5 So instead, I’m going to provide you with a

6 little historical context and ask you a question. And

7 the question is this: Is this Regional Water Board

8 prepared to have the heart and the wisdom and the

9 intelligence and the foresight to do what all of its

i0 predecessors have failed to do?

II That’s the basic question. And I put it in

12 this historical context for you because most of you are

13 new, even those of you that have been here a little

14 longer, other than Ms. Lyon and Mr. Coe, have not been

15 here for more than a couple of years and certainly not

16 even our executive officer were here ten years ago when

17 many of us started trying to reduce storm water pollution

18 using Municipal Storm Water Permits and State Industrial

19 Storm Water Permits and construction permits.

20 And we came in front of the Regional Water

21 Board, and we asked for help, and we got a deaf ear. So

22 instead some of us had to sue some of the cities to

23 establish these standards. Not a happy prospect for any

24 of the participants.

25 Again, we came back, and we asked for help.

26 When it came to Caltrans, for example, under the

27 Municipal Storm Water Permit and their responsibilities,

28 to the county, especially with regard to the monitoring
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1 components of the Storm Water Municipal Plan, which

2 obviously the monitoring is what tells you whether or not

3 these efforts are working. And again, the Regional Water

4 Board turned a deaf ear.

5 So again, the advocates had to sue and had

6 to get these standard~ implemented in other ways. We’ve

7 done it time and again for everything from auto wrecking

8 junkyards to ports and municipalities. Time and time

9 again come in front of the Regional Board and said, "This

i0 is your opportunity to do something to avoid future

ii conflict. Help us." And instead we got a deaf ear.

12 So we’re back today. Now, the previous

13 boards, maybe they had a bit of an excuse because what

14 was their answer time and again? "Well, we haven’t tried

15 the cooperative process long enough. We haven’t sat

16 around the table long enough. We haven’t held hands long

17 enough. We haven’t sung Kumbaya loud enough."

18 But now ten years later, we have done all

19 of that. So I repeat my question to you. Will this

20 water board, the administration of Chairman Nahai, will

21 this water board have the courage and have the wisdom and

22 the foresight to take the actions required to adopt this

23 resolution the way it was proposed in the fall without

24 all the exemptions and the loopholes? R0072002

25 Make it clear. I got to tell you in every

26 one of the cases, when I’ve been across the table from a

27 defendant, they all say, "But look. If I do the things

28 you’re asking me to do, how do I know that gives me final
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~ peace without numerical standards, without definitive

2 standards, how do I know?"

3 And my answer is "You know what? You don’t

4 know." So this is your opportunity to do something not

5 only for the environment and the environmental advocates

6 standing in front of you here today but for the regulated

7 community. Have the wisdom. Have the courage, and have

8 the heart.

9 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: We’ll go now to posing

i0 questions by board members to any of the speakers that

ii just spoke. There are actually nine of them. But Ms.

12 Cloke.

13 MS. CLOKE: How’s that? I’d like -- I’m

14 going to let you decide who answers, but among the three

15 of you. But I’m really interested in the question of

16 what projects -- the supplies that I’m interested in the

17 discretionary question which it doesn’t make a lot of

18 sense to me because the new -- the -- the impact of this,

19 as Mr. Dickerson said, is going to take time.

20 It’s going to be cumulative, and we’re not

21 going to really see it. So I don’t understand what binds

22 us in terms of what we can include and what we can’t

23 include. I know, for example, that government buildings

24 often go by their own level of government as to what rule

25 they have to follow.

26 But it seems to me that, if we’re going to

27 impose these rules on developers and cities, that we need

28 to impose them on ourselves as well. So I’d like
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I somebody to speak to those questions of what are our

2 powers in terms of what could we include? That’s

3 question No. i.

4 MR. BECKMAN: David Beckman. Let me

5 respond broadly. And if you have specific questions,

6 Alex Helperin may be able to respond to them. But the

7 simple answer to your question is your powers are as

8 broad as any land use in the jurisdiction under which the

9 board has power, which is L.A. county and Ventura county.

i0 You can regulate everything. And one of

ii our fundamental points, and it’s amplified by your

12 question, that, what is before you, is a very small

13 segment to begin with.

14 That was before you in September. What’s

15 happened now is the executive officer has pulled more

16 pieces out so that of the landscape that contributes to

17 the problem, all the different types of development

18 projects, including those that were on the slide that

19 Alex showed that we and the county have agreed to work

20 with you are already only using -- only focusing on a

21 small percentage.

22 The issue about discretionary versus

23 nondiscretionary, that’s also a good question. That’s

24 one of the most -- that’s a purely legal loophole because

25 in CEQA law and in planning law, discretionary projects

26 are usually very few.

27 They are the really big ones that go before

28 the board. But most of the changes to the urban
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I landscape are made little bits at a time by projects

2 which do not require the approval of officials like

3 yourself.

4 And so by constricting this world that

5 you’re regulating to discretionary projects, you once

6 again, you know, focus even more minutely on only part of

7 the issue.

8 So you have all the power today, if you

9 like, to remove the discretionary exemption, which we

I0 suggest you do, and to broaden the scope up to and

ii including what the county agreed to or even beyond it.

12 But certainly if you went to what the

13 county agreed to -- and we can put it up on the slide if

14 you’d like to see specifically what it is -- then you

15 would have within the region, a level playing field

16 within the county, outside the county, unincorporated and

17 incorporated areas.

18 MR. HELPERIN: I would like to clarify one

19 thing. The limitation to discretionary projects is a

20 misinterpretation of some language in the permit. The

21 only limitation -- this isn’t even a limitation. But the

22 only possible limitation you have is the permit that you

23 yourself imposed in 1996.

24 That permit has a discussion of R0072005

25 discretionary projects. But it’s a minimum. It’s not a

26 limitation. So there’s absolutely no reason why you

27 couldn’t go beyond discretionary projects and impose a

28 requirement to have certain minimum standard just like
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1 any other building code that applies to all projects.

2 That’s the appropriate way to a consistent code system.

3 MS. CLOKE: My next question has to do with

4 these thresholds which are being suggested, the 50

5 percent thresholds and the 5,000 square foot threshold.

6 And I’m not sure that -- I’m not sure what

7 the appropriate thres~01d is. So I would like to ask you

8 for your thoughts on the question of what constitutes,

9 not just the number or the size for the appropriate

!0 threshold, but the reason why that’s the appropriate

ii threshold.

12 MR. HELPERIN: Alex Helperin again. When

13 you say the 50 percent threshold, I assume you’re

14 referring to the gas -- retail gasoline outlets which --

15 MS. CLOKE: Remodeling. And I mean --

16 MR. HELPERIN: And redevelopment. Right.

17 Well, first, let me just address the gas stations. If

18 you have a pumping station and you’re pumping gas, you

19 should have these requirements applied.

20 There’s no reason that, if you haven’t

21 attached a mini-market that happens to do a little less

22 business, then the requirements apply. And if they do a

23 little more, the requirements don’t. Where is the logic

24 in that?
R0072006

25 If you have a facility like a pumping

26 station which keeps creating these problems, then the

27 requirements should apply. And it shouldn’t matter how

28 much income you’re getting from some alternative adjunct
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% facility.

2 With respect to redevelopment, there is a

3 standard that we applied in the county that the county

4 has applied which is, I believe, 50 percent of the

5 cost -- 50 percent of the price of the total improvements

6 on the land would require if -- let me start again.

7 Any redevelopment must incorporate the

8 SUSMP requirements with respect to the area of

9 redevelopment.

i0 However, the redevelopment require -- the

ii SUSMP requirements only apply to the entire facility if

12 the improvements constitute -- if the costs of the

13 improvements constitutes 50 percent of the cost of the

14 existing improvements on the site. That was the standard

15 county adopted, and I think it’s an appropriate standard

16 here as well.

17 MR. GOLD: Again, with the 5,000 square

18 feet on the parking lots, on the same example -- I’m

19 sorry. I’m Mark Gold of Heal the Bay.

20 In the same example that was given before

21 in regards to the restaurants and the gas stations is

22 that, you know, it shouldn’t really matter whether it’s a

23 standalone parking lot or not on whether or not it’s

24 contributing to pollution. R0072007
25 It’s known that parking lots contribute to

26 pollution. So that’s the same sort of thing. As for

27 restaurant sizes, I think we stated quite clearly that

28 was arbitrary as well, and the irony is that basically
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! the size constraint that might be offered might have the

2 exact opposite effect because it allows probably some of

3 the smaller fast-food restaurants with drive-throughs, et

4 cetera, might be able to squeeze through.

5 So I mean it’s hard to say because the

6 5,000 is totally arbitrary. Thanks.

7 MS. CLOK~: I have two more, if I may. On

8 the question of the waivers. If I said to you that I

9 am -- that I think that you have to have some

I0 flexibility, I mean I don’t think there’s any board that

Ii can anticipate al! circumstance, and people have to be

12 able to make arguments.

13 But there’s always a place where you draw

14 that line. And so -- so if I say to you I think that we

15 have to have some flexibility, but again, I don’t know

16 where you would recommend that line to be drawn.

17 I’m not -- I’m not sure even

18 where -- where -- and I’m not sure what the effect of

19 staff drawing the line, where there would be a line

20 drawn, it has been.
R0072008

21 I want to be in the place of being as

22 sympathetic to people’s projects as I can possibly be and

23 yet at the same time still protecting the water quality.

24 MR. BECKMAN: Well -- David Beckman, NRDC.

25 Let me begin to answer this, and Alex or Mark may add to

26 it. I think one critical component -- and we understand

27 with the new program and really don’t oppose an

28 appropriate mechanism to bring to your attention as board
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! issues that come up that may not be anticipated today.

2 And for that reason, we think that one

3 fundamental change that you should make is to have

4 waiver requests come before the board.

5 Now, if that proves to be an unworkable

6 situation because you have too many or they’re too

7 difficult, then you can at your -- whenever you want, you

8 can change that mechanism.

9 But at least to begin with we think that

I0 it’s critical that the board maintain control of the

Ii program, make sure the policy is being set in the way you

12 want it to be set and work through these issues.

13 So that’s one critical thing. It’s not to

14 have it at a staff level and have the executive officer

15 be burdened with having to make the decisions. That’s

16 one issue, and I think Alex might have a couple other

17 things to add to that.

18 MS. CLOKE: You might speak to permittees

19 also being allowed two waivers.

20 MR. GOLD: Well, I was just going to say,

21 if you recall the August draft, one of the things was it

22 was strictly an 85th percentile capture standard. And

23 one of the things the environmental community even said

24 back there was it should be a capture infiltrator treat

25 standard.
R0072009

26 And I bring that up because that really

27 provides as much flexibility as is needed in the program

28 because I don’t know who’s going to state that you can’t
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l put a catch basin filter. And there are some BMPs that

2 are pretty easy to do, redirecting rain gutters, those

3 sorts of things that really doesn’t really make much

4 sense.

5 And where it is right now obviously is

6 completely broad in the way it’s laid out.

7 UNIDENTIFIED: I just wanted to say one

8 quick thing about permittees. We are strongly against

9 permittees granting exemptions, strongly against it. And

I0 to be blunt, it’s because we don’t have faith in a

ii majority of the permittees having any interest in this

12 program working and believe they would be overly liberal

13 in granting exemptions.

14 And as Mr. Tamminen indicated that that

15 would lead actually to more conflict. I think initially

16 at least the board should control the program. And as it

17 becomes clear when exemptions are appropriate or waivers,

18 I should say, you might be able in the next permit to

19 delegate some of that responsibility but not initially.

20 UNIDENTIFIED: I’ll just add a comment with

21 respect to the current standard that it has been

22 proposed, has substantial problems. Right now it has

23 three articulated situations in which a waiver would be

24 appropriate plus any impracticability.
R0072010

25 So there’s really no limits on the

26 discretion of the executive officer at all to determine

27 what would constitute a situation of impracticability.

28 Furthermore, two of the three articulated
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1 situations of impracticability have to do with the

2 permeability of the soil which, as you heard before,

3 makes no sense because there are many other options, many

4 other sources of BMPs that can be implemented.

5 So unless it’s a substantial reworking of

6 that language to explain that impermeability is only

7 relevant to a waiver if every other sort of BMP has been

8 ruled out and, as Mark said, that’s very unlikely. Two

9 of the three articulated standards that would

I0 substantiate a waiver make no sense whatsoever.

ii MS. CLOKE: Thank you.

12 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Any other questions?

13 MS. DIAMOND: I have two questions. I just

14 want to follow up on the last answer. Are you saying

15 that, if waivers are granted, that it’s probably not the

16 case if someone applies to develop something that there

17 are no BMPs that would work, that they may be able to say

18 the soil is impermeable or for whatever reason something

19 is unpracticable? But some of the BMPs should be

20 applicable and practicable for almost any development?

21 MR. BECKMAN: Yes. Absolutely right. The

22 board have already dealt with this issue last summer.

23 You have selected cafeteria, like, a slate of things you

24 can choose from for different situations.
R0072011

25 One of the flexible aspects of this

26 proposal, it does not mandate "Thou shalt use a detention

27 basin if" -- you know, instead of conditions. And so we

28 have situations where infiltration may not be
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°I appropriate. Everybody recognizes that. Don’t use

2 infiltration. We think you can cover everything.

3 MS. DIAMOND: One last question on the

4 issue of conflicts with local practices. Do you think

5 there are some situations where using the local practice

6 might work or in all situations they should just use the

7 BMPs that we have in ~he permit?

8 UNIDENTIFIED: We think the analog here is

9 the one that applies in the Clean Water Act generally

I0 which is more stringent local standards can remain in

ii place of course. But the point of what you’re doing

12 today is to set minimum standards that apply everywhere

13 so it’s a level playing field and to get away from the

14 situation of judgment calls.

15 Frankly, you’re also trying to change local

!6 standards. Local standards haven’t worked. And so I

17 think to open up and let anybody come in here and argue

18 that their approach is more or less the same is going to

19 swamp this program immediately with those kinds of

20 comments.

21 And you know, the Regional Water Board is

22 regional. And-so your program should apply regionally.

23 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Any other questions? I

24 had a couple of things. I think on two of the things

25 that you’ve said it’s just the matter of clarifying

26 language.
R00720112

27 For instance, with respect to the local

28 practice issue, we have the language that talks about
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~ defeat or circumvent, and I guess what you’re really

2 arguing is saying that the local practice can continue so

3 long as it doesn’t incorporate standards that are less

4 stringent than those set forth in this document.

5 MR. BECKMAN: That’s right.

6 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: The wording defeating or

7 circumvent was supposed to get there, and it may require

8 some clarification. And then on the other issue of the

9 infiltration BMP as opposed to others in the waiver

!0 language, that again, is just -- I think the intent of

Ii board staff isn’t as -- as Xavier testified earlier to

12 say that just because infiltration is inappropriate or

13 impractical, that that will -- therefore, that means that

14 there would be a waiver of all the standards.

15 MR. BECKMAN: That’s right. It needs

16 clarifying. I agree with you that it wasn’t the intent,

17 but I think it’s the way it reads.

18 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Two other issues. First,

19 I would like to see the L.A. county list up again. It

20 went up and down so quickly that -- and you’ll say --

21 MR. BECKMAN: You’re telling us to speak

22 quickly, and the court reporter is telling us to speak

23 slow.

24 COURT REPORTER: Yeah. I do have to get

25 this. R0072013
26 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: I knew someone would hear

27 that. That would have to be you, Mr. Beckman.

28 MS. CLOKE: I think we have to -- did we
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~ also -- didn’t I see a copy of that in what you

2 submitted?

3 MR. BECKMAN: Yes. There is a copy. We

4 made copies of our submittal for each of you but --

5 MS. CLOKE: I just don’t want to look at it

6 in the book. Tell me where it is. Oh, I have it.

7 Nevermind. I found it~

8 UNIDENTIFIED: It’s an exhibit to our

9 letter. So you can see here that the county list begins

i0 with the seven types of projects with which you began.

ii But recognizing that that was not a limitation, we and

12 our experts and the county and their experts try to

13 figure out, since we weren’t doing this on a strict size

14 basis, but rather we’re doing it by project types what

15 other sorts of project types would be problematic?

16 And you can see that we came up with a

17 substantial list that we thought, if you cover all these,

18 you’re probably okay. Many of these the current proposal

19 completely ignores. You mentioned hospitals, car washes.

20 There are several different -- dry

21 cleaning -- several different categories in here.

22 Nurseries that are simply not addressed. R0072014

23 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: But now the part B

24 categories were never included in the SUSMPs proposed by

25 the staff; is that correct?

26 UNIDENTIFIED: I believe that’s correct. I

27 believe that’s correct.

28 MR. GOLD: Except for the parking lots and
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1 what you said.

2 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: One other question I had

3 was with respect to rooftops. You know, we’re getting

4 arguments for both sides that there is not enough data to

5 support, you know, having the rooftop exemption.

6 And their executive officer says there’s no

7 evidence to support, you know, not having a rooftop

8 exemption. Could this be something that could be made

9 subject to a reopener so that once further studies as to

i0 the impact of runoff from rooftops are available that one

II could visit this issue?

12 MR. GOLD: Well, I think you’re

13 saying -- me here answering this question because this is

14 really an area that I’ve worked on for my entire career,

15 and it’s not just myself as a scientist specializing in

16 storm water.

17 It’s basically the top academic scientists

18 throughout the country. It’s the EPA. Everything is

19 basically pointing to the fact that all of the

20 problems -- a lot of the problems that we’re having is

21 that, when you increase impermeability, which of course

22 rooftop is impermeability, it leads to all these

23 detrimental impacts. R0072015

24 I don’t think there needs to be any

25 additional studies in regards to this. I mean if we’re

26 going to sit down and wait for the aerial deposition

27 study and then fold in the A.Q.M.D., I mean we’re never

28 going to get done.
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~ The reality is that we need to face this

2 right now because you’re never going to -- I mean

3 literally the body of evidence in this regard is feet

4 tall, and it’s clearly what we’ve seen is over time as

5 impermeability has increased in one monitoring station or

6 another throughout this region you’ve had increased

7 pollutant loads. You’ve had increased flows literally by

8 I0 or 20 fold.

9 Remember the Malibu Creek situation where

i0 they throw up flows from the 50’s versus the 90’s. And

ii so this is basically the issue that we’re trying to

12 address, and flows are, of course, going to pick up

13 pollutants and transport them to receiving waters, and we

14 already know about the impaired receiving water problems.

15 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: So your point there is

16 that, even if it can be established that rooftop runoff

17 doesn’t contribute a great deal to pollutant loading,

18 that, nevertheless, in a situation where we have 50

19 percent of our rainfall get, you know, wasted basically,

20 even if it was absolutely clean, the impermeability it

21 just takes to the ocean, that having the rooftop

22 exemption negatively impacts the ability to capture the

23 rainfall.
R0072016

24 MR. GOLD: Absolutely. And that’s

25 basically it in a crux. And all the things that are

26 associated with it, with all the various different

27 contaminants, erosions, scour, and those sorts of things

28 are going to occur when you fold that out and basically
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1 you’re going to have BMPs that don’t work and aren’t

2 adequately maintained in that situation.

3 MS. DIAMOND: Can I -- just a question just

4 to clarify. With some of the water from the rooftop in

5 some storms, even if it’s clean and pure as can be,

6 eventually get onto the pavement and pick up the other

7 oil and debris that’s already there and then continue on

8 its way.

9 MR. GOLD: Well, absolutely that’s the

I0 case. And I know there’s a small clause within there

Ii trying to avoid that, and I’m not going to pretend there

12 isn’t. But let’s not pretend that once it gets into the

13 M.S. 4 that everything is like all pristine and clean.

14 I mean this is obviously going to scour out

15 all the pollutants that have accumulated within the catch

16 basins, within the storm drain system and the like that

17 are causing the problems.

18 I mean there’s a reason why in the Caltrans

19 case with the NRDC when they did their catch basin study

20 and found out what was in the catch basin. Low and

21 behold what a shock. You know, you end up finding a lot

22 of contaminants.

23 That’s what’s in the storm drain system,

24 and basically increased flow is going to cause that to go

25 into their city waters.

26 MR. FLEISCHLI: Can I just add something

27 real quickly to that --

R007201728 COLrRT REPORTER: What’s your name?
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~ MR. FLEISCHLI: Steven Fleishli with

2 BayKeeper. With regard to the proposal that the

3 executive officer has put forth, he’s tried to make a

4 distinction to say that "Okay. If you’re, like, on a

5 Malibu Creek, then we’re not going to allow this

6 exemption to occur."

7 But if yOU look at -- and we had a meeting

8 with environmental community with the Army Corps of

9 Engineers very recently with regard to the Los Angeles

i0 River, and one of the biggest struggles there is all

ii right.

12 There are a lot of great projects, Taylor

13 Yard, all these other sorts of things on how we can move

14 forward and try to restore some of the beneficial uses on

15 these rivers. The number 1 problem that every single

16 person there is having is the flow levels and the

17 flooding capacity and capabilities.

18 How do we deal with that? And if you allow

19 this volume to increase, essentially you’re precluding us

20 from restoring that river, the Los Angeles River, Ballona

21 Creek, San Gabriel, and your authority clearly allows you

22 to restore those.

23 In the Supreme Court, again, you don’t need

24 to base this on quality for the rooftop. You can base it

25 solely on quantity and the impacts that quantity has had

26 on places like the Los Angeles River that are already

27 channelized and we would like to see restored.

R007201828 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you very much.
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~ We need to -- it’s now -- what is it?

2 About five past 12:00. And we must break at 12:30, or we

3 don’t necessarily have to?

4 UNIDENTIFIED: We may not. I can check.

5 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Well, in that case, I’m

6 going to go ahead and hear from the other --

7 COURT RE~ORTER: If we can get a break

8 soon. If you’re going to go right through the lunch,

9 then I need my break.

i0 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Ladies and gentlemen,

ii we’ll take a ten-minute break to allow our court reporter

12 to get her fingers back together. And we’ll see you in

13 ten minutes.

14 COURT REPORTER: Thank you.

15 (A break was taken.)

16 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: We’re going to go now to

17 the second half-hour segment, and the first three

18 speakers are Ms. Margaret Clank.

19 MS. CLARK: Clark.

20 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Clark. I’m sorry.

21 Mr. Bart Doyle and Mr. Desi Alvarez. Three minutes each,

22 please.

23 MS. CLARK: Mr. Chairman and Regional Board

24 members, my name is Margaret Clark. I’m the mayor protem

25 in the city of Rosemead. I’m also a member of the San

26 Gabriel Basin Water Quality Authority, which is charged

27 with cleaning up the groundwater contamination in the San

28 Gabriel basin. And I’m also on the board of the L.A.
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~ and San Gabriel River Watershed Council.

2 And many of my friends here in the

3 environmental community know that I’ve spent countless

4 hours voluntarily on issues dealing with the environment,

5 and I want you to know that that is where I’m coming

6 from. But we do -- from a city standpoint, we do have

7 some concerns, and I’m going to lead into those.

8 The executive advisory committee or EAC is

9 the steering committee of the countywide storm water

i0 management plan. The EAC includes a mix of municipal

II representatives, two from the county of L.Ao, two from

12 each of the six watersheds.

13 During our presentation, we will refer to

14 specific provisions of the permit. We have provided each

15 member of the board with a copy of the permit that

16 highlights these provisions.

17 The permittees request the materials and

18 evidence provided to the board be included as part of the

19 record of this hearing. The permittees are the cities

20 and counties of L.A. We represent municipal governments

21 and their local elected officials which in turn

22 represents the tax paying citizens in this region.

23 With respect to water quality, our

24 objectives and those of our governing bodies are to

25 prosecute water quality, comply with the permit and

26 assure the compliance plans are effective in protecting

27 water quality and ensure that compliance costs are

28 commensurate with environmental benefits.
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f It is incumbent on public officials to

2 ensure that public resources are achieving real water

3 quality benefits and not just buying window dressing.

4 Although the topic of record for this hearing is the

5 SUSMPs, the EAC believes that this hearing is really

6 about the appropriate process for developing and

7 implementation of storm water treatment design standards

8 for new development.

9 The permittees do not oppose storm water

i0 treatment design standards for new development. As a

ii matter of the public policies, the permittees expect a

12 thorough and fair process that provide for a stakeholder

13 participation in the development of such technical

14 requirements. It also expects a process that will be

15 honored by the Regional Board and its staff.

16 There needs to be a clear understanding of

17 what is required and what will be accomplished in terms

18 of improving receiving water quality. Further, there

19 must be a clear understanding of the public and private

20 costs associated with implementing such a program.

21 The desire and need for such an orderly

22 process for sending storm water treatment design

23 standards is shared by the California Storm Water Quality

24 task force which includes representatives from every

25 major municipal storm water program in California.

26 Each member of your board has received a

27 copy of this position statement. The L.A. Municipal

28 Storm Water Permit provides a clear process for the
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I orderly establishment of meaningful and effective storm

2 water treatment design standards where needed.

3 Therefore, the permittees oppose the staff

4 proposal that attempts to unilaterally impose a

5 one-size-fits-all storm water treatment design standard

6 for new development. The permittees also oppose

7 mandatory retention treatment controls for the subject

8 new developments.

9 In considering this issue, it is important

I0 to recognize that there was wide stakeholder involvement

ii in the development and the adoption in the L.A. permit.

12 This is documented in finding 44 located on page i0 of

13 the findings section of the permit where all of the

14 groups got together.

15 Although the permittees had significant

16 reservations regarding the permit, we have complied with

17 the specified requirements. All required reports and

18 programs have been made on schedule or in the case of the

19 SUSMP five months before they were required.

20 Although the Regional Board staff proposal

21 is presumably well-intended, it overlooks the fact that

22 the permittees are now implementing a process leading to

23 the development of design standards.

24 We believe that the proposed staff action

25 and report need to be revised to reflect objective

26 judgment and good faith in its interpretation of the L.A.

27 County Municipal Storm Water Permit. Do I have one

28 second left?
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~ CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Well, beyond three

2 minutes. If you do that, everybody else will want to.

3 MS. CLARK: I hear you.

4 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: I apologize.

5 MS. CLARK: Thank you very much.

6 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you.

7 MR. DOYLe: I will try to be brief. I am

8 Bart Doyle, mayor of the city of Sierra Madre, and I’m

9 also a member of the governing board of the San Gabriel

I0 Valley Council of Governments and treasurer. And I’m

ii speaking on behalf of both organizations today.

12 Very briefly, I believe you have contained

13 in your packet a resolution which was adopted by the San

14 Gabriel Valley Council and governments of December 16

15 opposing the adoption and the numeric guidelines at this

16 point in time.

17 And that was adopted by a vote of 27 to 0,

18 27 of our 30 cities were at, at that meeting, and

19 participated. So it was a unanimous decision.

20 I would like to point out the details of

21 our resolution that we are opposing the adoption of the

22 numeric standards at this time until there can be an

23 identification of the type of and quantity of pollutants

24 generated by each of the types of developments that are

25 called for in the scope of the regulation.

26 That the type and quantity of pollutants

27 identified must pose a threat to and identify beneficial

28 use consistent with the quirk, our water planning
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f requirements and that an evaluation of those structural

2 controls required to meet numeric standards demonstrate

3 the appropriateness of controlling each one of the target

4 pollutants.

5 And finally, we’d like to see an out clause

6 where there’s an event that there’s no feasible

7 mitigation available that there would be available to

8 basically do partial mitigation and otherwise opt out of

9 any permanent requirements.

i0 The council and governments was far more

ii supportive of the original August II staff proposal for

12 this permit, and we would suggest that you return back to

13 that as probably the best balanced approach.

14 Finally, our board was sufficiently

15 concerned that they feel that, unless there is a removal

16 within numeric standards, that the counci! and

17 governments intends to appeals the decision to the State

18 Water Resources Board at the Water Control Board at the

19 appropriate time.

20 Time is brief. I would like to go on

21 record as saying that, as an elected official who’s doing

22 a very -- working very hard with his council and staff, I

23 was very insulted with some of the remarks that were made

24 earlier about the cities not taking the responsibility

25 seriously.

26 We have evolved a system over a number of

27 years. Based upon the fact that we are in the foothill

28 area with very steep slopers that we look at hydrology.
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~ We look at soil conditions. We do geotechnical reviews.

2 We’re in a seismically active area. We go all the way

3 down to parcel maps and lot splits.

4 We conditioned a lot split on Monday night

5 on the hydrology report. I think there are a number of

6 cities in Los Angeles county, particularly those who are

7 foothill communities, who are doing a very good job with

8 this and have been doing a very good job with this.

9 And I think the assertion that we need to

i0 ratchet down with numeric standards is not well-founded.

ii One other point. Because we are a foothill community, we

12 have had catch basins and debris basins in our community

13 since the 1930’s.

14 I do not believe the low cost figures that

15 were asserted by the advocates of this regulation. It is

16 a major ongoing cost to clean these things out. Every

17 time we have a fire or a major -- a major fire event or a

18 major rain event, the basins have to be cleaned.

19 Los Angeles county maintains some of ours.

20 We also maintain a couple of them as municipal catch

2! basins. Our situation is that almost all of this water

22 percolates into the east San Gabriel groundwater basin so

23 we don’t have a runoff problem. But it is an enormous

24 ongoing expense.

25 It has reached the point where several

26 years ago the county of Los Angeles has refused to accept

27 operation and maintenance responsibilities for any more

28 of these basins.
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i The other issue I would suggest you take a

2 look at, which was not addressed previously, is the

3 application of proposition 218 requiring a vote of the

4 property owners under the assessments.

5 It’s great to say, "Okay. The county won’t

6 be responsible. The city won’t be responsible. We’ll

7 set up this other kindof assessment district." But what

8 happens if the property owners don’t agree to future

9 assessments down the road for maintenance and repair?

i0 Thank you.

ii CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Okay. The three speakers

12 after Mr. Alvarez will be Mr. Kennedy, Mr. Montevideo and

13 Mr. Collacott.

14 MR. ALVAREZ: Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman,

15 members of the board, my name is Desi Alvarez. And I

16 chair the Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water and

17 Urban Runoff MPDES, executive advisory -- department of

18 executive advisory committee.

19 And on behalf of the L.A. county

20 permittees, I would like to point out the permittees did

21 submit a SUSMP in accordance with the requirements of the

22 permits to the executive officer for approval last year.

23 And we believe that the Regional Board

24 needs to work with the permittees in developing an

25 ultimate SUSMP. Since there are appreciable differences

26 between the SUSMP model that was submitted by the

27 permittees and the Regional Board, we have undertaken

28 considerable discussions with Regional Board staff over
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~ the last several months and the last few weeks almost

2 speaking daily.

3 And we believe that a lot of the

4 recommendations that were made today by your executive

5 officer are very much in concert with some of the issues

6 that we have raised regarding the December 8 version of

7 the permit. However, we still believe that there are

8 some other issues that we do have some differences.

9 I’d like to point out a couple of those.

I0 One of those is in the definition of environmentally

ii sensitive areas. We believe, as the definition stands

12 today, it is overly broad and that the definition needs

13 to be consistent with the intent of the permit to provide

14 special protection for areas of special biological

15 significance.

16 And to meet this, we would suggest that you

17 adopt language that basically states that the

18 environmentally sensitive areas be defined as those that

19 are joined, bisect or directly discharged to the

20 significant ecological areas that’s identified by

21 Los Angeles county and any other areas of environmental

22 significance as determined by municipalities.

23 The other portion of the permit where we

24 have some significant difference is in the recommendation

25 to implement design standards for treatment control BMPs.

26 And this specifically addresses itself to

27 the requirement for a three quarter inch standard. We

28 believe that this standard, as currently proposed, is
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~ premature.

2 That there is a lot of issues that need to

3 be worked out specifically when we talk about design of

4 treatment facilities or flow-based, nonvolume-based. And

5 the hydrology today is not there for the small scale

6 events that represent the 85 percentile that we’re trying

7 to capture.

8 I do believe that we would be prepared to

9 accept a alternative proposal. If you wish to consider

I0 this, that you implement a three-quarter inch volume

ii standard for commercial development of i00,000 square

12 feet and commercial development of I00,000 square feet

13 only excluding all residential development in order to

14 provide us for an opportunity to see how this works over

15 the next 18 to 24 months.

16 If that is done, it should also be done in

17 conjunction with a proposal that you will be hearing from

18 SCAG later on. Thank you very much.

19 MR. KENNEDY: My name is Tom Kennedy. For

20 a period of about six years between 1993 and 1999, a

21 representative of the city of Vernon currently an

22 operation’s manager with the Olevenheim (phonetic)

23 Municipal Water District of San Diego.

24 COURT REPORTER: Excuse me?

25 MR. KENNEDY: Olevenheim Municipal Water

26 District. I was asked by the EAC to come here to speak

27 about the chronology and the development of the SUSMPs.

28 I was involved in that subcommittee and pretty much all
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f the other ones during the period of time.

2 However, before I proceed with that, I

3 wanted to clarify there’s been a number of references

4 to the L.A. county program as being an example of a

5 program that we should be following, and I just want to

6 remind the board, as Dennis did, that a lot of the

7 provisions in that were a result of the settlement

8 agreement with the NRDC and not the result of a

9 collaborative process or any sorts of scientific

I0 investigation.

II Proceeding here, the staff reports suggests

12 that the process outlined the permit be abandoned because

13 of the implementation date of July 13, 1999 has passed.

14 However, the lack of responsiveness by the Regional Board

15 staff, because they’re primarily understaffed, is the

16 primary factor and delays that have gotten to this

17 hearing at this late date.

18 The permittees have submitted every report

19 and plan required by the permit on schedule.

20 Specifically the model development planning program was

21 submitted as required on January 29, 1998 in developing

22 this model program. The permittees implemented a

23 deliberate and open process to promote wide state

24 over involvement. R0072029

25 Multiple drafts were developed and

26 circulated for comment --

27 COURT REPORTER: You have to s!ow down.

28 MR. KENNEDY: I’m sorry. I only have three
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1° minutes. I’ll slow down. Multiple drafts were developed

2 and circulated --

3 COURT REPORTER: Sorry about that.

4 MR. KENNEDY: -- were developed and

5 circulated for comment from permittees and interested

6 parties. The permittees considered these comments in

7 developing a program that they believe applies with all

8 applicable state and federal regulations, the permit and

9 which will be effective and implementable.

I0 As has been the history of this program,

ii Regional Board staff was sometimes less than timely in

12 reviewing and commenting on and finally acting on the

13 documents.

14 The permittees submitted a model

15 development planning program to the Regional Board on

16 January 29, 1998 by a letter dated April I0, 1998. The

17 executive officer advised the permittees the program was

18 deemed deficient.

19 The permittees submitted a revised program

20 in August, 1998. Not until December 23, 1998, which is

21 almost five months later, did the executive officer

22 distribute the Regional Board’s revision of the program

23 to the permittees and other interested parties.

24 Finally, on February ii, 1999, the

25 executive officer notified the permittees that the

26 Regional Board staff’s version of the model development

27 planning program was approved.

28 And just in case I’m not able to finish, I

130

BARNEY,    UNGERMANN & ASSOCIATES 1-888-326-5900

R0072030



f have a chronology (inaudible) that I can hand out for the

2 record. While we’re developing the SUSMPs, we were

3 advised through comments received during the early

4 planning that we should wait until after the BMP approval

5 was done by the board.

6 And a comment received from -- I believe it

7 was Heal the Bay, on April 15, 1999, it indicated that

8 they were surprised to see the SUSMPs before the

9 recommendation BMP list is approved by the board since

I0 the permit requires SUSMPs to incorporate the pertinent

ii elements of BMP lists.

12 Heal the Bay recommends the county wait

13 until the BMP list is approved by the board at the April

14 meeting and then use finalized BMP lists to revise the

15 SUSMPs accordingly, and that was one of the reasons we

16 did wait.

17 And then as we finished the SUSMPs within a

18 few week after that, I believe six weeks after that, even

19 though we had six months to complete those. So the

20 allegations of the staff report that we were not timely

21 in submitting reports is unfounded. Thank you.

22 MR. MONTEVIDEO: Good afternoon, I guess it

23 is now, ladies and gentlemen of the board. I appreciate

24 your time today. My name is Richard Montevideo. I’m

25 with the lawfirm of Rutan and Tucker. R0072031

26 I’m here today on behalf of the executive

27 advisory committee and the permittees under the permit.

28 I want to start with a chant that I heard from the
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f videotape some three and a half years ago. The chant was

2 "Pass the permit. Pass the permit. Pass the permit."

3 A~d in fact on July 15, 1996, this board

4 passed the permit. It wasn’t only a chant. It was the

5 cause of that particular meeting. There’s T-shirts that

6 were passed out to this board, that were passed out to

7 everyone, and they were passed out by the members of the

8 environmental groups. You can see here pass the permit.

9 Okay, what happened?

I0 What happened was you passed the permit,

ii and as you passed the permit, you imposed obligations on

12 these permittees and more importantly, or just as

13 importantly, you imposed obligations on yourself.

14 Those obligations do a number of things.

15 But they -- with respect to the permittees, they require

16 the permittees to submit certain programs, model program,

17 the proposed plan right now, they have gone ahead and

18 submitted that program that that particular plan is

19 before you now.

20 Unfortunately, your focus today is not on

21 the program that was submitted by the permittees as it is

22 required to be by law. There is a specific

23 administrative review process that is set forth in the

24 permit that you passed.

25 Second slide, please.  0072032

26 This process requires that you focus on the

27 program that was submitted by the permittees. This

28 process is an administrative review process in effect due
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I" process both to yourself and to members -- the permittees

2 under this permit.

3 If you review the purpose, I took this

4 directly out of the permit itself, and I’ve passed out

5 copies to you. The administrative review process

6 formalizes the procedure for review and acceptance of

7 reports and documents Submitted to the Regional Board

8 under this order.

9 In addition, it provides a method to

i0 resolve any difference in compliance expectations between

II the Regional Board and permittees prior to initiating

12 enforcement action. It provides a method to resolve and

13 difference in compliance expectations.

14 These permittees have proceeded to propose

15 a SUSMP program of their own. You have adopted a permit

16 that gives them the mechanism to do that. You have

17 adopted a permit that provides a process. What we’re

18 asking is that you follow the process.

19 Next slide, please.
R0072033

20 Very succinctly, the process is detailed in

21 the permit, and you have the pages of the program

22 that -- of the permit itself that lay out this program.

23 The executive officer has 120 days. If he

24 doesn’t like what he sees, he sends out a notice of

25 intent to meet and confer. There are other portions of

26 this process that is supposed to be followed.

27 We ask that you follow this process in your

28 own permit. That’s the whole purpose of setting forth
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i" the process. If you do not -- next slide, please.

2 According to your own permit, again, this

3 is on the second page of what I passed out. "The

4 executive officer shall not take enforcement action

5 against a permittee until the executive officer has

6 notified the permittee in writing that the administrative

7 review process has been exhausted, is that the executive

8 officer has determined that a violation exists warranting

9 enforcement."

I0 We have not seen anything in terms of

Ii following this process. There has been no notice intent

12 to meet and confer. There’s been no determination within

13 the first 120 days. All we ask is that you follow the

14 process. All we ask is that you follow the permit that

15 you passed.

16 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you very much.

17 Following Mr. Collacott, we have Mr. Neil Miller and

18 Mr. Tony Nisitch, I believe.

19 MR. COLLACOTT: Good afternoon. My name is

20 Bob Collacott. I’m with the consulting firm of URSC

21 Woodward-Clyde. I’m speaking here today on behalf of

22 EAC. I’m speaking regarding the issue of the numerical

23 design standards or numerical litigation standards.

24 The permittees, as was noted in the opening

25 remarks, do not oppose the development of storm water

26 treatment design standards for new development. In fact

27 your permit number 96-054 prescribes a deliberate process

28 for development of the storm water design standards.
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1° So let’s review what that process is. The

2 first step is the development of a model program for

3 storm water management development and planning, and

4 that’s noted on the provisions in the first part of your

5 handout.

6 The SUSMP, which is intended to provide

7 guidance in the implementation of the model program was

8 submitted to your board in July of 1999 and amended later

9 to address the Regional Board comments in August of 1999.

i0 The second step in the process is the

ii development of the integrated receiving water impacts

12 report. And again, on -- if you look back to what is

13 page -- a copy of page 65 of the permit, it states that

14 the principal permittee shall, not later than July 21 of

15 2000, prepare and submit an integrated receiving waters

16 impacts report.

17 The report shall include but not be limited

18 to a comprehensive analysis of the results of the

19 different monitoring data and feasible environmenta!

20 indicators. It should also include recommendations on

21 future monitoring requirements such as integration and

22 storm water receiving water monitoring and regional

23 receiving water monitoring if applicable. The report

24 will be an integral part of the report waste discharge.

25 In other words, this report will identify

26 in terms to receiving waters and pollutants of concern.

27 The staff report is premature in attempting

28 to preempt this report which will be submitted to the
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i Regional Board by the permittees on July 31. The third

2 step in this process is a component of the program

3 evaluation report. And again, that’s on page 65 of the

4 permit. And it’s highlighted on your handout.

5 And it states that the principal permittee

6 shall not later than February ist of 2001 submit a report

7 on the identification Of SUSMP components for which the

8 performance standards will be developed and implemented

9 during the next term of the permit.

I0 The report shall include a schedule of

II development of performance standards. The performance

12 standards will indicate the level of implementation

13 necessary to demonstrate that efforts are being made to

14 reduce the discharge of pollutants in storm water to the

15 maximum extent practicable. This report will be an

16 amicable part of the report of waste discharge."

17 The identification of needed performance

18 standards will be based in part on the integrated

19 receiving waters impacts report. Hereto, the staff

20 report attempts to preempt the permit and report waste

21 discharges.

22 The fourth step in the process is the

23 development and implementation of the design standards

24 criteria that will be necessary to achieve performance

25 standards. R0072036
26 It is expected that the Municipal ~corm

27 Water Permit to be issued in 2001 will describe more

28 thoroughly the process by which the identified
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f performance standards and the supporting design standards

2 or criteria will be developed.

3 It is clear that the permit provided a

4 process for the development of performance standards and

5 design criteria. It is also very clear that the permit

6 contemplated that effort would occur "during the next

7 permit period."

8 The staff recommendation attempts to

9 circumvent the process provided by the permit and denies

I0 the opportunity for stakeholder involvement, the staff

ii report any environmental community cites several areas

12 nationwide that have developed storm water design

13 standards for new development.

14 Where design standards have been

15 implemented, public agencies have implemented a careful

16 process similar to that described in the permit. In

17 addition, they have facilitated wide stakeholder

18 involvement in developing those standards.

19 On the last page of your handout, I’ve put

20 a summary of my survey, and in every instance you will

21 find that there has been wide stakeholder involvement,

22 and it’s taken some time. But anyway, in no case and

23 each case the development of design standards --

24 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Can you wrap up?

25 MR. COLLACOTT: Pardon?
R0072037

26 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Can you wrap up?

27 MR. COLLACOTT: In conclusion, I’d like to

28 present another option to the board in terms of handling
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1 this option and that is basically to follow the process

2 that’s identified in the permit for the development and

3 design standards. Thank you.

4 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you very much.

5 MR. MILLER: Mr. Chairman, members of the

6 board, my name is Neil Miller. I’m the Public Works

7 director with the city of Manhattan Beach, also a member

8 of the EAC for the permittees here just to speak about a

9 couple of other issues.

i0 Those of us that are on the firing line of

ii regulation at the local level do need very clear

12 guidelines and information for the development community.

13 What seems to be missing to many of us is

14 that clear relationship between the cost which is

15 then -- have been examples of cost up on the board and

16 the benefit.

17 In the past, the negotiations with the

18 environmental community and with board staff, there’s

19 been a lot of discussion about the distinction of

20 watersheds and how one’s unique from another. And there

21 are now lots of opportunities to test some of those

22 presumptions. R0072038

23 The county has their program, and Santa

24 Monica and others have been stated as following up on

25 what our chairman, Desi Alvarez said. We would propose

26 to use those examples to get clear data that our building

27 community will understand it that we can go in with a

28 clear message and say, "Here’s what these improvements
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1° will do. This is how it will help the receiving waters."

2 And we’ll have clear examples.

3 There were no examples put up there. There

4 was no examples in the permit of what the construction of

5 these improvements will do in terms of benefit, in terms

6 of the quality. We’d like to have that.

7 That will help us then go forward with the

8 programs that we basically all want to do, but it’s a

9 matter of doing them at the right time or the program

i0 will fail.

ii Another issue is in maintenance, the cost

12 of maintenance and inspections that will be required from

13 the permit. It was mentioned earlier about proposition

14 218. Manhattan Beach is lucky enough to have a storm

15 water utility.

16 We created it. It’s a funding utility

17 where there’s an assessment on the parcels to pay for

18 storm drain maintenance and storm drain programs.

19 However, that was done before prop 218.

20 If there is a considerable amount of

21 inspection, if this gets down to the single-family level,

22 we will not have a methodology from that funding source

23 to do the inspections necessary.

24 Of course you could say, "Well, you could

25 look at other" -- you know, "reprioritizing your budget,"

26 and that will be a difficult thing for our council to

27 struggle with. R0072039

28 And I just want you to know that’s a
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i" constraint, and we would definitely support the high

2 priority categories that have been presented with the

3 exception of the numerical standards until we have the

4 data from the programs that are in place now and

5 following the process of the permit. Thank you very

6 much.

7 CHAIRMAN’~NAHAI: Thank you, Mr. Neil.

8 MR. NISITCH: Good morning. I guess it’s

-9 good afternoon. My name is Tony Nisitch. I’m the

I0 director of Transportation Engineering Services for the

ii city of Santa Clarita, a town about 35 miles north of

12 here. I say that because a lot of people don’t know

13 where it is. But we are a very rapidly growing area of

14 the county.

15 I’d like to wrap up, I think, our part of

16 the presentation as distinctly as I can. If you know me,

17 that’s very difficult for me to do. But what I’ve heard

18 today and I’ve heard throughout this process is that

19 these regulations are complex and difficult to

20 understand.

21 I’ll submit to you now that what I heard

22 and what I think you heard is I don’t believe that all of

23 us in this room, number i, understand what the proposal

24 is that’s on the table. We don’t understand what it

25 says. Further, we don’t understand what it means because

26 we don’t understand the application, whether it’s

27 commercial. Is this water? Commercial? Is this water?

28 I think we also don’t know, therefore, what
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I" it does. In other words, will be effective in doing

2 whatever we want to do. I think those things are before

3 you. I don’t think we have the answers to those

4 questions. I don’t think you’ve heard any testimony

5 today that would counteract that.

6 I think there was so much confusion what

7 we’re saying, I think it’s necessary to take time to

8 develop those proposals, and I think there’s time to do

9 that. What we said is we think we need to follow the

i0 process spelled out in the permit all along.

II We think, if you do that, you’re more

12 likely to hit the goal we’re aiming at, and we believe

13 that’s to clean up the storm water. Something that we

14 all share.

15 Another issue that I think that hasn’t been

16 talked about but I think needs to be talked about is

17 storm water quality is but one component of the overall

18 development process in the design, construction and

19 maintenance of development projects that are literally

20 millions of conditions that are considered, issued and

21 things talked about.

22 I don’t know of anybody -- I don’t know of

23 any reports done by anybody that would support the fact

24 that the development process is already too simple and

25 should in fact be lengthened and made more complex.

26 That goes to the point that I’m talking

27 about whether or not we should impose these standards or

28 we talk about waiver or we talk about flexibility,
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I" administratively at the local level of the enforcement is

2 taking place.

3 That’s entirely -- it’s very critical and

4 so critical that I propose that the failure to adequately

5 address that issue will be the downfall of these

6 standards.

7 Finally, I’d just like to say we believe

8 that there are alternative proposals that will be both

9 more effective and more appropriate to meet the goals of

I0 the executive director on this board, and we believe you

ii ought to take the time necessary to implement those.

12 Thank you.

13 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you very much. That

14 concludes that half-hour segment as far as speakers are

15 concerned. We can go to board questions of the speakers

16 that just made presentations.

17 MS. LYON: Yes. I think I’d like to have

18 Mr. Desi Alvarez come back up. I believe you got cut off

19 before you could entirely explain your alternate plan --

20 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: He wasn’t cut off. His

21 time was up.

22 MR. ALVAREZ: I was just being polite and

23 respectful to the time limit.

24 MS. LYON: I was just a little bit curious

25 if you could explain that a little bit more, please.

26 MR. ALVAREZ: At the last meeting of the

27 EAC, we talked very much in depth, as we have, over and

28 over every time we’ve met regarding the imposition of a
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1 numerical design standard and the permit.

2 And one of the ideas that was kicked around

3 was that there are agencies out there that are doing this

4 already, and a lot of people are working their way

5 through a lot of issues.

6 But if we had to look at a design standard

7 now, could we live with any option. And one of the

8 options that we did consider was that the design standard

9 be applied to commercial development of i00,000 square

I0 feet or more and only commercial development of i00,000

ii square feet or more.

12 That would exclude all residential

13 development whether it be subdivisions or condominium and

14 apartment complexes and deve!ops i00,000 square foot

15 parcels or larger. The reason for that is because

16 there’s more control, we believe, in terms of maintenance

17 of BMPs with commercial development.

18 The commercial developers tend to be a

19 higher value type of development where the impact of the

20 cost of implementing this requirement would be a smaller

21 percentage of the overall costs and since we believe that

22 a lot of this would be experimental in nature because

23 there are a lot of issues to be worked out.

24 And it is not as easy as just say, "Just do

25 it." Everytime somebody does it, they jump through all

26 kinds of machinations to make something work short of

27 retaining that three quarter inches on-site.

28 Because any treatment facilities require
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1 many assumptions, and they’re not going to be consistent

2 and are not consistently being applied today, and that

3 results with BMPs that may or may not work properly.

4 And I will give you one example. One of

5 the issues -- or one of the treatment processes that was

6 brought up earlier was the implementation of oil, water

7 separators. I think somebody mentioned that.

8 Now, a water separator would be a very good

9 type of treatment facility particularly targeting oil,

I0 grease and the type of stuff that’s coming off of surface

ii vehicular access type of areas.

12 Those are sized. As currently designed,

13 you would end up jumping through several hoops to get

14 from a three quarter inch to some kind of flow-base

15 standard. If that’s put in place and you get a large

16 storm event and the flow is significantly larger, what

17 will happen, it will just create a siphon condition in

18 some of these oil, water separators and flush out all the

19 sludge and everything else that the oil water separator

20 is retaining.

21 And that’s a very real issue. So there are

22 a lot of design standards that do need to be developed.

23 We would think that we just work with commercial

24 developers in the next 18 to 24 months. It would afford

25 an opportunity to flush out some of these issues.

26 We also put that in with the caveat that it

27 go in conjunction with the proposal from SCAG. Basically

28 there would be significant monitoring of how this is
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i" working, and that monitoring goes to all of the design

2 issues and implementation issues as well as cost issues

3 that SCAG would also be available to make resources from

4 the 208 program to provide for additional studies that

5 would be required.

6 And that’s a source of funding. Funding

7 for a lot of this stuff has been very difficult to come

8 by. We just haven’t had the funds. A lot of people here

9 will say, "We’ve been doing this for ten years." And

i0 it’s true that ten years ago, actually probably ii plus

Ii years ago now that we’re in the year 2000, there was this

12 regional discussion to talk about a storm water permit,

13 and a lot of things that probably should have happened

14 have not occurred because of lack of funding.

15 MS. LYON: I guess I should ask the

16 chairman. When will we be hearing from SCAG?

17 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Whenever they want to

18 speak to us.

19 MS. LYON: So that would be during the

20 general comments later?

2! MR. ALVAREZ: I’m not quite sure. We had

22 submitted a list of names, and maybe our card didn’t get

23 in. But they could speak later. I believe they have a

24 card in. Mr. Pisano is here from SCAG, and he was going

25 to talk about their proposal.

26 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: I anticipate that that

27 will take place when we come back from lunch?

28 MR. MONTEVIDEO: If there aren’t any other
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~ questions, I would like to follow up on what Mr. Alvarez

2 had to say in response to this line of questioning --

3 COURT REPORTER: What is your name again?

4 MR. MONTEVIDEO: Richard Montevideo. I’m

5 sorry. The importance of the permittees submitting a

6 program under the existing permit is critical for this

7 board because, if I submit you a program for purposes of

8 the L.A. county, you can’t approve that.

9 If the NRDC or Heal the Bay or somebody

i0 else submits a program for all of Los Angeles county, you

ii can’t approve that. Even if your own Regional Board

12 submits a program for Los Angeles county, you can’t

13 approve that.

14 The permit identifies a very specific

15 process. The process is that these permittees have to

16 submit the program. The action that you’re taking today

17 is not on these permittees proposed program.

18 It’s supposed to be on whether their

19 program reduces pollutants to the maximum extent

20 practicable. That’s the charge of your executive

21 officer.

22 If that charge is not followed, that means

23 he hasn’t complied with the review process. These

24 permittees then just move forward under the program that

25 they submitted, if there is no response that process.

26 I guess my point is that taking the actions

27 being proposed, legally that you’re proposing to take

28 today or may take today, legally has absolutely no
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f effect. Because at the end of the day, the process that

2 was outlined in the permit that you adopted in 1996 is a

3 process that has to be followed.

4 It was proposed after much discussion, 18

5 months of negotiations, and it’s very important that that

6 process be followed. Otherwise whatever you do today is

7 irrelevant. And at the end~of the day, these permittees

8 are still going to have to go through their program with

9 Mr. Dickerson and staff and get that program resolved.

i0 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you. We will seek

i! our counsel’s response to your contentions. Ms. Cloke?

12 MS. CLOKE: Mr. Doyle. Is Mr. Doyle still

13 here? Do I have the right name? From Sierra Madre. Has

14 he left?

15 MR. ALVAREZ: You have the right name. He

16 may have had to leave.

17 MS. CLOKE: I see. Okay. Anybody

18 representing a hillside community who’s spoken to us in

19 the last segment of the program.

20 MR. ALVAREZ: Mr. Nisitch from Santa

21 Clarita, I think, would qualify as hillside community.

22 MS. CLOKE: I wanted to ask you if you

23 would look at the definition of hillside that is in the

24 proposed plan.

25 MR. NISITCH: The one -- December 7

26 proposal? R0072047

27 MS. CLOKE: The one that has the --

28 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: You would have to look at
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i" the December 7 together with the change sheet.

2 MR. NISITCH: It’s --

3 MS. CLOKE: It’s erosive soil conditions,

4 grading of any natural slope that is 25 percent or

5 greater, and there was also a condition in a previous

6 iteration about cut and fill over 30 feet.

7 And I wanted to ask you is this -- does

8 this capture -- if this were enacted, how much of your

9 community would be involved in a standard like that?

i0 MR. NISITCH: Let me first state that from

ii a slope point of view quite a bit. We have -- our city

12 is very hilly. And it’s kind of a group of hills. And

13 one of the things that the developers do is level those

14 hills and -- to get away from that requirement.

15 Large -- I would say perhaps maybe 50 percent of our

16 community have looked at it in total because it would

17 meet this definition.
R0072048

18 MS. CLOKE: And is that residential

19 community or other kinds of construction?

20 MR. NISITCH: It’s both residential and

21. probably industrial. We have those kinds of facilities

22 that want to locate in those areas.

23 MS. CLOKE: Okay. And my second question

24 to you is when -- when these -- if this plan is approved

25 and the commensurate city ordinances are enacted, then

26 would it be reasonable to assume that your own building

27 and safety department, when they go out anyway to a

28 construction site to go through their checklist, would be
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f also going through this -- this would also be part of

2 their checklist, or do you envision that this would be a

3 separate implementation and permitting process?

4 MR. NISITCH: I think the answer to that

5 question, we prefer that it be just that, another item on

6 their existing checklist as opposed to a different item

7 with a different person.

8 Those of us that looked at combination

9 inspectors as opposed to one inspector or, you know, have

I0 a inspector as opposed to four or five that, you know,

Ii just on resource basis to go out and try to develop a

12 standard that is so difficult you need a specialist to go

13 do it.

14 Not only is it more expensive for us to

15 administer if we find the simply -- if we need four or

16 five people to explain it to a builder, the builder needs

17 four or five hundred other people to figure out what it

18 means too.

19 MS. CLOKE: I prefer for the building and

20 safety implementation myself. I think that’s the easiest

21 for everybody. Thank you, sir.

22 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Any other questions? I

23 had a question for Mr. Miller, if he’s still here and

24 then -- Mr. Miller, this was my question to you. Since

25 you represent Manhattan Beach, and in your presentation,

26 you spoke about, you know, possible costs to builders

27 within the city and so forth. R0072049

28 And I wondered, though, in that equation,
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i" have we stopped to think what the cost would be to the

2 coastal economy which is so important to your city if we

3 don’t at some time, you know, move forward to deal with

4 urban runoff pollutions --

5 MR. MILLER: Yes, I have --

6 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: -- or do you think that it

7 doesn’t affect your city at all?

8 MR. MILLER: No. That’s not what I’m

9 saying. It does affect our city obviously. We are a

I0 coastal community. And I think what we’re saying is,

Ii though, at this point we don’t have a clear picture to

12 take to the developers, especially the smaller developers

13 as to your $I0,000 or $15,000 or $20,000 investment is

14 going to help to what degree as far as the pollution of

15 the ocean or the beaches right in front of you.

16 We haven’t implemented many of the BMPs.

17 We have gone farther than the permit requires in our

18 local community in areas that we know where it’s

19 effective.

20 But just to have a broad numerical standard

21 without that connection I think will be very difficult to

22 implement and sell to that community -- to the
R0072050

23 development community.

24 If I could just follow up, that is the

25 reason we would like to see the results of that work

26 that’s in place now so that we’ll have that.

27 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you. I appreciate

28 it. Would you address Mr. Montevideo’s concerns about
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I" legal -- is this an administrative review process that

2 we’re undergoing at this time?

3 MR. LEON: I think it does qualify under

4 the provisions of the permit that Mr. Montevideo has

5 cited. And I had an opportunity to review the comments

6 that Mr. Montevideo made, he has made previously along

7 with some of the comments from the EAC.

8 And there is a response to the argument in

9 the material that’s designated the staff report reportive

I0 decision. In summary, Mr. Nahai, it’s very important to

II recall that, despite the fact that the provisions as

12 Mr. Montevideo has stated them to be, it’s

13 certainly -- it’s an accurate portrayal of what’s in the

14 permit.

15 That those provisions are no longer

16 meaningful given the fact that we’ve moved a long way

17 from where we were in 1996 when the provisions were first

18 promulgated. It’s very important that the deadline for

19 the implementation of the SUSMPs has expired. That was

20 July 30 of 1999. ROO?2OSl
21 The board cab, in my view, view the

22 provisions of the permit as now being expired and no

23 longer meaningful in light of several practical

24 consideration, and considerations that have to do with

25 the impacts on the parties.

26 I think that the reason for the provisions

27 having to do with the administrative review process was

28 to protect the parties, the permittees, from having to be
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I" unilaterally told to do at that stage of the process.

2 However, we’ve gotten to a point now where

3 there has been lots of exchange of information between

4 the staff. There’s been lots of exchange of proposals.

5 As I think even you, during the opening of the hearing,

6 noted that the parties have had ample opportunity to

7 review the previous proposals to comment on those

8 proposals, and the staff has been responsive.

9 We’re charged by the other side, not the

i0 EAC but the environmentalist with giving them too much

II because the changes to the drafts have been so extensive.

12 And so we’re at a point where we have to

13 decide is there any real prejudice to the parties? I

14 think there isn’t because of the fact that there’s been

15 so much exchange of information and opportunity to

16 comment. R0072052
17 Well, Mr. Montevideo said there wasn’t any

18 real meet and confer. Effectively there was. There has

19 been, as you know, many meetings held between staff and

20 EAC representatives and permittees.

21 In fact, I don’t think that Mr. Montevideo

22 or the EAC can actually cite -- certainly they haven’t

23 yet -- any real prejudice to the parties as a result of

24 the process.

25 It’s true, if I had my druthers, I’d rather

26 stick to the process because it’s so clean. It fits

27 neatly into the permit requirements. But I think it’s

28 also within your discretion, given the actual facts, the
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~ actual history, the actual process, the actual

2 communications and the exchange of information that the

3 board has some discretion here.

4 I don’t think it needs to be blindly told

5 we’re going to ask you to delay for delay’s sake. And

6 that’s what’s happening.

7 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: If I understood you

8 correctly, you’re saying that to the extent the permit

9 contemplated a process of communication back and forth of

I0 submittals of review of those submittals and comments on

ii them, that that has taken place already over a long time

12 with many, many communications.

13 MR. LEON: I think it has.

14 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: So that really the intent

15 and perhaps the actual letter of that requirement has

16 already been satisfied even though there may not be a

17 document that says this is a meet and confer letter. But

18 that that’s not necessary because those discussions and

19 exchanges have already taken place.

20 If I also hear you correctly, you’re saying

2~ that in any event, now with the situation that the

22 deadline for the finalization of the SUSMP has already

23 passed and that that process was never intended to be one

24 in which one side could interminably delay the process by

25 saying or reaching the conclusion by saying here’s one

26 draft. Here’s another draft and going on in that way.

27 Is that --
R0072053

28 MR. LEON: Absolutely.
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f UNIDENTIFIED: May I respond to that, Mr.

2 Chair, just very briefly.

3 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Do you absolutely have to?

4 UNIDENTIFIED: Well, one point because it

5 is a very important point. What we’re talking about here

6 is a due process requirement that was specifically

7 negotiated and include~ in this permit.

8 Now, it’s one thing to say we can dispense

9 with due process if it in effect has been complied with.

I0 But here it hasn’t been complied with. There have been

II delays. Yes. There have been delays, but those delays,

12 as you heard from this presentation today, were the

13 delays primarily on the Regional Board staff, not on the

14 part of the permittees.

15 So the delays you can’t -- you rely upon a

16 delay on your own part to say let’s dispense with due

17 process as provided in the permit itself. Secondly and

18 more importantly, no prejudice, no prejudice. The permit

19 is a specific process that has to be followed.

20 The process says look at what these folks

21 have submitted to you. You have completely ignored that

22 process. The slide that I had showed you that goes

23 through 120 days, the meet and confer process, is a

24 process that’s designed to look at what the permittees

25 had submitted to you and to resolve those problems

26 beforehand, not to look at what the board is trying to

27 mandate on these permittees. R0072054

28 Even now today we’re still getting changes.
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f We don’t even -- it’s a moving target. It’s your moving

2 target. It’s supposed to be -- if it’s going to be a

3 moving target, it’s supposed to be our moving target.

4 The prejudice is that you’ve completely

5 ignored the fact that it’s our program that you’re

6 supposed to be focusing on, not the Regional Board’s

7 program, and you’re supposed to be giving us time, not on

8 the last day here, looking at changes. But give us time

9 in advance to review the changes to work out the problems

I0 with our program.

II CHAIRM~!q NA!~_AI: Thank you. A~ny other

12 questions?

13 MR. ALVAREZ: If there are no other

14 questions, first I would like to thank the board for this

15 opportunity. And secondly, I’d like to ask for the

16 indulgence. There are two individuals who have been here

17 all morning. They have to leave this afternoon. And one

18 is Mr. Pisano, and the other one is Mr. Bruce Barrows,

19 who’s the vice chair of the Gateway Cities COG.

20 They would like to speak. If you could

21 allow them to maybe come up and use their three minutes

22 at this point, I think they would appreciate that.

23 UNIDENTIFIED: Mr. Chairman, there are

24 others who have been sitting here all morning --

25 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Well --
R0072055

26 COURT REPORTER: Wait --

27 UNIDENTIFIED: -- and I was told we would

28 speak in the order in which we presented our cards. And
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f I think that’s fair enough.

2 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: That’s what we’ve

3 arranged. Does it really matter if we allow a speaker to

4 go beforehand?

5 MR. ALVAREZ: The last issue, if it makes a

6 difference, we only had nine speakers --

7 CHAIRMAN-NAHAI: I know. But I’m going

8 to -- with due respect, I’m going to decline. We’ve

9 decided to not grant any favorable treatment to anybody.

I0 MR. ALVAREZ: Thank you, by the way, for

II your time.

12 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you so much. All

13 right. Well, in that case then we will break for lunch,

14 and we’ll see you here -- what time will we see everyone?

15 We’ll see everybody back here at 2:00.

16 (Lunch break.)

17

18 * * *

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27 R0072056

28
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! CHAIPdVLA!q NAHAI: Ladies and gentlemen,

2 please, take your seats and we’ll resume. I’d like to

3 start again, please. Please sit down.

4 Okay. We’re going to just go forward now

5 and allocate three minutes to each speaker. You can

6 see the number of card~ I have here. So in order to

7 get through this, it’s just so important that you limit

8 yourselves to three minutes, please.

9 To start off, I’d like to call on

i0 Miss Alexis Strauss, EPA, please.

Ii MS. STRAUSS: Good afternoon, Chairman

12 Nahai and board members. My name is Alexis Straus.

13 I’m the director of EPA’s Water Division. Thank you

14 for your patience in working through this issue with

15 so many comments.

16 I would like to urge, as we did in our

17 correspondence, the board’s adoption of this modest

18 proposal. I think it’s very timely that this action

19 take place now, given the overal! lack of progress, I’m

20 afraid, in implementing the permit since its adoption.

21 Perhaps it was unavoidable that a great deal of

22 planning discussions needed to occur, but I am

23 willfully concerned that we lack the necessary impetus

24 in moving from the planning stage to the implementation

25 stage.

26 As I look ahead -- instead of focusing on

27 this dilemma before you today, as I look ahead over the

28 next ten years, we will be going through both storm
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1 water and discharge permits two more cycles of, let’s

2 say, five-year permit terms a piece, and in each of

3 those two cycles ahead, we need to make substantial

4 progress.

5 I feel that we have not made much

6 progress in this permi~ term, and we were very

7 intricately involved in how this permit came to be

8 established and what its terms are. And I am very

9 concerned that here we are more than halfway through

I0 this particular permit with very little in terms of

ii water quality protection to show for it.

12 But I don’t mean to indicate, any

13 disrespect for the cities involved because, it is a very

14 large task, but what is before you today I-think is, in

15 fact, a very modest proposal. I think it is critical

16 to act now to enact this particular proposal.

17 Although, I would favor removing some of

18 the exemptions, for two larger reasons I think the

19 board needs to act. One, we significantly lack

20 adequate staffing for the Storm Water Program

21 throughout the State of California and, in particular,

22 in this Regional Board. This board cannot afford to

23 have its staff spending six-plus months on this

24 particular topic and nothing happening on all of the

25 other aspects of the Storm Water Program, let alone the

26 backlog in NPDES permits and all of the other aspects

27 of the water protection programs.

28 I am worried that we are going to get
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1 bogged down procedurally in this permit and that

2 everything is not happening. There is not a sufficient

3 field presence. There are many other requirements in

4 the Storm Water Program that are not being met.

5 I think the proposal needs to be simple,

6 and it needs to be understandable. Any of us at any

7 level of government, a public person should be able to

8 pick this proposal up and be able to understand the

9 obligations they’re under. And for that reason, I

I0 favor removing some of the exemptions that have been

ii proposed, such as the rooftop exemption.

12 My second concern, other than are we

13 adequately carrying out the Storm Water Program

14 together, is that over the next ten years the Regiona!

15 Board, many different parties in this room and we at

16 EPA, will be engaged in studying the polluted waterways

17 in this basin, looking at their sources of pollution

18 and trying to analyze where we should allocate that

19 pollution load, and as you understand, I’m talking

20 about TMDLs.

21 The requisite steps before us are to

22 begin to address the problems that we’re having in

23 meeting the beneficial uses, and I see today’s proposal

24 as beginning to address storm water as critical in

25 snatching the low hanging fruit, as it were, in doing

26 the simpler, readily available design standards for new

27 development as a start toward what will undoubtedly be

28 far more painful at future board meetings five and ten
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1 years down the line as we start talking about far more

2 stringent limits in storm water permits and far more

3 unpalatable than the kind of proposa! that is before

4 you today.

5 So I think it is vital that we begin now

6 to take these very modest steps by adopting a design

7 standard. We’re not adopting effluent limits. Then I

8 would expect the whole room would be up in arms, but

9 we’re just looking at a design standard and the

i0 associated BMPs.

Ii We spent six months in this dialogue.

12 There’s very little else happening on the ground at

13 this point. I’d like to seize this opportunity to

14 meaningfully move forward. This is but a prelude to

15 far more difficult measures that we will be considering

16 later. We are needing to reverse the rapid

17 deterioration that we’ve witnessed in the basin’s

18 waterways in our lifetime. Thank you.

19 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Does anybody have any

20 questions?

21 The next card I have -- let me call

22 out -- I’m going to call out three people as we go.

23 Next card will be for Mr. Craig Perkins, followed by

24 Miss Sandy Brown and followed by Miss Eileen Ansari.

25 MR. PERKINS: Good afternoon, members of

26 the board. And for you new members, I’m sure that this

27 is a good time to be added to the board and make what

28 are going to be challenging decisions for the future of
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! the basin.

2 The first thing I’d like to do is

3 indicate that last night at their council meeting, our

4 city council adopted a resolution in support of the

5 strongest possible standard. And just to relay a

6 couple of the findings~from that resolution, our

7 counci! believes that a numerical standard which

8 includes all portion of new development, including roof

9 areas and surface parking lots, is necessary in the

I0 plans to ensure their effectiveness.

ii Our council also believes that up-front

12 amounts spent on BMPs is a small percentage of total

13 construction cost with region-wide benefits. And,

].4 thirdly, each new development project must become a

15 part of the urban runoff solution as opposed to

16 continuing to be a part of a growing problem.

17 In simple terms, the city council opposes

18 the proposed amendments which would weaken the original

19 draft of the standards and supports numerical -- the

20 numerical standard as presented in the August draft,

21 the pre-December 7th draft.

22 Really what it comes down to is us

23 choosing whether we are going to continue to stay

24 behind the curve or pledge at this point to move

25 forward and be ahead of the curve. The bottom line

26 where the rubber meets the road, literally speaking, is

27 reversing over a century of standard engineering

28 practice, which is focused on moving storm water off a
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1 parcel as quickly as possible, essentially out of

2 sight, out of mind. That is the concept.

3 And instead adopting a standard which

4 results in stewardship of the watershed at the

5 individual parcel level and protection and restoration

6 of that watershed for-~hefuture. It’s the only

7 approach which makes sense. We really do truly care

8 about water quality within this basin for the receiving

9 waters.

I0 My city council and I urge you to be

II leaders and to be visionaries to resist the temptation

12 and to drift towards the lowest common denominator and

13 the path of least resistance. If you do the right

14 thing, I believe truly that a marvelous thing will

15 occur. And what that is, is that my colleagues and

16 peers in the design development of public works

17 communities will use their intelligence and

18 imagination, which is immense, to turn the past on its

19 head and create a watershed responsible model for new

20 development that the region so desperately needs.

2.1 You’re the people who can blaze that trail, and I thank

22 you for this opportunity to speak today.

23 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you. Any

24 questions?

25 Mr. Perkins, I had a question to ask you

26 before you go. Any questions? I wanted to ask you,

27 the city of Santa Monica has had a numerical limit as

28 part of its regime now for how long? R0072066
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1 MR. PERKINS: For about six years, five

2 to six years it’s been in place.

3 CHAIRMA!~ NAHAI: And what numeric limit

4 is it?

5 MR. PERKINS: The requirement of our

6 municipal ordinance is~:.~hat the runoff for each parcel

7 must be reduced by 20 percent over what the average

8 runoff factor would be for that type and size of

9 parcel. It also has a specific requirement for parking

i0 lots, which require the retention of 1 inch within a

II 24-hour period. Surface parking lots.

12 CHAIRM_AN NAHAI: And how is -- over the

13 last six years, how has this ordinance affected the

14 rate of development within the city?

15 MR. PERKINS: It has not affected the

16 rate of development at all. And, in fact, I think that

17 all of us recognize that Santa Monica is one of the

18 most intensely attractive communities in terms of new

19 development that’s been occurring in the region,

20 particularly commercial development, and, in fact, over

21 the last five or six years, that has exploded as

22 opposed to being reduced in any fashion.

23 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: What has been the rate

24 of development companies that have failed within the

25 city financially as a result of the ordinance?

26 MR. PERKINS: That would be zero to none.

27 CHAIRM3LN NA!~AI: Miss Cloke.

28 MS. CLOKE: Mr. Perkins, one of the
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1 issues before this board is the question of

2 discretionary permits, you know, commercial

3 developments, everything that is going to be included

4 in the scope of this permit. Can you describe for us

5 what’s included in the scope of the Santa Monica

6 ordinance, and, if I re~ember correctly, it starts with

7 single-family homes and goes up, but I don’t think

8 there are any exclusions. So if you could speak to

9 those issues and how in your six-year experience which

i0 ~kes you a leader in this, how that’s worked?

ii MR. PERKINS: Okay. Our ordinance has no

12 exclusions whatsoever. All new development must comply

13 with the ordinance, whether it be single family or a

14 large commercial office building and everything in

15 between, including all public projects, including

16 school district and federal and state projects.

17 However, the problem we have had with

18 those categories is that since they come under the

19 Office of the State Architect for their approvals, they

20 don’t technically come through our building permit

21 process. And so since we don’t have that permitting

22 rule, what we’ve done with the school district is tried

23 to form a collaborative, cooperative relationship to

24 encourage them to abide by the ordinance even though,

25 technically, they could probably use that loophole to

26 not comply, and we’ve been effective in doing that in

27 some of their new construction. R0072068

28 It’s interesting to hear some of ~ne
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1 previous speakers talk about single family as an area

2 where perhaps there should be an exclusion. It

3 shouldn’t be covered. Well, in our experience, single

4 family is the easiest in terms of the compliance with

5 the runoff reduction requirements. There are more

6 opportunities. By defi~nition, there’s more open space

7 on that type of project, and that’s the most cost

8 effective place to start if you really need to start

9 somewhere.

!0 So our ordinance currently is all

i! comprehensive. There are no exclusions. The main

12 difficulty has been in those commercial areas of the

13 city where the deve!opment is lot line to lot line with

14 subterranean parking. We have in those cases attempted

15 to creatively identify BMPs which can be implemented

16 off-site but adjacent to those projects through things

17 like catch basin inserts, diverting water to tree wells

18 on city sidewalks.

19 We’re currently looking at a project

20 where we may open up a portion of the alley behind the

21 project for the -- increase the permeability and direct

22 some of their rain gutters to those portions of the

23 public right of way. So there are situations where

24 it’s very difficult, and so there needs to be a

25 creative and imaginative look of what opportunities

26 there may be and how to implement them. R0072069

27 MS. CLOKE: Do you have a waiver system?

28 MR. PERKINS: There is a waiver system as
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i a part of the ordinance. The way it’s stated is if it

2 could be shown to be technically or financially

3 infeasible to do the -- to comply with the ordinance,

4 then a waiver can be requested for a full or partial

5 waiver.

6 In the f~e or six years since I have

7 been there that whole time and have been personally

8 responsible for any of those waiver requests, there

9 have been less than ten which have been granted and

I0 probably one in the last two years because as we have

Ii moved forward and gained experience and as the design

12 community has increased their awareness and the level

13 of technology has become enhanced, there are more and

14 more ways available to comply. And so we feel that the

15 waiver process, if there’s some flexibility, is not

16 really something that we have to exercise at this

17 point.

18 MS. CLOKE: One final question. This is

19 all new construction. What do you do on your end with

20 supplies to all new construction? What do you do with

21 remodeling and, you know, small additions and so on?

22 MR. PERKINS: In Santa Monica, we define

23 "new construction" as any project which involves a

24 50 percent or more change to the building structure,

25 and so that would be -- a substantial remodel would be

26 covered by this ordinance. Anything less than a

27 50 percent change would not be covered at this point in

28 time.
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1 MS. CLOKE: And an addition?

2 MR. PERKINS: Yes. Yes. On a single-

3 family home, it would have to be an addition which

4 increased the square footage by more than 50 percent of

5 what had been there before.

6 MS. DIAMOND: And just to follow up on

7 that, on any redevelopment that has 50 percent or more,

8 they have to then go back and they have to basically

9 put in BMPs that affect the entire project; is that

!0 correct?

!I MR. PERKINS: That’s correct. The entire

12 parcel that’s being developed, yes.

13 MS. DIAMOND: Thanks.

14 MS. LYON: One quick question, and do

15 you -- do you charge in-lieu fees for any of that?

16 MR. PERKINS: We do not currently have an

17 in-lieu fee provision. As a matter of fact, in the

18 fall of last year, we identified to our city council

i9 what we believed was a need to implement an in-lieu fee

20 for some of the very difficult parcels. That has been

21 on hold essentially waiting for this board to make its

22 final decision because that will in essence tell us how

23 we need to move forward in terms of the revisions to

24 our municipal ordinance. R0072071

25 The in-lieu fee we would only collect as

26 a last resort if our council does, in fact, adopt that.

27 we believe that it would be a better approach to have

28 the developers do off-site improvements with BMPs and
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1 catch basins or other sorts of off-site locations where

2 a specific structural improvement can be made as

3 opposed to -- we wouldn’t want to collect money which

4 we then have to administer and track and cause a lot of

5 administrative problems. But we would like to have the

6 structural BMP impleme~>ed as adjacent to the new

7 project as possible.

8 CHAIRMA!q NAHAI: Thank you very much.

9 Sandy Brown.

I0 MS. BROWN: Good afternoon, Chairman

!i Nahai, board members, Mr. Dickerson. I am Sandy Brown,

12 Deputy Chief of Staff for Senator Tom Hayden, and I

13 have a letter to read from the senator.

14 "Dear members of the board, if not for my

15 commitments in Sacramento, I would appear before the

16 Regional Water Quality Control Board today to voice my

17 strong support for a standard that ensures meaningful

18 reduction of urban runoff. It is time for this board

19 to commit to solving the NO. 1 source of pollution to

20 our coastal and inland waters.

21 "If left untreated, runoff will continue

22 to adversely affect millions of people and aquatic life

23 throughout the Los Angeles region. Any minimal effort

24 which does not ensure i00 percent mitigation of the

25 runoff generated by no greater than a three-quarter

26 inch storm will be nothing more than a weak step in the

27 right direction. It is not a solution. All specified

28 new and redevelopments must ensure such mitigation
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1 through treatment or infiltration with no exception.

2 "Unfortunately, the cementation of Los

3 Angeles enjoys wide support among the downtown power

4 brokers, so it should be no surprise that structures

5 including new and redevelopment parking lots,

6 industrial sites, autQ~0tive repair garages and gas

7 stations have become L.A.’s collection pits for

8 pollutants.

9 "The storms carrying contaminated

I0 sediments to the streams, rivers and coastal waters

Ii will continue. The resultant pollution must be reduced

12 and eventually disappear.

13 "Your adoption of reasonable design

14 standards and best management practices as specified

15 new and redevelopment is cost effective and ensures

16 mitigation. Developers will appreciate that there are

17 no surprises, no hidden costs when it comes to

18 pollution prevention.

19 "Research indicates that 85 percent of

20 the storms that hit the Los Angeles region dump no more

21 than three-quarter inches of rain in a 24-hour period.

22 The L.A. Regional Water Quality Control Board has the

23 ability to dramatically reduce untreated storm water

24 runoff. I hope the board will act responsibly and

25 support a strong plan without amendments.

26 "Sincerely, Senator Tom Hayden."

27 And he is Chairman of the Senate Natural

28 Resources Committee. Thank you.
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i CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you.

2 Eileen Ansari.

3 MS. ANSARI: Chairman Nahai, board

4 members, Regional Director Dennis Dickerson and staff,

5 my name is Eileen Ansari, Mayor Pro Tem of the City of

6 Diamond Bar and Regio~%~ Council Member for SCAG.

7 I stand before you from a city of 58,350

8 people that’s an inland city, a hillside city that

9 started being developed in 1962 and became a city ten

!0 years ago. We have a staff of 32 people. We’re a

!i contract city. We’re cost effective.

12 One of the issues that we have -- that we

13 continue to have is the cost of permitting. We want

14 clean water. But I have -- as an elected official, I

15 have to be responsible for my city, and I have to talk

16 about for other cities also.

17 I wear two hats. I come to you for

18 Diamond Bar city as an "environmentalist," quote, that

19 started a group called ’,Save Tonner Canyon," concerned

20 about runoff into canyons, and we were able to work

21 with the builders so that we would have -- we would

22 have collecting basins, catch basins and tried to work

23 with builders, and we have been able to have a working

24 relationship with builders in our city. Not always

25 happy about things but trying to reach a compromise.

26 I wish to speak to you about trust.

27 and other members of the city council and city staff

28 feel that the Regional Board staff is not honoring its
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1 own permit, and here’s why: Staff had revised this

2 SUSMP issued by this Regional Board staff on

3 December 7th of 1999 to include two requirements that

4 the principal permittee and other permittees did not

5 propose in its initial SUSMP submittal on July 22,

6 1999 .... ~<

7 The first requires permittees to impose

8 on new developments mandatory retention treatment

9 controls. Nothing in the municipal permit that you

I0 adopted in June of 1999 or in the Model Development

ii Planning Program that you adopted last year even

12 remotely suggests that cities are supposed to impose

13 mandatory retention treatment controls on the seven

14 categories of new development that are now specified in

15 the permit.

16 The second would require to increase the

17 number of developmental projects requiring SUSMPs from

i8 seven to nine types. This is totally unjustified. On

19 page 34, the permit says that, "At the minimum, SUSMPs

20 and guidelines shall be prepared for, one, a

2~ hundred-plus home subdivisions; two, ten-plus home

22 subdivisions; three, I00,000 square feet developments;

23 four, auto repair shops; five, retail gasoline outlets;

24 six, restaurants; and, seven, hillside-family
R0072075

25 dwellings."

26 The two unauthorized categories that

27 staff has added are developments located in an

28 environmentally sensitive area and any parking lot with
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1 24 or more parking spaces. We believe that neither

2 staff nor the board may add these requirements without

3 reopening the permit.

4 This is not to say that we are not

5 concerned about preventing pollutant runoff from

6 entering environmentally sensitive areas or reducing

7 chemicals and runoff from parking lots, but they’re

8 already covered. The environmentally sensitive areas

9 are covered in the Model Development Planning Program,

I0 and parking lots are covered in the permit. They must

!I be swept regularly to remove debris from industrial,

12 commercial motor vehicle parking lots. And according

13 to studies referenced in the municipal permit, sweeping

14 is an effective, best management practice in removing

15 pollutants from outdoor services.

16 We also note in the Regional Board’s

17 staff report that the city of Long Beach permit which

18 was adopted in 1999 limits SUSMPs preparation for four

19 types of new development projects. Five fewer than the

20 staff is proposing now for cities under the L.Ao
R0072076

2i permit. How can this be seen as fair?

22 If Regional Board staff cannot be trusted

23 to abide by the permit that you adopted, how can we

24 believe it is right in other matters? How can we

25 believe that the data staff is using from the L.A.

26 County monitoring port to justify additiona!

27 requirements as being interpreted objectively, ahd how

28 could we believe that the executive officer has the
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1 authority to add new requirements without following

2 that administrative resolution procedure that is now

3 your permit --

4 CHAIR59AN NAHAI: Mrs. Ansari.

5 MS. ANSARI: -- or what to do to reopen

6 the permit?

7 C~LAIRM3hN NAHAI: I’ve got to stop you.

8 MS. ANSARI: I am sorry. I didn’t pay

9 attention. I apologize.

i0 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: You have to set an

Ii example here as an elected official.

12 MS. ANSARI: I know. I totally didn’t

13 look. Listen, I have to leave, but I wanted to present

14 yOU this plaque from the City of Diamond Bar for your

15 50 years of dedicated service. And one statement,

16 Dennis has tried to work with cities.

17 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you. It’s

18 beginning to feel like 50 years just today.

19 The next three cards that I have are from

20 Mr. Mark Pisano, Mr. Mike Bonin and Mr. John Claussen.

21 MR. PISANO: My name is Mark Pisano. I’m

22 the Executive Director of the Southern California

23 Association of Governments. We’re the Metropolitan

24 Planning Organization for Southern California. We do

25 growth, transportation, planning. We’re also

26 responsible or co-designated to prepare the air quality

2"7 plan, and finally we are designated as the 208

28 area-wide management program.
R0072077
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1 I want to note that prior to my assuming

2 my current position, I was the director of water

3 quality standards planning, nonpoint source programs,

4 waste load analysis for EPA in Washington.

5 The issue you have before you today is a

6 difficult one. You ha-~e been challenged to leave a

7 legacy, a legacy of cleaning up our bays and waterways

8 for nonpoint source solution. My board supports you

9 accomplishing that legacy, but it supports you doing it

I0 in a way in which we can be successful and we can be

ii successful in our lifetimes. The program extends 50 to

12 i00 years. To accomplish its objective, it does not

13 accomplish that particular end.

14 My board also puts before you a proposal

15 to work with you as your 208 area-wide management

16 organization to accomplish your goals. That was

17 intended by the statute, and we would like to work with

18 you. We’ve made various offers over the past ten years

19 to work with you. Those have not been taken up either

20 through resources or through agreements.

21 Very specifically we proposed three very

22 definite actions. The first is that we enter into a

23 memorandum of understanding with you to incorporate

24 best management practices into our livable communities

25 guidebook, handbook that is helping us to implement the

26 transportation air quality provisions. We have

27 resources to accomplish that.
R0072078

28 We work with the Tree People in preparing
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1 the best management. The BMP handbook, we would like

2 to see that incorporated and, secondly, for us to move

3 forward on a scheduled implementation of those BMPs

4 that are not high cost, that we can clearly justify

5 because they achieve multiple objectives.

6 Secondly~. to enter into a multi-agency

7 process for undertaking watershed planning activities

8 that would enable us to determine multiple goals and

9 the solution to multiple goals within basins. We have

i0 a model of such a watershed plan occurring in one of

Ii our subregions, namely, the Calabasas subregion,

12 working on the Malibu Creek storm water problem. We

13 urge that as a model.

14 And in so doing, we would suggest we put

15 together an interagency collaboration of the Corps of

16 Engineers, the Department of Interior, CalTrans, and

17 we’ve had discussions with these agencies, and they are

18 interested.

19 Thirdly, with respect to numerical

20 standards, we support technically based,

~I environmentally based, setting of standards, very

22 specifically, we’re supportive of a TMDL supported

23 numerical standard where we need to go further in order

24 to achieve air quality. R0072079

25 The implementation of those three steps

26 would allow us to develop the information base so that

27 we can have three things, and I’ll close with this: we

28 can have a partnership so you can bring together the
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1 resources necessary to solve this problem. We’ll have

2 an educational program so people can see what they’re

3 getting for their investment.

4 And, finally, we would get the needed

5 resources, without resources, we’re not going to solve

6 this problem. If you~-~t the units in our region

7 against one another, you’ll put us further behind and

8 not achieve your legacy. If we cooperate, if we

9 collaborate, and if we integrate our various resources,

I0 we’ll achieve our goals. Thank you.

ii CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you.

12 Mr. Bonin.

13 As I call out your names, if you’d come

14 up and maybe occupy one or two of these seats up here

15 so that you’ll be in the position to step up to the

16 podium right away, that would be helpful as far as time

17 is concerned.

18 MR. BONIN: Good afternoon. Thank you

19 for your time. My name is Mike Bonin. I’m the

20 Director of Community Affairs for Los Angeles City

21 Councilmember Ruth Galanter, who represents the Sixth

22 District in Los Angeles, including a good portion of

23 the city’s coastline. R0072080

24 I want to clarify who I’m speaking for

25 today. I’m speaking on behalf of the councilmember and

26 a bit later I guess you’re going to hear from Gary

27 Moore, who’s from the City Storm water Program who will

28 explain in more detail the city’s official position as
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1 taken by counci! action tomorrow.

2 I’m briefly going to do two things. That

3 is, one, give a context to the council’s position taken

4 yesterday and a little bit of an overview of the

5 process and then say a few words directly on behalf o~

6 the councilmember ..... ~i.

7 The council action yesterday -- I missed

8 this morning a comment that I was a bit shocked to hear

9 that council may not have understood exactly what they

I0 were doing yesterday. On the contrary, the council

II knew exactly what they were doing. The reason the

12 council took an action yesterday is that back in

13 October, city representatives gave some testimony to

14 the board that the council was concerned with, so the

15 council spent the intervening months weighing their

16 options and figuring out exactly which position to

17 take.

18 Yesterday the council debated for

19 40 minutes. In comparison to what you’re doing here

20 today, it doesn’t seem very long. But that’s longer

21 than about 90 percent of the issues that council hears,

22 and it was the longest issue the council debated

23 yesterday. R0072081

24 They heard from varying different sides

25 of the issue. They heard some very strenuous testimony

26 from the city’s chief legislative analyst who urged the

27 council not to take as strong an action as they did,

28 and the council decided to take an entirely different
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1 action. The council decided to make a very emphatic

2 statement on behalf of the proposal before the board on

3 behalf of the 85 percent, three-quarters inch rule.

4 The counci! did have some concerns, which

5 they did express and some questions they would like

6 answered by the board~> The council, however, made it

7 very clear that their support for the proposal was not

8 contingent upon having those questions fully answered

9 or fully resolved. That would be nice, but the council

i0 is more concerned with seeing some action taken and

ii let’s work out some of the details later.

12 So please do not misunderstand

13 yesterday’s council action as some sort of whispered

14 sweet nothings to the environmental movement. It was a

15 bold and declarative statement to take action and on

16 behalf of environmental leadership and an expression of

17 willingness on the council’s behalf to assume the

18 mantle of that leader.

19 Another indication of the seriousness of

20 the council’s action is that it was a consensus

21 statement. Had the council just acted willy hilly on

22 my boss’s recommendations, it would have been an even

23 stronger statement. R0072082

24 Councilmember Galanter, in a letter sent

25 to you yesterday, endorses some of the -- endorses

26 fully what NRDC and Heal the Bay and the BayKeeper are

27 saying. Most emphatically, the issue we would urge you

28 to look at is the issue of the roofing exclusion. We
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1 think that guts the proposal, and the councilmember

2 would urge you to seriously consider removing that

3 exclusion and restoring some of the meat and the muscle

4 of the proposal before you.

5 So, again, if you want some more

6 specifics on it, Gary~.~an testify a bit later, and I’m

7 available for questions at whichever opportunity.

8 Thank you.

9 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you very much.

I0 There’s a question for you, Mr. Bonin.

I! MR. BONIN: Yes.

12 MS. CLOKE: I’m confused. I have here a

13 letter from Ron Deaton.

14 MR. BONIN: Yes.

15 MS. CLOKE: Who’s speaking for the city

16 asking something that is very different from what is in

17 the motion that your boss signed, so can you clear up

18 this confusion for me?

19 MR. B©NIN: Yeah. What’s the -- what

20 needs clarification precisely?

~I MS. CLOKE: Well, he’s saying that the

22 City of Los Angeles is asking for an extension. R0072083

23 MR. BONIN: There was some testimony to

24 council yesterday primarily by Councilmember Mark

25 Ridley-Thomas, who said that it would have been nice if

26 we could have another 30 days because the latest

27 proposal came out on January 18th or something like

28 that, and there were some councilmembers that shared
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1 that sentiment.

2 But as I said that the council concern to

3 have some issues resolved or to have some questions

4 answered was very clearly stated and affirmed yesterday

5 as not something that was conditional for the city’s

6 support    Oftentimes ~..the council will make -- take a

7 position on behalf of something before the legislature

8 and say, "We will support this only if amended." That

9 is not the action that council took yesterday.

i0 Does that answer it or not?

!i MS. CLOKE: I -- have you read

12 Mr. Deaton’s letter?

13 MR. BONIN: Yes, I’ve read Mr. Deaton’s

14 letter and the council action on which his letter is

15 based, which is the ultimate authority that is before

16 you. So if there’s a difference, I’d refer you

17 directly to the council action on which his letter is

18 based.

19 MS. CLOKE: So this is the substitute

20 motion 44A which is signed by Galanter?

21 MR. BONIN: Signed by Councilmember

22 Galanter, seconded by Councilmember Feuer, was approved

23 unanimously by the council yesterday 12 to nothing.

24 MS. CLOKE: This motion, shouldn’t we

25 have the city clerk’s stamp on it or something to

26 identify that this is the official -- R0072084

27 MR. BONIN: Yes, that is the official

28 statement.
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1 MS. CLOKE: It’s not that it was

2 introduced and then it wasn’t passed?

3 MR. BONIN: NO. That was introduced and

4 that was passed unanimously.

5 MS. CLOKE: Thank you.

6 MR. BONI~: Anything else?

7 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you.

8 The next speaker is Mr. Claussen, and

9 after Mr. Claussen I’d like to hear from Mr. Fred

i0 Phillips, Mr. Rufus Young and Mr. Ron Wilkiness,

ii please.

12 MR. CLAUSSEN: Good afternoon,

13 Mr. Chairman, members of the board and Mr. Dickerson.

14 My name is John Claussen, and I’m here today on behalf

15 of the California Restaurant Association and its

16 members in LOS Angeles County.

17 Before I begin, let me just point out

18 that our letter to the board dated January 14th, our

19 detailed comments are inadvertently omitted from your

20 board packet, so Robyn was good enough to distribute

2.1 that this morning. If you don’t have it, I have extra

22 copies.

23 The CRA is aware of the numerous water

24 quality issues facing California and is interested in

25 working with the board, the Corps Committee and the

26 stakeholders to develop and establish fair and
R0072085

27 effective regulations to address these issues.

28 The CP~A has worked with its members and
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1 the board staff to address concerns specific to the

2 restaurant industry found in the proposed rule, and

3 we’ve outlined a number of these concerns in our

4 January 14th letter. Through the work of the board

5 staff, some of these concerns have already been

6 addressed, but today I~d like to highlight three of our

7 outstanding concerns.

8 First, the CRA supports SCAG’s proposed

9 Clean Water Initiative and requests that the board

I0 defer action on the proposed rule if it includes the

ii numeric standard. As stated in our written comments,

12 we believe that there’s a lack of data demonstrating

13 that the required numeric standards are cost effective

14 for our industry or provide additional benefit to the

15 beneficial uses of receiving waters.

16 Furthermore, the CP~A has always believed

17 that the LOS Angeles County Department of Public Works’

!8 Program of BMPs and inspections, which are similar to

19 those source and structural BMPs contained in the SUSMP

20 rule when applied to our industry are adequate and can

2~i provide an effective means of preventing the discharged

22 pollutants to the storm drain system without the need

23 for numeric standards.

24 Second, we are concerned that the real

25 language regarding redevelopment is still too vague.

26 In our written comments, we proposed that the R0072086

27 definition of redevelopment only apply when there was a

28 50 percent increase to the size of an existing
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1 restaurant.

2 The January 18th staff report recognized

3 this concern stating that the creation or addition --

4 the definition of redevelopment would be changed as to

5 apply only to the creation or addition of 50 percent or

6 more of impervious su~.aces or the making of

7 improvements to 50 percent or more of the existing

8 structure.

9 The report also states that this change

I0 ensures that minor modifications to existing structures

ii for properties do not unintentionally trigger SUSMP

12 requirements. Since the rule does not define

13 improvements, one can now interpret this definition as

14 requiring the rule to apply to existing structures if a

15 restaurant owner performed any number of improvements,

16 which would have no impact on the generation of

17 pollutants discharged to the storm water system, such

].8 as replacing flooring material or redesigning or

19 revising the motif of the restaurant, et cetera.

20 And, finally, our written comments

2.1 express concern about the applicability of the SUSMP

22 rule to the small -- to small parking lots. The

23 January 18th staff reports states that it is staff’s

24 intent that the SUSMP revisions not apply to parking

25 lots associated with small commercial developments but

26 only the commercial stand alone developments for
R0072087

27 parking lots.

28 However, the language as stated in the
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1 change sheet does not achieve this objective, and the

2 rule remains vague as to the applicability to small

3 commercial lots, and we hope that the staff will

4 clarify this in their final rule, and that’s it.

5 Thank you for our opportunity to comment

6 on the staff’s propos~. SUSMP rule. We trust that

7 these comments will help the board to develop a fair,

S effective and consistent rule while considering the

9 needs of the restaurant industry.

i0 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you very much.

ii Why are the lights not working?

12 MS. GOODMAN: It was working.

13 CHAIRMAN N~_W_AI: It’s off now?

14 MS. GOODMAN: Yeah.

15 MR. CLAUSSEN: Do I have more time?

16 MS. DIAMOND: I have one question for

17 you. would you know, as a member of the restaurant

18 association, what percentage of restaurants in this

19 area are small as defined by our definition of small

20 restaurants?

21 MR. CLAUSSEN: Yeah. Actually, I heard

22 your question this morning, Miss Diamond, and I

23 actually don’t know the exact answer to that question.

24 The CP~A represents primarily the larger commercial

25 chain type of restaurants. We represent over 700

26 operators in Los Angeles County. Most of those, as our

27 guess, based on the property lines will exceed the

28 5,000.
R0072088
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1 Our understanding is that the 5,000

2 square footage exemption is for the smaller

3 mom-and-pop-type stores, which don’t generate the

4 potential for the pollutant sources to storm water.

5 But I don’t have the exact number or percentage of

6 restaurants that will~.~be affected by that.

7 MS. DIAMOND: Thank you.

8 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you very much.

9 Mr. Phillips.

I0 MR. PHILLIPS: Good afternoon,

ii Mr. Chairman and staff. Thank you very much for taking

12 time to listen to many different points of view on this

13 matter. My name is Fred Phillips. I’m the Development

14 Manager for the Western Region for Burger King

15 Corporation, and I’m representing not just my own

16 company, which has about 300 restaurants in Los Angeles

17 County run by a hundred individual franchisees, but

18 really for, as you had mentioned, Miss Diamond, the

19 smaller restaurant operators within Los Angeles County

20 because there are several thousand that would come

21 under this particular rule.

22 I want to just kind of put more of a face

23 on how this is al! going to affect us as stakeholders

24 on this. We have studied this very carefully. We have

25 worked with Mr. Claussen at the CRA, and we do have

26 some things we’d like to bring up about this. R0072089

27 Again, most all the new restaurants that

28 are built in Los Angeles County and in the nation, in
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i fact, meet these BMP standards. The issue that we have

2 is with the numeric standards because it is something

3 that we have never had to deal with before as an

4 industry.

5 And the cost of implementation to us are

6 still so vague from t~_ information that we’ve

7 received, the issues of filtering devices is the one

8 that we’re the most concerned about because we’re

9 basically taking a new type of a product and we’re

I0 implementing into a situation that our restaurant

I! operators and restaurant operators in general are not

12 familiar with.

13 You’re talking about a product or an item

14 that has to be installed, and we have heard some of the

15 prices quoted that it’s about $500 for this and so

16 forth. You start multiplying that times the number of

17 catch basins you need inside of a regular parking lot,

18 and you add to that the cost of maintenance, and since

19 there is no proven track record for something like this

20 in a small operation, this is not something that

2! restaurant operators are going to want to deal with.

22 You can have potential toxic issues

23 involved, and we are governed by the AQMD and health

24 departments and so forth, so this is going to require

25 outside vendors to come in, and we can take care of

26 this forever, basically, with no idea of what this cost

27 ±s going to be in the long run for us. R0072090

28 To top that off, the other issue about
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1 remodels is a very interesting one. It was very vague

2 the way it was written. It said as long as the cost is

3 50 percent -- it didn’t exceed 50 percent. Fifty

4 percent of what?

5 If you remodel a restaurant -- and many

6 of our restaurants ar~?.~0 or 15 years old. The cost of

7 developing a restaurant 15 years ago versus now, when

8 you implement issues such as ADA rules, you’re

9 automatically spending an inordinate amount of money

i0 into remodeling a restaurant, so we could easily exceed

I! that 50 percent rule just by doing a simple remodeling

12 to a restaurant.

13 So, again, how does that figure? Is it

14 current cost? Is it old cost? What is it? These are

15 issues that there really isn’t anything covering it in

16 this piece.

17 And, finally, in a restaurant that did

18 not have drainage issues, you know, a 2500 foot

19 restaurant with maybe a 15,000 or 20,000 foot lot, when

20 they were built, there were no standards for this. It

21 would drain directly into the street.

22 Would they then be required by exceeding

23 this cost just by doing a remode! and adding 88

24 restrooms to their building have to dig up their

25 parking lot and spend what we’ve figured between 15-

26 and $20,000 to go in, dig it out, regrade it, redrain

27 it and close the restaurant, losing sales and so forth

28 during that time period? R0072091
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1 So it’s not a very simple issue we’re

2 looking at. We’re looking at something that is a

3 long-term cost to our organization on our people.

4 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you, Mr. Phillips.

5 I had a question to ask you.

6 But, fir~, does anybody else have any

7 questions?

8 MR. PHILLIPS: I can answer any questions

9 you have about restaurants throughout the afternoon if

!0 you need them.

II CHAIRMAN NAHAI: The Burger King

12 restaurants that you represent are average what size of

13 the 300 here in California?

14 MR. PHILLIPS: They average between 2200

15 to 34-, 3500 square feet, and that’s about average for

16 a McDonald’s, Jack-in-the-Box, a Taco Bell or any

17 small, independent restaurants due to the lot sizes we

18 have in Los Angeles County.

19 A PERSON: Is that lot size, or is that

20 restaurant size?

21 MR. PHILLIPS: That’s restaurant size.

22 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Wait. wait. The

23 questions get asked from up here, not from the members

24 of the audience. If we allow that, we’re going to have

25 a zoo in this room; okay? Please don’t do that again.

26 A PERSON: I’m sorry. R0072092
27 CHAIR~4AN NA/{AI: The other thing that I

28 wanted to just discuss with you is the 50 percent rule
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1 as its proposed. My reading of this is that it doesn’t

2 have anything to do with 50 percent of cost. It has to

3 do with the 50 percent addition of impervious surfaces

4 or 50 percent addition of building area.

5 MR. PHILLIPS: But there was -- the way

6 it was interpreted bytes in reading it that it could be

7 interpreted as cost of improvements to the building,

8 and improvements to the property is very vague in that

9 does it mean you’re adding on 50 percent additional

i0 square footage, or is it talking about that? And it

Ii was interpreted by some reader that it could be

12 interpreted that way by local government.

13 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: I’m having difficulty

14 with that. Let me just read it to you. "Redevelopment

15 means on an already redeveloped site the creation or

16 addition of 50 percent or more of impervious surfaces

17 or the making of improvements to 50 percent or more of

18 the existing structure."

19 MR. PHILLIPS: "Making improvements of

20 50 percent or more of the existing structure," 50

21 percent of what? So in other words --

22 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: My question is: How

23 could anybody possibly interpret that to mean a cost

24 calculation? R0072093

25 MR. PHILLIPS: Okay. If it says "50

26 percent or more of the structure," you mean 50 percent

27 or more improvement or changes or remodeling to the

28 structure; is that the way you understand it?
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1 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: I mean, I just -- I

2 didn’t understand how cost was built into this formula,

3 and so I just wanted to point that out to you.

4 MR. PHILLIPS: I guess the understanding

5 would be is that’s the question. 50 percent. If we go

6 in and tear off the rqqf and put a new roof on the

7 structure and we put in newplumbing and new bathrooms

8 and so forth, we will have expended -- we will have

9 spent more than 50 percent of work to a building that

!0 we almost have torn it down, where we might not have

II touched the parking !ot. We might not have touched the

12 landscaping. But we’ve easily exceeded 50 percent

13 improvements to the property, and that’s the question.

14 How does it get interpreted? It was very vague.

15 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Okay. Any other

16 questions? Thank you very much.

17 MS. CLOKE: You will be around to answer

18 anymore restaurant questions?

19 MR. PHILLIPS: I’ll stick around. I’ve

20 been a consultant in the restaurant business for 14

21 years, and I’ve had to deal with these situations in

22 the past.

23 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Excuse me. Mr. Bob

24 Miller had a question for you.

25 MR. MILLER: The question was in that

26 same language, are you talking about 50 percent of the

27 area of the restaurant being increased or the percent

28 of -- I’m not sure.
R0072094
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1 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: My only point was that

2 it doesn’t talk about 50 percent of cost. It talks

3 about either 50 percent --

4 MR. MILLER: Of impervious areas.

5 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: -- or an addition.

6 MR. MILLER: 50 percent of what?

7 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Of the 50 percent

8 addition to the area.

9 MR. MILLER: Of the area. Okay.

i0 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: It’s not -- what I’m

Ii saying is that there is nowhere in that paragraph --

12 Mr. Phillips’s interpretation of it was -- or those

13 people who have spoken to him about it, their

14 interpretation was that if you -- if something costs

15 you a hundred thousand bucks to do it and now you’re

16 going to do a $60,000 addition, that that is the

17 criteria for whether you’ll have to comply.

18 MR. MILLER: All right.

19 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: And all I was saying is

20 that it’s not based on that.

21 MR. PHILLIPS: And just to reclarify my

22 position here, I think the point I’m making isn’t

23 simply with regard to cost. I’m saying as a result of

24 that work, you’ll be expending a cost that would be a

25 higher number than even what you’re involved with

26 building the restaurant. So you certainly would have

27 spent more than 50 percent of work to the building that

28 would have been done just by doing a simple remodel to

R0072095
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! meet current codes.

2 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Mr. Young.

3 MR. YOUNG: Mr. Chair, members of the

4 board, my name is Rufus Co Young, Jr. I’m with Burke,

5 Williams & Sorenson, a law firm which proudly

6 represents the cities~..~f Alhambra, Compton, E1 Segundo,

7 Hawthorne, Lomita, Industry, Torrance and Santa Clarita

8 in this matter, and each one of those cities objects to

9 the limitation of three minutes per person, rather than

i0 three minutes per entity.

Ii While we represent eight cities, those

12 cities have interests in common, but they have some

13 issues that are different from one another, we submit

14 that denying the cities the opportunity to have three

15 minutes per city, limits the cities to 22 seconds per

16 city. That denies them procedural due process and the

17 right to be represented by counsel.

18 Moving right along to the second item,

19 lack of adequate notice. The cities in each of them

20 objected to the lack of notice because this SUSMP has

21 evolved significantly, recently. As recently as the

22 18th and as recently as the release of the change

23 sheet. That left no adequate time to analyze or to

24 address those changes. R0072096

25 Third, the redeve!opment threshold, and

26 this is on behalf of the cities of Alhambra and

27 Hawthorne. The 50 percent existing.structure that was

28 just discussed by the previous speaker, we suggest that
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1 it lacks a nexus to storm water and that the

2 requirement would be significantly strengthened if the

3 50 percent or more threshold were added to include

4 50 percent or more that would adversely impact storm

5 water.

6 Take th~..~situation where the improvements

7 are all interior redecorating improvements over the

8 entire -- on the entire interior of the structure. No

9 adverse storm water impacts at all.

I0 Fourth, the implementation date. This is

ii on behalf of the City of industry. We suggest that

12 there be a grandfather provision that Mr. Dickerson

13 alert -- mentioned this morning. We applaud that and

14 suggest that those projects for which the application

15 has been filed and accepted by the permitting city but

16 not -- no final action has been taken yet, that those

17 be grandfathered if the application was filed and

18 accepted within 180 days of the adoption of the SUSMP

19 implementing ordinance by the permitting city.

20 Next, and this is on behalf of the city

21 of Santa Clarita, the issue of clustering redevelopment

22 or development in conservation habitat areas, we

23 suggest that there be a modification to the first

24 bullet, and I believe this is Item 2 on page Roman

25 numeral II-7 of the December whatever it is version.

26 That when feasible there be a requirement to cluster

27 the development in or near conservation areas. R0072097

28 Next point, the parking lot size, and
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1 this is on behalf of the city of Alhambra, we suggest

2 that the parking lot threshold be given a credit for

3 those parking lots which incorporate a parking lot

4 island which is vegetated, which is the best management

5 practice. If you vegetate your parking lot islands,

6 that shouldn’t count .a~ainst your 5,000 square foot

7 limitation.

8 Next, on behalf of the cities of Industry

9 and E1 Segundo --

I0 CHAIPJVuA!q NAHAI: I have to stop you,

ii Mr. Young. I apologize. I’ve got to stop you. It’s

12 well over three minutes.

13 MS. CLOKE: We have your letter.

14 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: If there is time at the

15 end, I’i! ask you to come back to the podium. We have

16 several letters from you and you’ve made your points

17 very eloquently in those letters as well.

18 MR. YOUNG: Well, I continue with my

19 procedural objection of 22 seconds per city is simply

20 not adequate. Thank you very much.

21 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Duly noted.

22 MR. YOUNG: I’ll be back.

23 CHAIRgLAN NAHAI: Mr. Wilkiness.

24 MR. WILKINESS: Good afternoon,

25 Mr. Chairman -- pardon me -- and members of the board.

26 Excuse me. My name is Ron Wilkiness. I’m with the

27 Western States Petroleum Association, the trade
R0072098

28 association for the oil industry in the west.
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1 Many of my member companies, as you might

2 imagine, will be building or remodeling service

3 stations that will be impacted by these SUSMPs. My

4 comments are specific to the requirements for retail

5 gasoline outlets, unique, I think, among the nine

6 categories of plannings,projects that have been

7 identified. I appeared before your board twice last

8 year to comment on the city of Long Beach permit and

9 again on the proposed SUSMPs.

i0 On both occasions, I told you that as an

Ii industry we have participated in the development of an

12 RGO Storm Water BMP Guide published in 1997 by the

13 California Storm Water Quality Task Force. The

14 requirements of that guide have already been adopted by

15 various agencies in San Bernardino County, in the Bay

16 Area and here.

17 Your board incorporated the requirements

18 of the task force BMP Guide into the Long Beach permit.

19 This is my understanding from reading the staff report

20 that the staff is proposing to require that new or

21 redeveloped RGOs shall meet the provisions of the Task

22 Force BMP Guide but not the numerical standard. That’s

23 on page 12 of the staff report. Where a service

24 station operates its service bays, additional BMPs

25 would apply. R0072099

26 I believe that a number of companies can

27 support these requirements; however, first, there are

28 two issues for which I would seek clarification. One,
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1 as I read other language in the December 7th document

2 and also in the staff report, there are at least six

3 sets of statements that conflict and might lead the

4 permittees to a different conclusion about their

5 requirements. I believe that the intended requirements

6 are those as stated in~.the paragraph on RGOs on

7 page 12 of the staff report.

8 Secondly, the proposed SUSMP on page II

9 lists the requirements for the proper design of WSPA

i0 maintenance bays. I assume too that these are the,

ii quote, "additional requirements" referenced in the

12 staff report on page 12. I would appreciate it very

13 much if staff could please clarify these two questions

i4 for me, but I hope, Mr. Chairman, not at the expense of

15 my three minutes.

16 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Yeah. I think if we

17 may, let us note your questions and we will ask them of

18 staff at the end. I don’t want to interrupt the flow

19 of speakers by having speakers pose questions to staff.

20 MR. WILKINESS: I’m at somewhat of a

21 limitation, Mr. Chairman, because I’m not sure really

22 what my comments should be since I’m unclear on the

23 requirement because of the conflicts in the staff

24 report and the December 7th document.

R007210025 I would like to ask that the staff,

26 please, revise the final version of the SUSMPs to

27 ensure the applicable requirements for RGOs are crystal

28 clear and consistent with page 12 of the staff report.
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1 I also suggest that it would be appropriate for the

2 staff to list the Task Force BMP Guide as one of the

3 references in Table 1 of the SUSMP.

4 In conclusion, I have a small amount of

5 legal fine print that I would like to add. Because of

6 the earlier proposal .t~at numerical design standards

7 also be applied to new or redeveloped RGOs, WSPA

8 requested that its attorneys determine whether there

9 would be any associated legal issues.

i0 Although staff’s apparent abandonment of

ii that proposal may make the legal analysis no longer

12 relevant, it still might be of interest to your

13 counsel, and, accordingly, I would like to hand it in

14 for inclusion into the record of these proceedings.

15 Thank you. I would be happy to answer any questions

16 that board members might have.

17 CHAIRMA!q NAHAI: Thank you very much for

18 coming.

R007210119 MR. WILKINESS: Thank you.

20 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: The next three cards

21 that I have are -- I have one from Mr. Montevideo, but

22 he’s already spoken for three minutes.

23 MR. LEON: Mr. Nahai, I’m sorry. Quick

24 housekeeping issue with respect to the request that he

25 just made. He requested an opportunity to submit what

26 I take to be, basically, a legal argument by counsel

27 before the close of the record, but as I understand it

28 we’re going to be closing the record of this matter
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1 today.

2 Do we need to make an arrangement for him

3 to submit something after the close of the record, or

4 is the permission that is granted based on --

5 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Isn’t it being submitted

6 at this time?

7 MR. LEON: I don’t know.

8 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Are you submitting your

9 legal fine print to us now?

i0 MR. WILKINESS: I would submit them with

i! the request that it simply be made part of the record.

12 I think that the legal analysis is superfluous based on

13 my understanding of the requirements, but, again,

14 because of the conflict between the statement of

15 requirements on page 12 of the staff report versus

16 language elsewhere in the staff report and in the

17 December 7th document, there is some uncertainty

18 regarding precisely what requirements are being

19 proposed. R0072 02

20 If the requirements are the task force --

21 the California Storm Water Quality Task Force BMP

22 Guide, that is something that we would strongly

23 support.

24 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Okay. So you think the

25 legal argument that you’re submitting is probably moot~

26 but just in case it isn’t, you want to make sure you

27 would have put it into the record.

28 MR. WILKINESS: Precisely correct.
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! MR. LEON: Is he prepared to submit it

2 now?

3 CKAIRMAN NAHAI: He already has.

4 MR. WILKINESS: Yes. I already have.

5 MR. LEON: That’s what I needed to know.

6 MR. WIL~INESS: I apologize for any

7 confusion. Thank you.

8 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: The other cards that I

9 have are from Mr. David Freeman, Mr. Tim Piasky and

!0 Mr. Ray Tahir.

ii MR. FREEMu~N: Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

12 for the opportunity to speak. I’m Dave Freeman, the

13 General Manager of the Los Angeles Department of Water

14 and Power. I’m on leave from that job for the time

15 being, return on May 8th.

16 And I’m speaking for myself today as a

17 person that’s been a part of this water pollution

18 crusade, if I can put it that way, ever since the early

19 seventies. I was present at the creation of the

20 Environmental Protection Act and the passage of the

~i Clean Water Act.

22 I ran the Tennessee Valley Authority as a

23 polluter and learned what it was for the EPA to crack

24 down on me and require us to put technology that we

25 thought was yet unproven in to clean up the air and we

26 did it. R0072103

27 And I have worked here -- in Texas, I

28 implemented a nonpoint pollution ordinance in 1988.
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1 And if you think this is tough, I wish you had been

2 with me there. That’s a state where the freedom to use

3 your land the way you wish is a fairly righteous thing,

4 and it was not a pretty sight. But we got it approved,

5 and it’s been implemented, and it’s been quite

6 successful in keeping.~ake Travis and those waterways a

7 whole !ot cleaner than theywould otherwise be.

8 Let me just try to make two points here.

9 One, I know this seems like a tough thing for you all

i0 to do, and I know that there’s a lot of opposition

ii because this is kind of new to Southern California.

12 But with all due respect, you’re taking a very small

13 step very late. This is not a pioneering effort.

14 People all over the country -- if you

15 required other folks to have open space all around

16 their place, put a catch basin in, a filter bed, to do

17 a few simple things that retain 75, 80, 85 percent of

18 the pollution that would otherwise go in, that is just

19 no big deal.

20 Now, the polluters will always make it

2.1 seem like a big deal, and municipalities and federal

22 agencies like I used to run are more prickly about

23 obeying environmental laws than private companies

24 because they’re used to giving orders and they’re used

25 to passing ordinances, and they really don’t like it

26 when some other agency hands down something that

27 they’ve got to do, but it’s the law, and it’s R0072104

28 happening, and it’s not that big a deal.
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1 The plain truth of the matter is we know

2 this pollution infects our water. That’s not

3 questionable. And we know where it’s coming from. We

4 passed a lot of environmental laws with a lot less

5 knowledge than that, and all you’re doing is attacking

6 the growth, which may~be 3 or 4 percent a year. Ten

7 years from now, you will have done maybe a third, at

8 the most, of the nonpoint pollution if you were able to

9 get a hundred percent.

i0 So you’re landing in Normandy,-and if you

ii leave enough loopholes in the forces so that pollution

12 can come driving through your forces, you’ll be back in

13 the sea again. You have got to at least make this

14 landing in Normandy a strong one and a strong base.

15 All these exceptions they’re talking

16 about, all those things need to be disallowed. The

17 issue is who’s got the burden of proof? That side

18 loses. And you need to have these people come in with

19 factual demonstrations to you to justify any waiver or

20 any exclusion. Thank you very much.

21 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you very much.

22 Mr. Piasky.

23 MR. PIASKY: Thank you. Good afternoon,

24 Mr. Chairman, members of the board. My name is Tim

25 Piasky representing Los Angeles County Department of

26 Public Works. The County of Los Angeles is not opposed

27 to the idea of the SUSMP. However, we feel the current

28 version has severa! technical deficiencies as we have
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1 brought forward in our submittal letter today as well

2 as our letters to Dennis Dickerson dated December 28th,

3 1999 and January llth, 2000.

4 We have concerns with all these

5 deficiencies. However, the proposed definition of

6 "environmentally sensi~,.ive area" has us gravely

7 concerned. This definition is very difficult to

8 interpret and could be interpreted to cover almost all

9 development. This definition would also be very

l0 arduous to implement and enforce.

Ii According to the staff report and record

12 of decision dated January 18th, 2000, a sensitive

13 coastal resource area would include highly scenic areas

14 and areas possessing significant recreational value.

!5 These are very subjective categories without clear

16 definition.

17 Instead, we would recommend defining an

!~ environmentally sensitive area by those adjoining,

19 bisecting or directly discharging to a significant

20 ecological area identified by Los Angeles County or

21 other environmentally sensitive areas identified by a

22 legislative body.

23 If this definition is not used, then we

24 would recommend that the Regional Board staff provide a

25 readable meets and bounds support and map instead.

26 Thank you. R0072106

27 CHAIRMAN NAEAI: I have a question to ask

28 you, if I may. The definition of ,,environmentally
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1 sensitive area" that I’m looking at says it means, "An

2 area that’s designated as an area of special biological

3 significance by the State Water Resources Control

4 Board, Water Quality Control Panel, Los Angeles Region

5 Basin Plan or an area designated as a significant

6 natural area by the California Resources Agency or an

7 area designated as an area of ecological significance

8 by the County of Los Angeles."

9 So it’s talking about any area that is

i0 really designated as such either by the State Water

I! Resources Control Board, by the California Resources

12 Agency or by the County of Los Angeles. What am I

13 missing? What’s wrong with that?

14 MR. PIASKY: Well, again, the definition

15 is very broad, and I think there’s a lot of confusion

16 as to what area that really covers. It could mean to

!7 cover almost all development. You know, nobody’s seen

18 a map that overlays all those areas to see what it is

19 exactly we’re talking about.

20 CH_AIRM_A!~ NAHAI: I know. But help me out

21 here. There would have been a reason, would there not,

22 why the County of Los Angeles would designate an area

23 as an area of ecologica! significance.

24 MR. PIASKY: That’s right. But that’s

25 only one area that’s defined in there as your SCA.

26 There are other areas that are also included. So you

27 have to take all of those areas into effect when you’re

28 determining the definition.
R0072107
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1 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Yeah. But each of those

2 areas would have been designated as such either by the

3 CRA, by the County or by the State Board.

4 MR. PIASKY: That’s right. But we stil!

5 don’t know what the overlay is for all those areas. It

6 could impact almost a~ development in L.A. County.

7 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Okay. Any other

8 questions of Mr. Piasky? Thank you very much.

9 Mr. Tahir.

I0 MR. TAHIR: Chairman Nahai, would it be

ii possible to allow me to trade with Councilmember Bruce

12 Barrows who’s also representing the Gateway Cities Club

13 this afternoon. He’s been waiting here for the last

14 four or five hours, and I’d like to give him a chance

15 to speak so that he can attend a meeting.

16 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: You’re just trading

17 places --

18 MR. TAHIR: Just trading.

19 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: But three minutes each.

20 MR. TAHIR: Yes, sir.

21 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: All right. No problem.

22 MR. BARROWS: Thank you for allowing him

23 to switch for me. I do represent the city of Cerritos.

24 We have taken a position on this as has the Gateway

25 Cities Council of Governments. I do have a resolution

26 that was passed on January the 5th I believe it is.

27 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Could we have your name

28 for the record?
R0072108
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1 MR. BARROWS: Yes. It’s Bruce Barrows,

2 Councilman, city of Cerritos.

3 Our main concern deals with the numerical

4 issues, and I don’t really want to go back in and

5 revisit what everybody has said before me. But we do

6 have concerns over th~q.

7 And I do recognize that earlier one of

8 our members of our congress mentioned in supporting

9 numerical standards and things like that. That was

i0 Southgate. Southgate has not taken any such position.

ii That was -- according to the city manager, an

12 individual had wrote a letter on city stationery, and

13 that’s a phone call that was confirmed earlier this

14 morning. So I just wanted to clarify we don’t have

15 support on that.

16 The third thing to come up is as I sit

17 here listening -- this is the first time I have been to

18 one of your meetings, and I appreciate all the work

19 that you’re doing. I know it’s a lot of work, a lot of

20 prep and a lot of difficulties to find the resolutions.

21 The Gateway Cities Council of Government.

22 stands for very, very difficult economic issues that

23 we’re working on, we’re doing some studies on, and were

24 described in some very unflattering terms in parts of

2~ the area in terms of the job losses. The jobs that are

26 missing are still below the 1989 levels. R0072109

27 We have some of the most dense cities in

28 the nation in any county in the state. Our concerns
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1 deal with it. These controls that are going to go in

2 are probably going to cause some economic hardships.

3 You know, we’re not Santa Monica that has a beautiful

4 view of the ocean. There are some cities there that

5 have some very, very grave difficulties to overcome.

6 We want to be sure tha% we have standards that we can

7 live with.

8 All the cities -- our position as a

9 council is that we’re very concerned about the

!0 environment. We worked very hard on the San Gabriel.

Ii and the L.A. Rivers Conservancy that was just signed

12 into state law.

13 So we’re not saying we’re against what

14 you’re working on. We just want to make sure that we

15 have a resolution that you come to that we can live

16 with. And we thank you very much for the three

17 minutes.

18 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you very much.

19 Any questions?

20 MR. BARROWS: Who do I submit this to?

2.1 CHAIRgDAN NAHAI: To the executive

22 assistant.

23 Did you have a question, any other

24 questions?
R0072110

25 Thank you so very much.

26 The next three cards are from Mr. Arturo

27 Cervantes, Mr. Bruce Fane and Mr. Marvin Sachse.

28 MR. CERVANTES: Good afternoon. My name
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i is Arturo Cervantes. I’m an engineer with the city of

2 Vernon, and I just want to read a very brief statement

3 to state our city’s position on the SUSMPs.

4 The city of Vernon does not agree with

5 the proposal to incorporate a numerical design standard

6 into the SUSMPs witho~ following the procedures as

7 outlined by the permit. Based on the information given

8 by the EAC presentation team, the city is asking that

9 the Regiona! Board do what is correct and not approve

i0 the SUSMPs.

II The city supports protecting the

12 beneficial uses of the receiving waters. However,

13 before costly numerical design standards are

].4 incorporated, the city agrees that a study must be

15 conducted to identify which groups of the SUSMPs are

16 for beneficial uses and which BMPs can effectively

17 mitigate the potential impacts. This will ensure that

18 we are directing our resources to meet the intended

19 goal of the permit in protecting the beneficial uses of

20 the receiving waters. Thank you.

21 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you very much.

22 MS. TEAFORD: I’m Bonnie Teaford with the

23 city of Burbank. Bruce Fane had to leave and I was his

24 alternate speaker.

25 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: You don’t look like a

26 Bruce Fane.

27 MS. TEAFORD: I don’t, do I? R00T2111

28 I’m Bonnie Teaford. I’m the city
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1 engineer with the city of Burbank, and we are here

2 representing the Arroyo Verdugo Council of Governments

3 whose members include the cities of Burbank, Glendale

4 and La Canada Flintridge.

5 And my purpose today was just to submit

6 to the board formally,~he resolution that was adopted

7 by that Council of Governments on January 21st, 2000,

8 and that has been entered into the record. The

9 resolution was entitled "Resolution of the Arroyo

i0 Verdugo Cities Council of Governments Advising the

!i California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los

12 Angeles Region, of Its Intention to Petition the State

13 Water Resources Control Board for Relief from

14 Unreasonable Runoff Pollution Controls for New

15 Developments."

16 We really appreciate the opportunity for

17 dialogue today, and we look forward to working with the

18 board on a mutually acceptable resolution of the

19 issues. Thank you.

20 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you.

21 Mr. Sachse.

22 MR. SACHSE: Okay. Good afternoon,

23 Chairman Nahai and board. Thank you for your time.

24 Happy anniversary. I have copies of my prepared

25 spontaneous remarks, which I’ll give out after my

26 presentation. R0072112

27 My name is Marvin Sachse. I’m a state

28 licensed professional engineer with a master’s degree
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i in environmental engineering and industrial

2 engineering. I’m the program manager for State

3 Approved Storm Water Groups serving 300 Southern

4 California auto recyclers and their trade associations.

5 As a group, we wish to place before the

6 board our concerns th&~ the well-intentioned SUSMP

7 program will be compromised by the use of numeric

8 limits. Recommended SUSMP program BMPs were derived

9 from East Coast studies with very few actual

i0 installations and less hard data.

II One concern with numeric limits is the

12 litigious nature of the Clean Water Act will expose

13 every SUSMP installation to lawsuits over the term

14 "maximum extent practicable." Clearly defined effluent

15 limits will eliminate the potential for unending

16 litigations from this vague and inexact term. TMDLs

17 will establish clearly defined effluent limits.

18 The Sacramento Storm Water Management

19 Program published a November 1999 final report. This

20 report data showed that under some conditions, total

21 suspended solids and zinc are discharged from grassy

22 swales and sand filters increasing pollutant !oading in

23 storm water treated by these BMPs.

24 Moreover, there were 14 BMPs evaluated,

25 which were similar to the ones in the SUSMP program.

26 Thirteen were rated not acceptable. Only one was
R0072113

27 conditionally acceptable. The Sacramento report

28 estimated that the installed unit cost would range
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1 between $20,000 and one-half million dollars, depending

2 upon treatment technologies. Operation and maintenance

3 costs range between $400 and $4,500 per year.

4 Los Angeles is a desert. BMP

5 effectiveness data has not been obtained from cities

6 with similar weather ~patterns, soil conditions,

7 rainfall and topography. Heavy metals, pesticides,

8 fertilizers, fecal coliform are pollutants of concern

9 and would not be significantly reduced by the SUSMP

i0 numeric limits because these particular pollutants are

ii not generated at the targeted operation sites.

12 Porter-Cologne requires the water board

13 to evaluate beneficial uses of waterways and determine

14 what pollutant loading will not impact the beneficial

15 uses of the waterway. This issue is not addressed in

16 the SUSMPs or its numeric limits, but it is required as

17 part of the TMDL process.

18 The SUSMP program numeric limits were

19 developed without a scientific basis as to receiving

20 water capacities, pollution from nonpoint sources and

21 determination of BMP effectiveness. It is our

22 recommendation that the L.A. Water Board consider

23 expedited development of the TMDL program instead of

24 implementing a parallel, albeit less well developed,

25 SUSMP program. R0072114
26 The TMDL program provides the necessary

27 scientific tools for the implementation of thea Storm

28 water NPDES program and affords the best protection for
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1 the environment, watershed residents and businesses

2 than the numeric limits of the SUSMP program. Thank

3 you for your time.

4 CHAIRM_A!qNAHAI: Thank you, Mr. Sachse.

5 Any questions?

6 Okay. T-he next three cards I have are

7 Mr. Lambros, Mr. Sucilo from PSOMAS and Mr. Watson,

8 Mr. Richard Watson.

9 MR. LAMBROS: Mr. Chairman, members of

I0 the board, good afternoon. I’m Richard Lambros, the

ii Executive Vice President of the Building Industry

12 Association of Southern California.

13 Our association represents over 1850

14 member companies from throughout the six Southern

15 California county area who are actively engaged in

16 various aspects of the building industry. Our

17 membership is primarily comprised of home builders who

18 collectively build over 70 percent of the new homes in

19 our region and who employ over 200,000 individuals in

20 the construction trades.

21 Our interest in the SUSMP proposal is

22 twofold. First, we recognize that ours is probably the

23 leading industry that will be regulated under this plan

24 and the one called upon to design, construct and

25 maintain the BMPs necessary to achieve storm water

26 mitigation. R0072115
27 Second -- could you put up the second

28 slide, please. Second, our industry strongly supports

215

BARNEY, UNGERMA!qN & ASSOCIATES, INC.    (888) 326-5900



1 the goals of enhanced water quality and improved storm

2 water management. After all, when we sell homes, we

3 recognize that we’re not just selling four walls and a

4 roof. We truly are selling a quality of life, and that

5 quality of life is enhanced by a clean and safe

6 environment. Clean waqer is certainly a part of that

7 equation.

8 Our industry’s commitment to water

9 quality is already evidenced by activities such as our

I0 ongoing implementation of the statewide construction

II activity permit, our member education programs designed

12 to educate our work force on the importance of storm

13 water management and our new home buyer education

14 program, which is designed to educate consumers as to

15 how they can protect and preserve clean water,

16 voluntary program by our industry.

17 As for the SUSMP proposal that is before

18 the board today, we view it in two parts, much as

19 Mr. Dickerson outlined earlier: A SUSMP, BMP

20 component, and a numerical standard. In general, our

21 industry supports the SUSMP BMPs in the proposal.

22 There are a few minor changes that will be outlined

23 later for you by Mr. Watson.
R0072116

24 As for the numerical standards, our

25 industry strongly opposes the inclusion of the SUSMP at

26 this time. Our major concern is that the numerical

27 standard has been offered as the solution before the

28 board has clearly identified the program. This to us
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1 is backwards.

2 All successful pollution reduction

3 programs, whether you are attempting to clean the air

4 or the water, follow a very logical process. First,

5 you must identify what is the pollution -- what it is

6 that is polluting the~nvironment. Next, identify the

7 source or sources of that pollution, and, finally,

8 bring all of the stakeholders together to develop a

9 strategy to reduce the discharges of those pollutants.

I0 This proposal fails on all three counts.

ii That’s why our industry, along with

12 numerous other industries as was just on the board,

13 have come together to support what we have called the

14 Clean Water Initiative. Unlike the SUSMP proposal that

15 is before you today, the Clean Water Initiative ±s

16 based on qualitative results, not quantitative results,

17 puts its emphasis on pollution reduction, not

18 volumetric measures, makes a strong commitment to clean

19 water, asks for good science from the board staff,

20 articulates a process for producing measurable results

21 based on sound science, invites all of the stakeholders

22 to participate in the process. R0072117
23 Today you will hear from several other

24 members of the building industry. As they speak,

25 please keep in mind that as the industry principally

26 impacted by this proposal, we would very much like to

27 be a part of the fair process that has a chance of

28 actual, measured and scientifically proven success.
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1 Thank you very much.

2 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you. Any

3 questions for Mr. Lambros?

4 Mr. Lambros, there’s a question for you.

5 MS. CLOKE: Your association represents

6 primarily or exclusively home building companies?

7 MR. LAMBROS: Primarily home building.

8 we do have some light commercial and other builders

9 within our membership.

I0 MS CLOKE: And can you quantify for me

II the number of new homes that are constructed in this

12 area on an annual basis or however you have that

13 material?

14 MR. LAMBROS: Over 11,000 in the L.A.

15 area in 1998. That would be L.A. County.

16 MS. CLOKE: Thank you.

17 MR. LAMBROS: Thank you.

18 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Mr. Sucilo.

19 Please forgive me. Just carry on. I’m

20 listening to you.

21 MR. SUCILO: Thank you. Good afternoon,

22 Mr. Chairman, members of the board. My name is Ken

23 Sucilo. I’m a project manager and registered

24 professional engineer in the State of California with

25 PSOMAS. For those of you who don’t know PSOMAS, we’re

26 a civil surveying information systems engineering firm

27 that serves land development and public agencies.
R0072118

28 One of the questions that -- at the
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1 request of BIA, PSOMAS was asked to come up with an

2 estimate of project-specific example costs for -- site-

3 specific costs for implementing these water quality

4 measures. These costs are from the perspective of the

5 design engineer, and that’s what I’m going to present

6 this afternoon. Bas±c~lly the purpose, again, is to

7 quantify the total potential costs.

8 The scope of what we did -- and what I’ll

9 do is I’ll present the brief results of our analysis --

I0 is to develop preliminary designs based on the criteria

II and develop cost estimates based on those -- on the

12 draft SUSMP.

13 One of the things that I’d like to point

14 out is -- in presenting this is that in developing the

15 designs, many of the interpretations or many of the

16 criteria weren’t clear, and we had to make some

17 interpretations as to what exactly those criteria were.

18 I was asked by the staff engineers who do the work

19 under me, "How do I interpret certain things?" And in

20 some cases it came down to, "Where is the comma placed

21 in this sentence?" So that’s just a comment on the

22 SUSMP as it’s written.
R0072119

23 The information that we’d like to

24 present, again, it was done at the request of BIA, but

25 we believe that it’s -- we present it to you for your

26 use and to the environmental community for everybody to

27 use at their discretion.

28 We looked at three sites. A hundred
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i thousand foot commercial industrial site -- and for

2 purposes of analyses we assume three acres. The design

3 criteria was taking the first three-quarters of an

4 inch, assuming a capital flood. So that basically

5 captures the first flush of first three-quarters of an

6 inch during the capita-~, flood.

7 We did not do a roof exemption, and the

8 resulting design was a one foot -- or a 600 foot long

9 swale that’s five feet wide. The capital costs,

I0 excluding land, for this project was about $i0,000,

ii which broke down to a unit cost of $3300.

12 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: You need to move more

13 quickly.

14 MR. SUCIL0: Okay.

15 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: You’ve only got a minute

16 left.

17 MR. SUCILO: I’ve only got three

18 examples. I’ll be real --

19 Long-term maintenance is something that

20 was identified, and we had estimated $800 a year, and

21 the land area required was 3,000 square feet.

22 Next example, please. Thank you. A

23 7-acre multi-family residential site. Again, the same

24 design criteria applied to this. Our design instead of

25 swale this time was a detention basin. The capital

26 cost for this project was $60,000 at a unit cost per

27 acre of $8,600. Again, long-term maintenance is R0072120

28 required, and this does not include land. Although,
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1 the land used was 18,500 square feet.

2 And I’ll really quickly go over the last

3 one, which is 500 acre residential site. The same

4 criteria, 8.3 acre detention, filtration basin that

5 passes 47 acre feet of water. The capital cost

6 I.i million dollars a~,a unit cost of $2,500. Land. use

7 that would be used would bethree acres. Thank you.

8 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you very much.

9 Any questions of Mr. Sucilo?

i0 MS. LYON: Has that information been

ii included in the letter you sent today?

12 MS. SUCILO: Some of it has been’. Some

13 of it we just finished last night.

14 MS. LYON: I’d like to make sure that we

15 all get a copy of that breakdown.

16 MS. CLOKE: In some of the other examples

17 that we’ve seen, the cost of -- the estimated cost of

18 the improvements were shown as a percentage of the

19 total project cost. So if you’re looking -- I don’t

20 have the examples in front of me, but if you’re looking

21 at, you know, i00 units on so many acres of land and

22 you’re saying it’s going to cost X dollars, whatever

23 that was, what percentage of that is that for the total

24 development cost? R0072121

25 MS. SUCILO: We didn’t calculate that.

26 We just calculated them on a project-specific basis.

27 MS. CLOKE: You know, right. Because

28 it’s just -- I mean, you know if you’re looking at your
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1 personal budget, it’s a lot of money. If you’re

2 looking at a multi-million dollar development project

3 and it’s 3 or 4 percent, it’s a different way of

4 understanding it. I just need to have that last piece

5 so that I can understand what your numbers mean.

6 Otherwise, I don’t hav~ a meaning, a context to it.

7 MR. SUCILO: The intent was basically to

8 give data so that you could make that interpretation.

9 MS. CLOKE: I can’t. I need that last

i0 piece before I can understand it.

II CHAIRM~ NAHAI: Let me ask you this:

12 For instance, with respect to the 500-acre project

13 which was the third of your examples, and I think that

14 you projected a I.I million dollar cost.

15 MR. SUCILO: Correct.

16 CHAIRM31N NAHAI: Do you -- in the figures

17 that were presented to you, did you have any idea of

18 the value of the project as completed, what the value

19 as completed would be?

20 MR. SUCIL0: Again, we took things from

21 the design engineer, and that might be a question

22 better answered by another member of BIA.

23 MS. LYON: But before you leave, I want

24 to make sure that what you presented is part of our

25 record.

26 MR. SUCIL0: Well, I can leave it with

27 yOU. R0072122

28 MS. LYON: Could you present that at such
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1 time?

2 MR. SUCIL0: I could leave it.

3 MS. LYON: Thank you.

4 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you very much.

5 Mr. Watson.

6 And foliQ, wing Mr. Watson, I’d like to

7 hear from Mr. Charles Gale, MS. Lynn Jacobs and Dee

8 Zinke I think. Forgive me. The name Nahai has been

9 butchered in so many ways over the years that I don’t

i0 feel too guilty about that.

ii MR. WATSON: Thank you Mr. Chairman,

12 members of the board. My name is Richard Watson. I’ve

13 been involved in the building industry since 1978 and

14 dealing with storm water issues since 1990. My clients

15 include both the builders and the public sector.

16 we in the building industry can support

17 part of what is on the table today and we oppose part

18 of it. we support the general objectives of the SUSMPs

19 and the use of appropriate risk management practices.

20 We could have even supported the SUSMPs on the table at

21 the September 16 meeting if the numerical standards

22 were removed, we might even be able to support those

23 on the table today with a few changes in policy and

24 elimination of those standards. R0072123

25 We have a few specific concerns that I’d

26 like to deal with. The latest change sheet seems to

27 have dealt with two of those. Those are the hillsides

28 development and definition of parking lots. The way
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1 the staff proposed it today does work. Some of the

2 other discussions today I’d like to see not gone back

3 to.

4 So the one area that we have a real

5 concernwith the definition is the third one, the

6 environmentally sensiti.ve areas. Overly broad,

7 unworkable. The proposed definition, as someone else

8 has already said, is very vague, and it’s really an

9 example of policy that’s not really been well thought

I0 out. We support the recommendations of Mr. Desi

ii Alvarez on how to make changes.

12 Another area of concern of ours is

13 implementation. We need some details on that. When

14 will the proposed requirements be effective? More

15 importantly, how do they relate to the development

16 process? When do they -- when are we not vulnerable to

17 continual change?

18 Ideally, these SUSMP issues should

19 probably be dealt with at the tentative tract level.

20 That’s where we deal with spacial relationships and you

21 can assess the amount of land and the coverage and plan

22 something into it.
R0072124

23 Another concern that we have is the

24 numerical mitigation measures. The imposition of these

25 without more study, without more -- not delaying study

26 but trying to make the things work in some way is not

27 really good public policy. It’s not clear how these

28 proposed standards relate to maintenance or improvement
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1 of water quality, what it does to the beneficial uses.

2 So we object to that.

3 One that hasn’t been mentioned today is

4 the relationship to the general construction permit.

5 Your staff has proposed that that same language be used

6 as a -- excuse me --~.S, a standard for post-

7 construction under the general construction permit.

8 That really I think is an intrusion on the prerogatives

9 of the state board, and I think that should be

l0 rejected.

ii In conclusion, I’d like to say that we’re

12 willing to do our share. We want to have equitable

13 treatment with good science, we don’t really want to

14 waste money attacking the wrong thing with the wrong

15 tools, and we don’t like being targeted as "low hanging

16 fruit" as Alexis Straus indicated.

17 I request that you direct the executive

18 director to make changes in the document itself to

19 clean it up, defer any discussion of this numerical

20 mitigation measure and instead move ahead with the

21 Clean Water Initiative, which I think has been passed

22 out to you. That initiative will set up a process in

23 which we can all participate. Thank you. R0072125

24 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you very much.

25 Mr. Gale.

26 MR. GALE: Mr. Chairman, if I could, to

27 accommodate our general counsel, switch our spots in

28 our presentation with Tom Morrison. He’s our general

225

BARNEY,    ONGER~ & ASSOCIATES,     INC. (888)     326-5900



1 counsel. I will take his card when he comes up.

2 CHAIRMAN NAEAI: Okay.

3 MR. MORRISON: Good afternoon,

4 Mr. Chairman and members. My name is Tom Morrison.

5 I’m general counsel for the Building Industry Legal

6 Defense Foundation an~,also the Building Industry

7 Association of Southern California.

8 I’m here today to remind the board that

9 the fundamental issue here today is process. And by

I0 that I mean the process by which the SUSMP is adopted.

ii I want to first echo the legal process concerns raised

12 earlier by Richard Montevideo. Although, I will not

13 repeat the legal arguments put forth by Mr. Montevideo,

14 let me reiterate that the Building Foundation, the

15 Building Industry Association of Southern California

16 believe that neither this board nor Mr. Dickerson have

17 the authority to implement the SUSMP program that is

18 the subject of this hearing today.

19 Permit 96-054 clearly sets forth the

20 process by which the SUSMP must be adopted. This

21 process must be followed as long as the permit is in

22 effect. The process set forth in that permit has not

23 been followed and staff has failed to come up with a

24 single, valid, legal argument supporting their R0072126

25 contention that the process within the permit is no

26 longer applicable.

27 Mr. Leon has not cited a single provision

28 of the permit dealing with why that process is not
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1 applicable after July 30th of 1999, nor has he come up

2 with a single piece of legislative history in the

3 development of the permit itself indicating what

4 process is to be used after July 30th of 1999 if a

5 permit is not effective. He’s simply relying on his

6 own opinion. And may~ say that by his own druthers he

7 would rather follow the processes involved in the

8 permit, and we would ask that you do the same.

9 Further, even if the board could do away

I0 with the process set forth in the permit, the Building

Ii Foundation and the BIA of Southern California believe

12 that the provisions of the Porter-Cologne Water Act

13 preclude the board from adopting the SUSMP proposal put

14 forth by staff today.

15 Specifically, California Water Code

16 Section 13360 prohibits this board from implementing an

17 order that specifies the design, the location, type of

18 construction or manner of compliance with an existing

19 waste discharge requirement.

20 The basic thrust of the existing permit

21 is that it lays out on the cities the responsibility to

22 come up with the measures by which they will mitigate

23 their waste discharge. The permit provides a list of

24 BMPs which may be used, but it does not mandate any of

25 those BMPs specifically be used. R0072127
26 We believe that by taking the process

27 away from the cities and implementing a board-

28 sanctioned proposal, the board would be creating a
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I SUSMP proposal that constitutes an order specifying a

2 particular manner of compliance with a waste

3 discharge -- with an existing waste discharge

4 requirement. That you cannot do under Section 13360.

5 Simply put, this board lacks the legal

6 authority to adopt th~...~.SUSMP proposal put forth by

7 staff today, and we strongly recommend and urge that

8 you honor the process set forth in the existing permit.

9 Thank you very much.

i0 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you very much.

Ii Okay. The next three people I’d like to

12 come up would be Mr. Ross Pistone, Mr. Ray Pearl and

13 Mr. Charles Gale.

14 MS. GUTIERREZ: Mr. Chairman, Miss Jacobs

15 had to leave the meeting unexpectedly this afternoon,

16 but she has asked that I read her statement for her

17 today, and it is being distributed to the board. She

18 has also hand delivered this letter to yourself and to

19 Mr. Dickerson this morning.

20 My name is Gretchen Gutierrez. I’m the

21 Executive Officer for the Building Industry

22 Association, Antelope Valley Region. The letter reads:

23 "Dear Mr. Dickerson, as president of the

24 Building Industry Association of greater Los Angeles,

25 Ventura and president of ventura Affordable Homes,

26 Inc., a.provider of entry-level housing to our loca!

27 families, I applaud your efforts to improve our quality

28 of life by reducing water pollution.
R0072128
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1 "However, another important component of

2 quality of life safe, affordable, decent housing may

3 suffer as a result of some of the components of the

4 revised SUSMP. I urge you and the board to support the

5 Clean Water Initiative, which I have provided you a

6 copy of with my lette~pf January 20th. This

7 initiative provides a process which will achieve the

8 board’s goals by reducing pollution. At the same time,

9 it allows for collaboration of all affected parties in

I0 a cost-effective and scientific approach.

ii "using up our land, another precious

12 resource, to reduce pollution without exploring other

13 proven techniques merely pits one limited resource

14 against another. We must use our limited resources

15 efficiently to accommodate our diverse community

16 interests.

17 "Our quality of life includes decent

18 housing, job opportunities, access to education,

19 recreation, clean air and clean water. Comprehensive

20 and collaborative planning with everyone at the table

21 as contained in the clean water Initiative is key to

22 maintaining and improving the quality of life that

23 California residents deserve.

24 "People as well as buildings are part of

25 our environment along with our state’s natural

26 resources. All of us must work together to protect our

27 entire environment. R0072129

28 "Thank you for considering the Clean
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1 Water Initiative which provides the opportunity to

2 improve California’s environment."

3 It’s signed "Sincerely, Lynn L. Jacobs,

4 President, Ventura Affordable Homes, Inc." Thank you.

5 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you very much.

6 MS. ZIN.K~ : Chairman Nahai, I’ll try not

7 to abuse your name. I am Dee Zinke, and I’m the

8 Executive Officer of the Building Industry Association

9 for greater Los Angeles and Ventura Counties.

i0 I’ve been asked to come here before all

II of you today to talk about the issue of affordability

12 in housing. Less than one-half of Los Angeles families

13 earning the median income can afford the median priced

14 home today. This is 20 percent below nationa! levels.

15 For every $I,000 added to the price of a home, 25,000

16 families are priced out of home ownership in

17 California.

1% At any given night here in the southland,

19 more than I00,000 people do not have a place to sleep

20 at night that they call "home.,’ Fifty percent of those

2.1 are children, and fifty percent of those are children

22 under the age of five.

23 The regulations proposed today do not

24 take into account any variation in housing type. Ten

25 units of state single-family detached housing are
R0072130

26 treated the same as ten units of multi-family

27 condominiums. It is a one-size-fits-all edict, which

28 shows no sensitivity to the affordable end of the
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1 spectrum housing.

2 Worse, the proposed regulation hits in

3 fill products hardest where land is scarce and

4 expensive. The inventory of in fill land contains many

5 contaminated sites, and there is no recognition of the

6 environmental benefit.of cleaning up these sites for

7 the health of the watershed~

8 For all the interest in encouraging

9 housing in job centers, i.e., smart growth, this ruling

i0 makes it easier for land rich, rural areas to comply

Ii but extremely difficult for urbanized areas.

12 There isn’t a builder in this room that

13 advocates we should be exempt from water quality

14 measures. We are amenable and are, in fact, currently

15 implementing long term, best management practices to

16 improve the quality of water runoff in addition to our

17 construction management practices.

18 You have several options before you

19 today, we would urge you to move forward with the

20 program that encourages most effective BMPs that

21 actually serve to clean the water. If you wish to

22 pursue a numerical standard in your new permit, use the

23 next 18 months to develop the evidence and accepted

24 engineering standards that demonstrate improved water

25 quality. R0072131
26 We are your partners in achieving water

27 quality. We are engaged and support watershed

28 management efforts and as a result have an affinity for
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1 regional pollutant based solutions to protect the

2 health of the watershed, including habitats, estuaries

3 and bays.

4 California is now in its eighth year of

5 providing less than half of the homes needed to shelter

6 California’s existing~.~opulation. That’s 125,000 units

7 a year we’re short or up to a million at this point for

8 existing population.

9 Your job is to improve and protect the

i0 water quality. My job is ensure that you fully

ii understand the impacts of housing in that process.

12 Shelter is considered one of the most important basic

13 needs. Clean water is no less precious. If more

14 children are priced out of a home because we are

15 guaranteeing them clean water to drink, I will sleep

16 better at night. Right now, I don’t believe the

17 proposed numerical standard will achieve that goal.

18 The Clean Water Initiative goes much

19 further to addressing our water quality needs. Thank

20 you.

21 Oh, and I would like to -- if I can

22 address the question about the housing cost or the

23 costs that were raised earlier. R0072132

24 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Well, your three minutes

25 are up. Let’s see if there’s a question to that effect

26 from anybody on the board, then we’l! do that.

27 MS. LYON: Wasn’t that Susan’s question?

28 MS. CLOKE: Is this the percentage? Are
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1 you prepared to answer that question?

2 MS. ZINKE: I wasn’t prepared to answer

3 percentage, but I was prepared to identify that they

4 listed a per-unit cost. You can raise the cost of

5 development, but the costs are passed on to the home

6 buyer. And if you’ve~_~ot $85,000 more, then it’s

7 $85,000 more to the cost of the product.

8 CHAIP4MAN NAHAI: It’s an $85,000 unit

9 that’s --

I0 MS. ZINKE: I’m sorry. I meant $8,500

II was what was identified per unit, so it does give you

12 an idea of what the impact would be on affordability.

13 Thank you.

14 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you very much.

15 Mr. Pistone.

16 MR. PISTONE: Mr. Chairman, members of

17 the board, my name is Ross Pistone, and I represent the

18 Newhall Land and Farming Company. We are a large land

19 developer headquartered in the Santa Clarita Valley.

20 We recognize that we have a growing

2.1 population in California, and our primary objective is

22 to provide a desirable quality of life for the citizens

23 of the Santa Clarita Valley. We developed master plan

24 communities that provide a balance of homes, schools,

25 parks, retail and industrial business opportunities.

26 Our company is strongly supportive of the

27 Clean water Act. We make continuous efforts to manage

28 our operations to assure compliance with the multitude
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1 of existing environmental regulations.

2 New development projects are currently

3 required to go through a comprehensive environmental

4 impact report and review process prior to their

5 approval, and there are many restrictions currently in

6 place for those projects adjacent to environmentally

7 sensitive areas.

8 Developers are also required to comply

9 with several other complex environmental regulations

I0 governed by various agencies, including the Department

II of Fish and Game, Army Corps of Engineers, Air Quality

12 Management District, the State Water Resource Contro!

13 Board and local municipalities. Often these

14 regulations conflict with one another.

15 As a pro-active, responsible developer,

16 we have established an extensive erosion control

17 program which cost, approximately, $800,000 in 1999 for

18 the installation and maintenance of erosion control

19 devices.

20 In addition, we have developed a Storm

21 Water Management Program, which includes an ongoing

22 SUCWRP training program for our field personnel and

23 subcontractors. We explained the critical importance

24 of the Storm Water Management Program, erosion control

25 and best management practices which must be followed.

26 We also have an in-house SUCWRP site

27 inspection program. A trained inspector visits each of

28 our active projects to assure that we are complying

R0072134
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1 with our storm water pollution prevention plan and that

2 best management practices are being applied. Citations

3 are issued for noncompliance and immediate corrections

4 are required.

5 This SUCWRP inspection program

6 concentrates on minimizing the potential for petroleum

7 products and other contaminants to contact the soil,

8 and establishes a check and balance system so that

9 contractors’ activities can be monitored and additional

i0 BMPs can be employed where necessary to prevent

ii potential pollution.

12 These voluntary programs are costly but

13 have proven to be extremely effective in addressing ~n~

14 impact that our operations may have on clean water. We

15 believe that new development is not a significant

16 contributor to water pollution if erosion control

17 devices are installed and maintained at the project

18 site perimeter.

19 We believe that it is wrong for the

20 Regional Board to target the residential, industrial

21 and commercial development industrial by requiring

22 numerical mitigation measures which have no proven

23 scientific or engineering basis. We believe that these

24 measures will directly affect our ability to provide

25 affordable housing and employment opportunities. R0072135

26 We have worked side by side with the

27 County of Los Angeles and the City of Santa Clarita

28 during the deve!opment of the original Standard Urban
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1 Storm Water Mitigation Plans to assure that new

2 regulations being proposed would be reasonable, cost

3 effective and would result in an improvement to the

4 overall water quality.

5 We believe that water quality will

6 improve through the i~n~lementation of the original

7 SUSMPs without numerical standards that were later

8 added by the Regional Board. We believe that being

9 forced to implement the numerical standards being

I0 recommended by the board for residential, commercia! or

Ii industrial development through the use of detention

12 basins and other structural BMPs will create a serious

13 long-term maintenance problem.

14 we are committed to supporting the Clean

15 Water Initiative as proposed by the Building Industry

16 Association as we strongly believe that through these

17 efforts we will effectively reduce pollution. Thank

18 you for your consideration.

19 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you, Mr. Pistone.

20 Mr. Pearl.

21 MR. PEARL: Hi. My name is Ray Pearl.

22 I’m Deputy Director of Government Affairs for the

23 greater Los Angeles, Ventura Building Industry R0072136

24 Association.

25 This entire process so far has been an

26 illustration of how a public agency can attempt to

27 implement policy based on bad science. No matter what

28 you have been told today, the numerical standard of .75
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1 was a negotiated number resulting from a lawsuit

2 settlement. In fact, the L.A. County standard exists

3 today only because NRDC sued them and forced them to

4 implement it.

5 There are absolutely no studies that have

6 been done to justify i~s introduction to Los Angeles

7 County. The proposed numerical standard is not a

8 number based on sound science. The proposal before you

9 simply seeks to deal with an amount of water. The

I0 building industry supports a pollutant-based approach

II that will actually have some effect on clean water.

12 That proposal you’ve heard about is the Clean Water

13 Initiative.

14 we have been left frustrated and

15 dumbfounded by your staff who have willingly taken us

16 down this numerical mitigation path. They have put the

17 cart before the horse by saying, "Let’s solve some

18 unnamed problem with some kind of solution, and we’ll

19 figure the rest out later.,, That does not make sense.

20 It is not only bad science, it’s bad policy.

21 How about defining the problem? What

22 pollutants do you seek to reduce? What are the

23 nonpoint sources that generate these pollutants? Why

24 not develop policies that will actually reduce
R0072~37

25 pollutions from these identified sources?

26 No one, including your staff, has yet to

27 cite a single study that shows this proposal will be

28 effective in LOS Angeles County. I’ve been calling it
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1 "bad science." It’s really no science.

2 We have a basic question. How will we

3 measure if we abide by these new requirements that we

4 have successfully achieved water quality? We asked

5 Mr. Dickerson that very question in a meeting. His

6 answer was, "There is~o way to know." He said, in his

7 words, quote, "We just have to do something." That

8 statement from a public official is unbelievable and

9 rather sad. It is no way to conduct public policy.

i0 It does, however, illustrate one of our

Ii main concerns. This policy is a shot in the dark with

12 no chance of achieving water quality. This policy

13 attacks the home building industry, and if you were to

14 believe Heal the Bay, NRDC and others, that alone w~ll

15 solve our water quality program.

16 You are addressing one minuscule,

17 microscopic portion of the storm water runoff issue.

18 What good is it to clean water only for new development

19 if you have done absolutely nothing to address the

20 millions of people already living here?

21 You are also under a serious

22 misconception if you believe the environmentalist

23 rhetoric that this proposal wil! keep beaches open and

24 drinking water safe. To use NRDC’s language, it is a

25 "sellout" this time to the environmental community that

26 will have absolutely no impact on the problem they
R0072138

27 purportedly seek to address.

28 It will not clean the bay. It will not
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1 keep beaches open, and it will not make water safe for

2 aquatic life. As 10ng as I’ve lived in Southern

3 California I’ve only heard of beaches being closed

4 because of oil spills, sewage and medical waste.

5 Beaches are not closed because new homes are built.

6 There is~,no proof anywhere. Ask

7 Mr. Dickerson, ask Xavier Swamikannu that this proposal

8 will solve any of these problems. Remember, we are

9 just supposed to do something so that we all feel good

i0 about ourselves. How about actually doing something

II that solves a problem?

12 My final question is this: Based on

13 sound science what specific contaminants do you and

14 your staff attribute to new housing? The answer is

15 still unknown and unaddressed by this proposal. We

16 support a proposal, the Clean Water Initiative, that

17 could prove scientifically if we abide by these new

18 requirements water quality will improve. We do not,

19 however, support a do nothing numerical standard.

20 Thank you.

21 CHAIRM31NNAHgII: Thank you very much.

22 Following Mr. Gale, Mr. Ramy Awad,
R0072139

23 Ms. Elaine Freeman and Mr. Tak Fujii.

24 MR. GALE: Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman

25 and board members. My name is Charles Gale. I’m the

26 Director of Government Affairs for the Building

27 Industry Association. I’m in charge at the regional

28 level of regional agencies.
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i I stand here before you today with almost

2 II years of experience in assisting contractors and

3 home builders comply with environmental rules and

4 regulations. I’ve entitled my speech here today "Other

5 Good Public Policies." In doing so, let me begin.

6 I have worked with several regulatory

7 agencies that are faced with complying with federal

8 laws and regulations. Such agencies include the US

9 Fish and Wildlife Service as they implement the

i0 Endangered Species Act and the South Coast Air District

II as they implement the Clean Air Act.

12 In my experiences with the US Fish and

13 Wildlife Service, the service always begins their

14 process by identifying an endangered species with a

15 biological opinion, which is subject to peer review, a

16 process. Then the service moves forward with listing

17 the species, assessing the critical habitat, and then

18 develops a recovery plan to ensure the endangered

19 species will be protected and saved. Today we can

20 credit this program with the return of the bald ea~le

21 as well as many other species.

22 More familiar with this agency is the

23 South Coast Air District. The AQMD was created because

24 the South Coast Air Basin had the worst air pollution

25 in the nation. I think we all know that. We’ve heard

26 that. For decades, the South Coast Air District has

27 exceeded federal air quality standards. Therefore, the

28 AQMD established an aggressive plan to clean the air in
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1 Southern California.

2 The adopted rules, which I participated

3 in with contractors and home builders, were not easy to

4 develop, and they were not simple. But they were

5 developed by identifying a pollutant of concern,

6 establishing a basel±n@ from which to work from and

7 then locating the industry that was responsible for the

8 pollutants. Because of the process that AQMD has gone

9 through, L.A. no !onger hosts the worst air quality in

i0 the nation.

il I bring these two agencies to your

12 attention because they are under similar -- federal

13 mandates similar to this agency because of what they

14 have to achieve in their environmental goals. But they

15 always begin the process by identifying the problem,

16 establishing a baseline and developing a process to

17 achieve the.targeted reduction of the environmental

18 goals they’re in charge of.

19 This fundamenta! process is not present

20 in the proposal before you today. The SUSMP proposal

21 puts the cart before the horse by offering a numeric

22 standard as a solution before the work has been done to

23 identify the problem.

24 In conclusion, I suggest the board

25 consider the Clean Water Initiative, which is this you

26 have in front of you signed on by 33 companies,

27 agencies -- not agencies but trade associations that

28 are concerned about this issue.
R0072141
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1 It calls for identifying pollutants once

2 again, targeting the source of pollutants and then, and

3 only then, developing a plan that will mitigate those

4 pollutants and achieve clean water. Because it offers

5 the simple process, the Clean Water Initiative is the

6 best choice in front-o~ the board.

7 Further, it closely follows a process

8 called for by SCAG and the municipalities that will

9 even bring stronger clean water sooner to our

i0 industry -- to our region. Thank you for your time.

Ii C~IAIR!MA!q NAHAI: Thank you, Mr. Gale.

12 Are we okay to continue? Does anybody

13 need a break?

14 MS. CLOKE: How many more?

15 CHAIP!MA!~NA}iAI: We have a lot.

16 MS. LYON: I think a short break is in

17 order.

18 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Okay. A short break.

19 No more than ten minutes. We’ll see you in ten

20 minutes.

21 (Recess.)

22 CHAIP4~AN NAHAI: Let’s come to order,

23 please. Take your seats, please.

24 Okay. The next speaker is Mr. Ramy Awad.

25 MR. AWAD: Good afternoon, Mr. Chair,

26 members of the board. My name is Ramy Awad. I’m a

27 registered civil engineer in the State of California.

28 I do land development projects.
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1 I am here to voice my concern regarding

2 the lack of data about effectiveness and cost of

3 implementing the numerical standard. I had an

4 opportunity to review the sample calculation for using

5 the numerical mitigation. That sample was talking

6 about six-and-a-half million dollar project in the city

7 of Los Angeles.

8 And while I agree with the method of

9 calculating and determining the size of the required

i0 detention basin or retention basin, I don’t really

II agree with the cost for that basin and cost for

12 maintenance. That calculation indicates that the size

13 of that basin would be 40 feet wide, 40 feet in length

14 by 40 feet and width and it varies in depths between 9

15 and i0 feet. And when doing the cost of the land

16 itself, accounting for a 40 foot by 40 foot, which is

17 1600 square feet, and came up with a dollar amount of

18 $28,800.

19 While in reality, that basin is going to

20 be I0 feet deep, and you cannot come and construct a

21 40 by 40 basin, which is 9 or I0 feet deep without some

22 sort of retaining walls all around it or laying the

23 slopes flat. And if you do so, you have to account for

24 cost of the retaining wall or you have to account for

25 cost of the land when you lay slopes flatter.

26 In my calculation, if you lay the slopes

27 flat at the 2 to 1 ratio, which would be the minimum

28 acceptable for safety reasons, that would increase the
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1 cost from $28,800 to $115,200. And maybe the dollar

2 amount is not what we’re discussing here now, but all

3 of a sudden now it’s a cost that we think it’s $28,000,

4 it’s $115,000. That’s four times as much. And that’s

5 something we ought to look into it and consider how --

6 what’s the effect and.what’s the benefit for that?

7 The same example also for maintenance. I

8 locate $33 per year for maintaining that basin, and I

9 find it very hard to imagine that a cost to clean up a

i0 basin will be $33. If you have a swimming pool, and

II you bring someone to maintain it for you, it’s going to

12 cost you much, much more than that. Also, if you want

13 to hire a handyman or a laborer to come and do any kind

14 of work on your home would cost you much more than the

15 $33.

16 And my point here is we really don’t have

17 enough data to determine the effectiveness and the real

18 cost on the home building industry or any development

19 utilizing the numerical standard. There are other

20 alternatives and other proposals that I urge you to

2.1 look at. Listen to the engineers. Listen to the city

22 engineers and listen to the developers. Thank you.

23 CHAIRMAN NAEAI: Thank you very much.

24 I’d like to urge as we go through this,

25 given the fact that the hour is getting late and we

26 have something, like, 30 cards left, if the point that

27 you want to make has already been made by somebody

28 else, it doesn’t do any good to hammer the board
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1 constantly with exactly the same arguments. It really

2 doesn’t. All that does is just desensitize us to what

3 you’re trying to say.

4 Okay. With that, the next card is from

5 Mr. Roger Werbell, then Miss Kathy -- or Miss Katherine

6 Butcher and Miss Dorothy Green. Any of those three

7 people here?

8 MS. CLARK: Dorothy Green had to leave

9 and she asked me to present this to you. I’m Mayor Pro

i0 Tem of the City of Rosemead, but I’m also a board

ii member of the LOS Angeles and San Gabriel River

12 Watershed Council. And we -- so this is to be

13 distributed to you, and I just want to say one thing --

14 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Three minutes per

15 person. Please, Miss Clark.

16 MS. CLARK: That wasn’t three minutes.

17 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: No. YOU had your three

18 minutes already. Remember? Those are the rules.

19 MS. CLARK: Okay.

20 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you so much.

21 With that, I’d like to move to

22 Miss Jacqueline Lambrichts. Not here? Followed by

23 Miss Heather Kuiper and Mr. Karl Brusketter it looks

24 like. I apologize if I’m mistaken.

25 MS. LAMBRICHTS: Jacqueline Lambrichts

26 with Friends of the San Gabriel River, a new nonprofit

27 water quality focused organization supports the numeric

28 design standard without exception as stated in the
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1 letter in your packet.

2 In the process of starting a new

3 organization in eastern Los Angeles county, it is very

4 encouraging to find cities in the San Gabriel Valley,

5 such as Baldwin Park, E1 Monte and Pasadena that are

6 pro-active in supporti-~g the need for a .75 inch

7 designed numeric standard, and their letters are

8 included in your packet.

9 And just a few reoccurring statements in

i0 their letters, cities continuously updating, reviewing

Ii its policies to ensure the community quality of life as

12 well as the protection of its natural resources. They

13 believe the overall goal of SUSMP requirements for new

14 development and redevelopment must be to effectively

15 reduce pollution in storm water and urban runoff and

16 work in partnership with the Regional Board. And again

17 those letters are in your packet. Thank you.

18 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you.

19 MS. KUIPER: Good afternoon. I’m Heather

20 Kuiper. I’m trained as an epidemiologist, and I’m used

21 to talking about the data on an issue, but I think that

22 many people have done a good job of that. So instead,

23 I’m here to speak as a community member.

24 I’d like to tell you about a few of the

25 ways that I’ve felt the impact of the Los Angeles

26 area’s runoff problem. First, when I worked for the

27 county health department, some coworkers and I founded

28 an ocean swimming club. We,d meet at my home on the
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1 coast before work, get out our wet suits, run down the

2 beach, jump into the ocean and swim the mile back to my

3 house where we’d get ready for work and carpool. It

4 felt great, and at the time I felt that I loved Los

5 Angeles, and I loved the beach.

6 But then,.I started to feel chronically

7 sick, and, finally, I realized that I’d have to

8 basically stop swimming in the ocean if I wanted to

9 feel healthy. I felt angry and scared that I was so

I0 vulnerable to a public policy issue, especially when it

Ii led to the end of a wonderful activity that should be

12 part of the fabric of a healthy community.

13 Another way that I’ve personally

14 experienced these types of issues is in experiencing

15 the amount of trash that’s on the beach, especially

16 after storms. On several occasions, I’ve gone out to

17 pick up trash and been completely overwhelmed by the

18 task. I also take all of my guests out to the beach,

19 and I take them to the Ballona Lagoons to !ook at the

20 wildlife there. And when I go, I want these activities

21 to be a source of pride to prove that L.A. is not as

22 bad as everyone thinks it is. But each outing

23 confronts me with an overflow of trash, and I don’t

24 feel pride, and my guests leave wit~ an unchanged

25 opinion of Los Angeles. R0072147

26 Finally, my intention here today is to

27 bring home to you that these standards in protecting

28 the beaches and the broader environment also protect

247

BARNEY,    UNGERMANN & ASSOCIATES,    INC. (888)    326-5900



1 people and build the foundation of an integrated

2 society.

3 I am here to be -- in an attempt to

4 represent to you the people of Los Angeles. I cannot

5 do an adequate job because my face is only one color,

6 my heritage is from on-~ one continent and I only speak

7 one language in my home. But if you go to the beaches,

8 you will see that they are a magnet for all of the

9 different races and cultures of Los Angeles. There’s a

I0 peaceful point of convergence for the people, and we

ii need this place to be healthy and safe and a place

12 people can feel proud of. A safe beach and ocean is a

13 vivid reminder that our public officials are looking

14 out for us.

15 In your deliberations, please keep in

16 mind these broader implications of your decision. I

17 urge you to support rigorous mitigation of urban storm

18 water without loopholes and exceptions. The community

19 awaits your decision and thank you very much.

20 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you.

21 Next three cards I have are from Julie

22 Barr, looks like Miss Angu Bera and Dayna Harary.

23 A PERSON: They’re all gone.

24 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: They’re all gone?

25 A PERSON: They are members of the

26 community who’ve had to leave. R0072148

27 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Okay. I will note for

28 the record that all of them wanted .to speak in favor of
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1 the staff proposal.

2 Were you next?

3 MR. BRUSKETTER: Yeah, I was next.

4 CHAIRM/IN NAHAI: You were?

5 MR. BRUSKETTER: Yeah. I was the name

6 you couldn’t pronounced..

7 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Oh. You’re Karl?

8 MR. BRUSKETTER: Right.

9 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: My apologies.

i0 MR. BRUSKETTER: No problem. My name is

ii Karl Brusketter.

12 CHAIRMA!4NAHAI: I wouldn’t want you tc

13 get the impression that I’m trying to hurry anything

14 along.

15 MR. BRUSKETTER: No. I’m not in a hurry

16 anymore.

17 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: I’m all ears.

18 MR. BRUSKETTER: All right. Thank you

19 for the opportunity to speak. I’m here speaking as a

20 community member, and I’m also a member of Heal the Bay

~I and NRDC, and I wanted to tell you a little about my

22 reality.

23 About early last year I had some

24 relatives come out from Ohio, and we went down to the

25 beach, and we’re walking along the beach, and there’s

26 trash everywhere. Everywhere. About the only good

27 thing about the trash is that we could play hopscotch

28 and see if we could land on patches of sand, and it
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1 wasn’t very fun.

2 And the other thing we looked and there’s

3 signs all over saying that you’re not allowed to swim

4 in the water because it’s not safe to swim in° That

5 was the other thing that was going on.

6 So I looked at my relatives, and it was

7 embarrassing to live in L.A. and see that, that we

8 couldn’t go in the water, there was trash all over the

9 beach. It was ridiculous.

I0 So they went home back to Ohio with their

Ii impression of L.A. and our beautiful coastline and

12 water. And I thought, well, I know this is not an easy

13 issue to resolve. I know it,s going to take a lot of

14 effort on the part of the community, governmental

15 agencies, like yourself, industry, commercial,

16 everyone; right? But I know it can be done.

17 And I see this piece of regulation is a

18 huge step in the right direction. And so for you, I

19 don’t want you to get in my shoes or in the shoes of

20 anybody else here. I want -- you can stay in your own

21 shoes, and I want you to frame the picture. Your

22 relatives are going to come out and you’re going to go

23 down to the beach to enjoy it, and you’re either going

24 to see trash all over the beach, and the kids won’t be

25 able to go in the water, and you,re wondering what

26 you’re going to do next. R0072150

27 Or you can have the second picture where

28 you go down there, the beach is beautiful, you’re

25O

BARNEY,    ONGERMANN & ASSOCIATES,     INC. (888)     326-5900



1 enjoying the day. There’s no trash on the beach.

2 Everybody’s playing in the water. There’s maybe

3 dolphins swimming by.

4 I hope that you look at those two

5 pictures, and I hope that you’ll make the move so that

6 we can get the picture~oo. Thank you.

7 CHAIRMA!q NAHAI: Thank you very much.

8 The next three cards are from

9 Miss Shelly Magier, Mr. Bob Warnock, and I note there

I0 was Mr. Conner Everts had a card but I know he’s gone.

ii Is Miss Magier here?

12 A PERSON: She’s gone.

13 C~iAIRgtANNAHAI: Mr. Warnock.

14 A PERSON: He’s gone.

!5 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Mr. Moore.

16 MR. MOORE: Somebody’s here.

17 CHAIRM_ANNAHAI: There you are.

18 MR. MOORE: Hello, Mr. Chairman and board

19 members. My name is Gary Moore. I’m with the City of

20 Los Angeles. I’m the Storm Water Program Manager.

21 I think you heard yesterday that our city

22 council does indeed endorse the plan that’s in front of

23 you today. I’d like to highlight a couple specific

24 areas of our comment letter. One has to do with the

25 waiver. R0072151

26 As the board and the executive officer

27 has entrusted the cities to deal with many or almost

28 all the issues in the permit, we respectfully request
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1 that jurisdiction to determine when a waiver is

2 necessary would be granted to the cities. We believe

3 that this would expedite the process and not add burden

4 to contact the Regional Board on this issue. So -- and

5 we also propose that we would annually with our reports

6 submit any waivers the~ we had granted during that year

7 so that everybody would know what we’re doing.

8 The next area has to do with -- we talked

9 a lot about the vehicles and that they seem to be

I0 causing a lot of the pollution here, and most of

ii everything we’re doing here is treatment or retention.

12 The USEPA and the State of California has successfully

13 worked with engine and car manufacturers to reduce

14 vehicle air emissions. There may be opportunities to

15 minimize vehicle equipment leaks through vehicle

16 modifications.

17 We’re proposing, since vehicles are

18 called in on a regular basis for emission test, if it

19 would not be possible to educate the vehicle operators

20 as to the impacts of such leaks that would result in

21 the minimal cost to the state program while potentially

22 resulting in potential benefits to the water quality.

23 Another area that we addressed in our

24 letter to you is in data gathering, we recommend that

25 the Regional Board establish a regional ambient wate~

26 quality monitoring program. What we’re saying here is

27 that similar to the air quality network, we would start

28 sampling a base -- to establish a baseline, and during
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1 the next year and a half while we’re preparing to

2 negotiate the new permit, we would begin to gather

3 data. We believe that this would really help the

4 public to gain support if indeed we go further with

5 this program than is proposed here today.

6 That concludes my comments and the City

7 of Los Angeles appreciates all your efforts. Thank you

8 very much.

9 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you very much,

I0 Mr. Moore.

ii MS. CLOKE: Mr. Nahai, I have a question

12 but can I have a copy of his comments?

13 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Do you have an

14 additional copy of your comments?

15 MR. MOORE: Those comments that I just

16 expressed are in the letter that we distributed. Yes.

17 MS. CLOKE: Oh. Okay. I have that.

18 Thank you.

19 CHAIR/MAN NA/~AI: Thank you.

20 The next three cards I have are from

2.1 Mr. Michael Huls, Mr. Dan Grissete, and Miss Marsha

22 Hanscom. Are any of those people here?

23 A PERSON: Mr. Huls has left,

24 Mr. Chairman. R0072153

25 MS. HANSCOM: Good afternoon, honorable

26 board and staff. My name is Marsha Hanscom. I’m

27 Executive Director of the Wetlands Action Network and

28 Vice Chair of the Conservation Committer for the Sierra
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1 Club, Los Angeles Chapter, which has more than 50,000

2 members here in this region.

3 We strongly agree with the staff’s

4 proposal to include the .75 inch numerical standard

5 and, in fact, think that is absolutely a baseline. I

6 don’t think any of the.~.environmental groups that were

7 here today suggested that this would totally clean up

8 our beaches and totally improve everything. We’re just

9 saying that we need to stop of the hemorrhaging, and

i0 this is the minimum acceptable.

I! we also strongly oppose the exceptions

12 and exemptions that have been added since the fall, and

13 I’d like to just suggest that -- you know, I understand

14 your charter to be that you’re not to balance the

15 environmental municipality and business interests but

16 rather to ensure optimum water quality in our region,

17 in our creeks, our rivers, our wetlands, our aquifers

18 and the bay.

19 And so in light of that, I hope you’ll

20 agree with me that we cannot continue to practice

21 business as usual and expect better results in terms of

22 our water quality.

23 Federal policy under the Clean Water Act,

24 not the Clean Water Initiative, the Clean Water Act,

25 which you have the authority to carry out as our state

26 water regulatory body includes new guidance under the

27 Clean Water Action Plan which says this nation has a

28 goal to recover i00,000 acres of wetlands each year.
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1 Now, this storm water mitigation plan can

2 help us reach this goal. 98 percent of our we lands

3 are gone in this area, and that’s part of the problem,

4 part of why we have so much pollution.

5 Let’s remember what’s underneath all this

6 pavement. La Cienega~<.~he swamp, La Ballona Estuary

7 created by the confluence of L.A. River, Ballona Creek,

8 Walnut Creek and Centinela Creek. If we reconnect the

9 water with the land, this will help us minimize flood

I0 damage and remove pollutant~s in our waterways.

Ii Board Member Diamond, you asked a very

12 good question earlier about the rooftop exemption

13 related to increasing impervious surface. This

14 ill-founded exemption will only encourage the trend of

15 decreasing water that is soaking into our soil. The

16 idea is not to eliminate rainfall by catching it off

17 the roof and sending it quickly to the bay but to allow

18 rain water to be part of the ecological cycle that

19 nature intended.

20 The gas station and parking lot

21 exemptions are also just ridiculous. All of these new

22 and redeveloped facilities need to be in compliance.

23 And I’d like to ask you to think about

24 another vision for our parking lots and consider that

25 in between the rows of parked cars there might be

26 prairie needle grass and California poppies. Two

27 species that are native and actually thrive on human

28 trampling, but they’ve been decimated by years of
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1 cattle grazing, paving, and those kinds of things are

2 easy and inexpensive to implement.

3 We could have color, and we could have

4 song back in our areas. This would attract songbirds.

5 This would attract a lot of the species that we need to

6 have a healthy ecosyssem.

7 so in sum, we need your leadership to

8 help restore our natural beauty and the quality of life

9 in Los Angeles. And so I ask you to please approve the

I0 numerical standards, remove the exemptions that would

II effectively gut that, and as to the proposal submitted

12 that all residential development be excluded, 1,11 just

13 leave you with the words of Henry David Thoreau who

14 said "What is the use of a house," even an affordable

15 house perhaps, "if you haven’t got a tolerable planet

16 to put it on." Thank you.

17 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: The next card I have is

18 great. It has no name on it. But under

19 "representing," it says "myself and my son." So if

20 there’s a person here representing yourself and your

21 son, there you go. Good for you. I like to represent

22 my son wherever I go too.

23 MR. POPE: Thank you very much. My name

24 is Bill Pope. And, actually, it’ll be more accurate to

25 say that I’m here -- Bill Pope, P-o-p-e -- to represent

26 my grandchildren because it’s actually too late for

27 myself and .my son.

28 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: I’ll add that to the
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1 card.

2 MR. POPE: Please.

3 I say it’s too late for me because I

4 started skin diving when I was in my middle teens, and

5 I’ve had the displeasure of seeing the demise of our

6 coastal area over the-..last 40 years from areas that had

7 giant kelp forests and spectacular sea ferns to areas

8 that for all practical purposes today are biologically

9 dead.

i0 You know, as a kid maybe you had too,

ii some of you that are my age had the privilege of

12 standing on the Santa Monica Pier watching the whales

13 go by rather than having to charter a boat to go out

14 20 miles to sea. They don’t come in too close today.

15 I’d like for my grand kids to have that opportunity

16 again¯

17 But that’s kind of a platitude. Let me

18 tell you about a specific problem. My son, 26 years

19 old, very talented musician, sound engineer, plays six

20 instruments, composes, produces his own music, just

21 released his first CDs as the Spinning Top and Orange.

22 I promised I’d say those words. He -- his second CD is

23 very inspirational music based on his experiences of

24 life growing up around and in Santa Monica Bay. That’s

25 the good news. He’s about to become financially

26 independent.

27 The bad news is that he’s losing his

28 hearing from repeated ear infections that at least two

R0072157

BARNEY, UNGERMANN & ASSOCIATES, INC. (888) 326-5900



1 of the seven doctors, after two operations that he’s

2 been through, say that feel strongly enough that it’s

3 linked to his experiences in Santa Monica Bay because

4 they can trace back to when it happened and what he was

5 doing, that they told him to stay out of the bay. He’s

6 no longer -- not only~as he lost his ability to enjoy

7 the ocean, he may be losing his ability to produce

8 income.

9 I came here to thank you for doing

I0 something, as some people say. My God. We haven’t

ii done something for 50 years. It’s nice that we do

12 something. Maybe we can turn the tide, but I am

13 dismayed about all the different exemptions that I’m

14 hearing about today that seem to be filtering in.

15 If we exempt rooftops and say you don’t

16 have to consider that in calculating the size of

17 whatever you do to filter out the pollutants, you’ve

18 exempted, you know, 50 to 80 percent of the land area.

19 The result is going to end up being that the water is

20 going to wash across the lawn and into the ocean --

21 again into the street and carry the pollutants to the

22 ocean.

23 It’s common practice to channel water

24 away from your homes. In my neighborhood, everybody

25 that I know of has built underground pipes to take the

26 roof water out of the gutters and take it straight to

27 the stream. I’m guilty of that myself. After hearing

28 about this stuff, I’m going to go home and drill holes
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1 in those pipes so it’ll filter out.

2 But if we -- if you also exempt compacted

3 soil, you end up doing the same thing. The water is

4 going to -- even though it drops on area that’s not

5 polluted, it’s going to run off, go in the street and

6 wash more pollutants-.~t there.

7 If we exempt areas -- restaurants, that

8 are 5,000 square feet or less, according to the

9 statistics presented by their representatives today,

i0 that’s going to exempt all of them, all the new

II fast-food restaurants because they’re all smaller than

12 that.

13 So I want to urge you to implement this

14 proposal as planned without exemptions and start doing

15 that something that we should have done 50 years ago.

16 Thank you very much.

17 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you, Mr. Pope.

18 The next three cards I have are from

19 Mr. Ray Tahir, Mr. Ross Clark and Mr. Steven Braband.

20 MR. TAHIR: Mr. Chairman, board members,

21 staff, good afternoon. Once again it’s a pleasure

22 being before you. My city fully supports the need for

23 numeric design standard but only as a sizing formula

24 for treatment BMPs. It would be silly not to have one,

25 but it would also be silly to have a design standard

26 act as a determinant for numeric -- for treatment

27 retention controls for all the seven categories of

28 SUSMPs revision that staff is recommending.
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1 Also we’re very much in support of

2 SUSMPs, but they’re opposed to the addition of two new

3 SUSMP categories. This is because they’re not included

4 in the L.A. County permit.

5 My cities favor the prescription of

6 retention treatment BM~.S as long as they are allowed

7 the discretion to determine when they should be

8 prescribed. That is what the permit intended, and that

9 is what other NPDES permits in California require

I0 including neighboring Ventura County, including

ii neighboring Orange County.

12 What my cities are opposed to are

13 mandatory retention treatment BMPs such as catch basin

14 inserts and detention basins. Why? Well, for one the

15 revised SUSMP allows developers to select any retentior~

16 treatment control on that BMP list that includes

17 structural treatment controls, as !ong as the developer

18 meets the numeric design standard requirement. It

19 matters not if the control is ineffective.

20 For example, the developer could comply

21 with the retention treatment requirement by selecting

22 catch basin inserts which are very cheap, about $800 a

23 unit. The problem, as indicated in a recent study

24 conducted by Woodward Klein for cities of Northern

25 California, Alameda County in particular, is that these

26 devices don’t work well. The mesh filters that they

27 use clog up easily. Some of them fail or lose

28 significant chemical removal efficiency after each
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1 storm event. As a result, Northern California cities

2 disfavor their use. This was also why Ventura County

3 discourages them.

4 In consideration of the foregoing, it 5s

5 recommended that the board direct staff to approve the

6 revised SUSMP excludin~ the mandatory retention

7 treatment controls. Further, I’d like to point out to

8 you that it appears that the Regional Board staff has

9 not fully evaluated SEQWA in the light of these SUSMPs.

i0 I don’t think the significant impacts of those

II requirements that are contained in staff’s report has

12 been fully evaluated and they need to be quite

13 obviously.

14 On a more cheerful note, I’d like to

15 congratulate you on your 50th anniversary, and I look

16 forward to seeing you this evening under more festive

17 circumstances.

18 MS. LYON: Ray, before you leave.

19 MR. TAHIR: Yes, ma’am.

20 MS. LYON: First part of your testimony,

21 I was a little unclear about the cities you represent

22 and their stance on the numeric standards.

23 MR. TAHIR: Okay. There are al! kinds of

24 interpretations of what numeric standards mean. Okay.

25 Initially the numeric standards were used as

26 determinant for requiring all subject new developments

27 to install mandatory retention controls. Okay. That’s

28 been changed now. Now they’re not talking about
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1 numeric standard in that light but rather as a design

2 standard. Okay. And we have no problem with that.

3 We need to know what size to design these

4 structural controls in order for them to work properly.

5 Okay. But we do not want them to act as a determinant

6 for each of those new.4evelopments to mandatorily

7 impose retention treatment controls because they’re so

8 extreme and very costly.

9 MS. LYON: What cities do you represent?

I0 MR. TAHIR: Well, some of them are out

ii here: Cerritos, Lakewood, Whittier, Lomita, Azusa,

12 Duarte and a cast of others. I can’t remember them

13 all. Thank you

14 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Mr. Clark.

15 MR. CLARK: Good morning. Or I’ll change

16 that now. My name is Ross Clark, and I’m with the

17 California Coastal Commission Water Quality Unit.

18 On January 20th, our Deputy Director

19 Jamie Kooser wrote the Regional Board a letter in

20 support of the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation

~i Plan. Today I wish to voice the commission staff’s

22 support of both the proposed Standard Urban Storm Water

23 Mitigation Plan and the region-wide numeric design

24 standards for post construction BMPs.

25 The proposed plan is a progressive step

26 towards protecting and restoring the region’s water

27 quality and protecting coastal resources, including the

28 use of natural habitat, public access and recreation.
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1 Integration of BMPs into new development is a critical

2 next step in limiting urban nonpoint source pollution.

3 Developing standard guidance for the entire region will

4 also help to promote watershed-wide protection for

5 nonpoint source degradation.

6 Integration of post-development BMPs as

7 proposed by this plan is consistent with the statewide

8 NPDES pollution control plan recently adopted by the

9 State Water Resources Control Board and the Coastal

I0 Commission. The further protection of environmentally

ii sensitive areas corresponds with Coastal Commission’s

12 goal of protecting critical areas -- critical coasta!

13 areas of all types, including quality of water

14 associated with wetlands, estuaries, public beaches and

15 offshore coastal habitats.

16 We hope that today’s action will

17 facilitate the use of effective and appropriated BMPs

18 that improve water quality while allowing for future

19 development. The Coastal Commission is committed to

20 working with the Coastal, Regional Boards and the State

21 Water Resources Control Board within this 15-year

22 strategy to improve the tracking of a new BMP

23 implementation and the assessment of their success.

24 We feel that only through the continued

25 assessment of BMP effectiveness and providing up-to-

26 date technical assistance can the public be confident

27 that BMPs are worthwhile. As of today, it looks like

28 the public and the NRDC have provided, I think, the

R0072163 263

Bi~X~NEY, ONGE~ & ASSOCIATES, INC. (888) 326-5900



1 most up to date and BMP effectiveness assessment that

2 we’ve heard. Thank you very much.

3 CHAIRM_AI~ NAHAI: Thank you, Mr. Clark.

4 Are you Mr. Braband?

5 MR. CLARK: I was Mr. Clark.

6 C~[AIRNLAI~-~NAHAI: Oh. You were Mr. Clark.

7 Of course you were. You still are. I hope you will

8 continue to be for a long time.

9 After Mr. Braband, we have Mr. Royall

i0 Brown, Mr. Maurey Frohman and Mr. Scott Stone.

ii Go ahead, please.

12 MR. BRABAND: Good afternoon, board

13 members. My name is Steven Braband, Biosolutions,

14 Incorporated. I was on the Malibu Creek Watershed

15 Facilitation Group representing the City of Malibu

16 Waste Water Study Group for four years. I am board --

17 on the board of directors at the California Onsite

18 Waste Water Association.

19 A division of our company handles

20 operation and maintenance of decentralized waste water

21 systems of commercial properties. The majority of them

22 are in Malibu, but they range from San Louis Obispo

23 down to San Diego County. R0072164

24 The reason I come here today is that in

25 many cases I’ve -- just recently I’ve been approached

26 by my clients and my -- some of the vendors about

27 operation and maintenance of some of these storm water

28 systems. I’m here today not to see if but how our
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1 maintenance operations are going to proceed.

2 First of all, I’d like to say that I

3 support the direction that your board is going and the

4 direction that your executive director has made

5 recommendations for, and I fully support that. I do

6 have some -- a few com~..ents and clarifications of

7 things that came up today that I’d like to address.

8 One of those is the accountability of

9 maintenance. If you’re going to actually enact this, I

I0 think one of your board members was going to say how

ii are you going to ensure that once they’re installed

12 they are going to be maintained and how that’s going to

13 work. So that’s a very important aspect that you have

14 to take into account.

15 Another thing is consistent ordinances by

16 city. You’re going to mandate the cities to process

17 orders, but what tends to happen at that time is they

18 start getting different and an engineer has to figure

19 out what city he’s doing it for, what problems are

20 going to be encountered. So if we could have

21 consistency there, I think that -- I think we would go

22 a long way also.

23 Because I deal with maintenance of about

24 70 percent of the restaurants in Malibu, I’d like to

25 say that as far as restaurants are concerned, some of

26 those small fast-food restaurants actually produce more

27 waste than larger restaurants, and if you think of the

28 concentration with the drive-thrus of exhaust on the
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1 runoff, that’s an issue that we should really address

2 too.

3 Grocery stores with delis, I think that

4 was brought up earlier. That we have had problems with

5 because you don’t really think that that’s a problem,

6 but the grease created~and the maintenance of that for

7 storm water becomes an issue.

8 Okay. Fecal contamination by pigeons and

9 seagulls on rooftops is something that wasn’t

I0 addressed, but I have had to do it, and I see I’m out

ii of time, so thank you very much.

12 MS. LYON: Could you tell me the business

13 you’re in again, please.

14 MR. BRABAND: We have an operations in

15 maintenance of onsite wastewater systems or

16 decentralized wastewater control systems. Many --

17 well, it’s not many but more and more in the rural

].8 areas wastewater systems are being treated onsite. We

19 have --

20 MS. LYON: Okay. That’s fine. Thank

21 you.

22 MR. BRABAND: Yeah. Okay. All right.

23 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you.
R0072166

24 Mr. Brown.

25 MR. BROWN: Royall Brown, a resident o~

26 San Gabriel Valley. I’m a retired registered engineer

27 in the State of California. Started my career in water

28 quality in the State of California Department of Water
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1 Resources. The last position I held was as an elected

2 board member for the San Gabriel Valley on the

3 Municipal Water District. So I’ve had over 40 years of

4 experience in water quality and water quality problems

5 in the State of California.

6 Yesterday. we had a small urban runoff

7 storm. The neighborhood I live in in San Gabriel

8 Valley, I’ll tell you, not one drop of that water ever

9 reached the ocean. Why? Because we already have

I0 installed in the San Gabriel Valley multiple catch

ii basins known as spreading grounds and diversion dams,

12 rubber dams that already catch the water and divert it.

13 So our receiving waters for our urban storms, some

14 90 percent by calculation, according to the county, of

15 our storm water already goes to our receiving body,

].6 which is the groundwater basin in San Gabriel Valley

17 and Central Basin in the southern portion of the

18 county.

19 To make a developer -- like, I live in a

20 canyon, a branch of Walnut Creek. I’ve lived there for

21 26 years. There’s a big vacant lot that a developer

22 has said that can have about 55 town homes on it. It

23 would be redundant to have him put a catch basin in on

24 a property when the public, through taxes, have already

25 put in a catch basin downstream.

26 I think your regulation needs to R0072167

27 recognize where there, is already public facilities to

28 catch this water and keep it from going to the ocean.
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1 You heard a lot today about beach pollution, pollution

2 a!ong the coast. That’s a problem in itself. But if

3 you already catch 90 percent of the urban runoff in San

4 Gabriel Valley, San Gabriel Valley isn’t really

5 contributing to that.

6 And you~,?.~ule about three-quarters of ~n

7 inch wouldn’t stop the big storms anyway. It’s the big

8 storms, once or twice a year. We have a big storm in

9 San Gabriel Valley where any water is allowed to go to

i0 the ocean. That’s not the regular storm that causes

ii the beach pollution because on that big storm there is

12 a horrendous amount of water going down everywhere.

13 We also in the processing, mother nature

14 has provided us conveniently processing in our

15 spreading grounds that clean up oil spills, the

16 bacteria and the viruses that are naturally there

17 because this area I live in, there is underlaying by

18 oil. The oil is seeping up all the time. Otherwise,

19 we’d have standing oil in the community if we didn’t

20 have the viruses and bacteria that clean up our

21 spreading grounds.

22 So I ask you to change this permit. Make

23 it a bifurcation by watersheds, and I understand that

24 SCAG has suggested that to you, and I would support

25 this type of provision only if it’s amended to make it

26 realistic to those who have already spent millions upon

27 millions of dollars to correct this urban runoff

28 problem. Thank you.
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1 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you, Mr. Brown.

2 The next three cards are for Mr. Maurey

3 Frohman, Mr. Scott Stone and Miss Leslie Mintz.

4 Mr. Frohman.

5 A PERSON: He’s no longer here.

6 CHAIRMAN.-~AHAI: Mr. Stone.

7 A PERSON: I think he’s in the foyer.

8 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Well, Mr. Stone?

9 MR. STONE: Did I hear my name?

i0 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Are you Scott Stone?

Ii A PERSON: NO.

12 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Is there a Scott Stone

13 anywhere?

14 A PERSON: He’s left.

15 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Okay. All right.

16 Ms. Mintz, Leslie Mintz.

17 MS. MINTZ: Leslie Mintz here for the

18 public. I see and I am awakened. I hear and I am

19 moved. I do and I understand. It’s a Chinese proverb

20 about how to learn. The permittees, the cities, can do

21 what this standard proposes.

22 For months, the Regional Board has been

23 through a detailed due process, been trying to do

24 someZhing. Three-and-a-half years of process, multiple

25 opportunities for comments, versions, workshops,

26 hearings. The provisions of the permit have been

27 satisfied. Moreover, once the deadline six months ago,

28 occurred the permit requirement kicked over into
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1 adoption. The due process requirements are over.

2 On behalf of my environmental brethren

3 who were here by the bus load earlier, I would ask you

4 to please approve these standards without arbitrary

5 exceptions that cause confusion and I think create more

6 work for Regional Boar~, staff and, as the EPA

7 requested, without delay. Thank you.

8 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you very much.

9 The next card is from Mr. Charles Redden,

I0 Mr. Robert Wright and Ms. Heather Leamarinda.

Ii MR. REDDEN: Good afternoon. My name is

12 Charlie Redden. I’m a senior management analyst for

13 the City of Covina. I will be responsible for

14 implementing this plan in my city, and I don’t feel

15 that -- and I feel as it stands now that it can’t be

16 done.

17 What is the plan? I’m not sure. And by

18 the board’s confusion earlier this morning, I thinh you

19 understand my questions. I have two different plans

20 dated on December 7th and haven’t even seen the plan

21 dated January 21st. I received change pages two days

22 ago to a plan that didn’t match any plan that I have.

23 What kind of review is possible under these conditions?

24 I have some questions and some answers

25 have already come forth. But somebody who just gets

26 the plan and has to implement it doesn’t know because

27 he wasn’t at this meeting. Does a 5,000 square foot

28 restaurant mean floor space, include the parking !ot or
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1 lot lines? What is the commercial stand alone parking

2 lot? What does that mean?

3 By the SUSMP, an automotive repair shop

4 includes SIC 5013. This is wholesale distribution,

5 motor vehicles supplies and new parts. And as SIC 5014

6 that’s wholesale distribution of tires and tubes. What

7 is the storm water problem w~th these facilities?

8 And do I have to ask the AM PM who wanes

9 to come into my city to provide their profit and loss

i0 statement so I can determine if they are going to be a

ii gas station or a restaurant or something else?

12 There’s not been enough time and thought

13 on this SUSMP. I urge you to follow the agreed-upon

14 procedures and process that we had in the permit and do

15 it right so the plan can be implemented. Thank you.

16 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you very much.

17 Mr. Wright.

18 And finally Miss Leamarinda.

19 MS. LEAMARINDA: Is it evening yet?

20 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: It’s getting there.

21 MS. LEAMARINDA: Good afternoon. Thank

22 you for letting me be last. I’m in a unique position.

23 I work for the City of Calabasas. I’m the Storm Water

24 Program Manager there. I think we have one of the most

25 comprehensive storm water programs in the county.

26 But I also have the benefit of working

27 with a lot of other cities, and I think what’s evident

28 here is that we’re living and we’re trying to implement
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1 these programs in a culture of distrust. Nobody trusts

2 each other here. It’s sad and it’s frustrating because

3 what really needs to happen is that we all need to work

4 together to find the water quality solutions. That’s

5 the only way that our beneficial uses are going to be

6 restored Ever. Period.

7 Storm water -- the problem with storm

8 water is really well understood at the beach. We all

9 know there’s a problem. But it’s not well understood

I0 at the source. Everyone’s looking for a cannon, and

ii it’s a really a thousand BB guns with really the same

12 equivalent impact as a cannon. And that’s why if it

13 was easy, it’d already be done. It’s not easy. It

14 takes a lot of time, a lot of effort and a big

15 commitment from a lot of people.

16 That’s why I’m proposing that we look at

17 this as something where we’re going to look at an

18 accelerated TMDL process to implement this. Rather

19 than just a volumetric approach.

20 I think it’ll be more effective when we

2.1 do the TMDLs we can implement best management practices

22 that are associated with that TMDL for pollutant

23 removal capability with the understanding of beneficial

24 use. And then it’s not a blank check. There is a.

25 final piece. R0072172
26 We know that there’s a problem in the

27 water. These are -- these reaches of whatever river,

28 you know, if it’s Malibu Creek, if it’s L.A. River, if

272

BARNEY,    LTNGER~ & ASSOCIATES,    INC. (888)    326-5900



1 it’s San Gabriel River, we know that there’s a

2 beneficial use impairment. We know pretty much what

3 the chemical -- the big chemicals are at least for the

4 next few years, so why not embrace that process, which

5 is already a stakeholder process, that will deal with

6 the pollutants of con~.~n and will allow cities to

7 priorities. Without it the water will not get clean.

8 We’re assuming that all the pollutants --

9 for example, a lot of these -- the BMPs that are listed

I0 in the SUSMP right now have nothing to did with

ii bacteria. Nothing. There’s no disinfection. There’s

12 no -- that’s what I,m listening for. I can guarantee

13 you the bacteria isn’t going to get solved with the

14 SUSMP.

15 Without inclusion of the TMDL, we’re

16 going to have a schizophrenic program where we have the

17 TMDL process over here that we have to do with this

18 three-quarter inch limit over here and trying to figure

19 out how we’re going to get these things to merge later

20 on is not going to work. We want to restore the

2~I beneficial uses. That’s the goal. That’s what’s in

22 the basin plan. That’s where we should be heading. Not

23 just figuring out what in piecemeal the way of kind of

24 maybe we’ll get there some day. R0072173

25 In my lifetime, in 25 years from now, I

26 want the beneficial uses restored in this water. It’s

27 not going to happen with just a three-quarter inch

28 limit and to assume that we’re going to be affecting
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1 development policies for the next, you know, 50 years

2 and it’s going to end up with water quality is a farce.

3 It’s not going to happen.

4 we all need to work together to find an

5 answer to clean water solutions in our lifetime and

6 stop worrying about being the side that’s right. Thank

7 you.

8 CHAIRM3hN NAHAI: Thank you very much.

9 All right. That concludes the public

I0 cards that we have.

Ii Did I hear a plaintive voice from the

12 back of the room? What’s your name?

13 MR. WRIGHT: Robert Wright.

14 CHAIRgLA!~ NAHAI: Oh. I called you.

15 MR. WRIGHT: Well, you said my name was

16 Stone or something. I haven’t been stoned in such a

17 long time I don’t remember what it was like.

18 CHAIRPLAN NAHAI: I called Robert Wright

19 and you have a nickname which is Rusty.

20 MR. WRIGHT: I don’t know why.

~I CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Because the card I have

22 for you said "Robert Rusty Wright."

23 MR. WRIGHT: Yeah. Do you want me to

24 give what I got here? The roof area.

25 CHAIPdVhAN NAHAI: Go ahead. Three R0072174
26 minutes.

27 MR. WRIGHT: There you go. Some attorney

28 wanted me to get this in the record. It applies only
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1 to roof runoff with essentially no pollutants. It has

2 the dust and fall out that would have fallen on the

3 natural flora and fauna anyways.

4 But then when we did some numbers with --

5 I did some numbers Mr. Bill Pope. Yet on an average

6 3 000 square foot hOUSo~, if you get an inch of rain

7 you get 1440 gallons off the roof, and we were trying

8 to figure out whether you should have a leach line up

9 on that, but then you have to do a diverter thing.

I0 They just -- in front of my folks’ house,

II they just put in one of the bay -- one of th~ 62 in the

12 Santa Monica Bay. There are 62 outfall pipes, and they

13 just put in one of the low flow diverters, so I get to

14 look through that, and they’re waiting for the

15 electronics to come in on when the valve pops in and

16 stuff. So I know a little bit about it.

17 And the other thing I wrote was: Why

18 don’t you just get job done and hire some people who

19 know what they’re doing, who know the construction

20 business, who know economics and bring them together

21 and get something that will actually do the job? Did I

22 make my point?

R007217523 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you.

24 MR. WRIGHT: Thank you very much.

25 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: If there is anybody in

26 the audience who feels that they have a new point that

27 hasn’t yet been expressed, I’l! allow you a minute at

28 the podium. A new point that hasn’t yet been
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1 expressed. If you said that you feel there isn’t

2 enough data -- okay.

3 MS. CLOKE: You have 22 seconds.

4 MR. YOUNG: Oh. I believe this is a new

5 point, and it’s the question of the definition of

6 commercial, which was.~anded around -- by the way, for

7 the court reporter I’m Rufus C. Young, Jr.

8 Might I suggest that the definition of

9 "commercial" as applied to land use comes from the

i0 zoning ordinances of each of the respective permittees.

Ii Thank you.

12 CHAIP~MAN NAHAI: Thank you very much.

13 Any other new points? Great. Thank you.

14 Well, that concludes, then, the testimony

15 from the public.

16 Do we have a staff response? How much

17 time, Dennis?

18 MR. DICKERSON: Very quick.

19 MS. CLOKE: Three minutes.

20 MR. DICKERSON: Very quick. I’ll try to

21 do this in three. TMDLS --

22 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Time him, Ronji. And I

23 don’t want you to worry about the fact that you work

24 for him. R0072176
25 MR. DICKERSON: All right. TMDLs

26 implementation plans, it’s a key part, and this is an

27 extremely important part of implementation plans.

28 TMDLs will never work if you don’t take a strong stance
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1 on SUSMPs.

2 The .75 inch issue has been on the table

3 since last August. Many, many discussions, many

4 changes, true. But in almost every case those changes

5 have been favorable to the people who have been

6 complaining about the.~.~USMPs with respect to most of

7 the cities. We’ve been trying to respond to their

8 concerns over and over, and yet it’s still not enough.

9 I do believe that we need a factual basis

I0 to include rooftop water within the exemption -- within

ii the SUSMP. There simply is not, in my opinion, enough

12 hard data to include that.

13 More studies, everyone wants more

14 studies. Sure. Give us more money. Give us more

15 time, and in all honesty, give us a lot of money and a

16 lots of time. Otherwise, it’s never going to happen.

17 One argument is that we cannot adopt any

18 SUSMP requirement given the prohibition in the statute.

19 If that were true, we could never adopt any SUSMP under

20 any provision. That would simply be totally

21 impossible. And Jorge I think has comments on that as

22 well.

23 The staff issue, I do hope you’ll R0072177

24 recognize that everything that we’ve done is on the

25 basis of one individual working full-time, already

26 overburdened, already spending -- diverting resources

27 away from things that we should be doing just to focus

28 on this issue. We truly need more staff. I’m looking
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1 for -- yes. More staff, more money in order to get

2 this job done. Thank you.

3 And finally the quotation that we need to

4 do something. Well, yes, of course, we do need to do

5 something. That’s our job. And the idea is to do

6 something about cleaning the water, and that’s what

7 we,ve been trying to do. Oh, I still have green. I

8 think I’ll let it go there and save time.

9 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: That doesn’t mean that

i0 you’ve got to keep talking. I had some questions to

II ask you though. Do any of the board members have any

12 questions for Mr. Dickerson?

13 MS. CLOKE: You go first, David. You’ll

14 probably ask all of our questions.

15 CHAIRMAN NAKAI: Not necessarily. I’m

16 sure not.

17 I wanted to just get your reaction to a

18 few points that were made which caught my attention.

19 The first is that I think it was Dee zinke who made the

20 point that when you’re talking about a subdivision of

2~I ten homes and over that that catches ten condominiums,

22 and whereas if development of ten condominiums in terms

23 of the amount of impervious surface that it creates,

24 may be really no more than two-single family residences

25 put together. How do you react to that?

26 MR. DICKERSON: The original --
R0072178

27 everything that we’re doing is on the basis of the

28 original permit in 1996. I was not part of that
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1 discussion. And there,s no split definition for

2 condos.

3 Xavier, do you have any help on that?

4 MR. SWAMIKANNU: In 1996, we identified

5 these seven categories, and they were generally large

6 projects with certain_specific commercial facilities,

7 but we didn’t go beyond that. We didn’t contemplate

8 apartment buildings at that time or condos at that

9 time. So --

i0 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Xavier, is the only

ii reason why condos become important is because they’re

12 subdivisions whereas apartments are not? So while

13 apartments may be caught under the general definition

14 of a commercial development, a ten-unit condominium

15 subdivision may not be. Do we have any history of how

16 that’s been dealt with in the past?

17 MS. CLOKE: I think I could answer that

18 question very quickly. Condominiums need subdivision

19 maps and discretionary action.

20 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: That’s not my point.

21 MS. CLOKE: I’m sorry.

22 MR. SWAMIKANNU: No, there’s no history

23 of that discussion.

24 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: The next question that I

25 wanted to put to you is I think that Mr. Piasky who

26 maintained that the definition of "environmentally R0072179

27 sensitive areas" as we -- in the proposal is way too

28 wide and that by the three categories that are put in
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1 there that one would not be able to identify what

2 environmentally sensitive areas are. Can you give me

3 your response to that?

4 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Mr. Chair and members of

5 the board, my response to that is I think what

6 Mr. Piasky is saying that he’s familiar with the

7 categorization from the county’s point of view, but

8 he’s not familiar with the other two categories, the

9 one by the State Water Resources Control Board. It is

i0 a special biological significance. And the other one

ii from the California Resource Agencies. We have

12 provided some reference document in the definition to

13 go back to. And this --

14 CHAIRM_ANNA}£AI: My question is this:

15 Those areas are readily ascertainable by reference to

16 those reference --

17 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Yes.

18 CHAIRM~AN NAHAI: -- materials?

19 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Yes.

20 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: The next thing that I

21 wanted your reaction to was I think Mr. Braband who

22 pointed out that we have many fast-food operations

23 which are under 5,000 square feet and which may yet

24 generate pollution that is out of proportion to their

25 size. Do you have any reaction on that viewpoint?

26 MR. DICKERSON: We’re very open to taking

27 board direction on what would be an appropriate number

28 in that respect.
R0072180
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1 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: And finally in

2 connection with --

3 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Mr. Chair, may I add to

4 Dennis’s comment?

5 CHAIRM3~N NAHAI: Of course.

6 MR. SWAM~KANNU: The 5,000 square feet

7 threshold comes from lookingat other programs around

8 the country, and there’s general policy towards

9 prohibiting some kind of small business exemption.

i0 That’s certainly under consideration.

ii CHAIRMAN NAHAI: And Mr. Brown pointed

12 out that there are some areas which have on a

13 community-wide basis, you know, what should I call.

14 them? Communal catch basins or -- is that a

15 commonplace thing or --

16 MR. DICKERSON: I’m calling for some help

17 from our engineer of residence.

18 MR. DASKER: Dennis Dasker of the

19 Regional Board staff. Along the foothills, the Los

20 Angeles County Flood Control District has placed a lot

21 of catch basins, and they are, you know, covering

22 certain areas. There are areas also which the local

23 cities and other districts have put up catch basins.

24 So there are catch basins, yes, which cover areas that

25 are protecting areas which may be developed in the

26 future. R0072181

27 SO -- but in cases like that, you have

28 the quantity question. Wherever you put a footprint on
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1 the ground, on some natural ground, you’re going to

2 deve!op a little higher flow. So every development is

3 inching up a little higher, and you may overwhelm the

4 community catch basin that’s been put in already.

5 So it’s something that would have to be

6 considered when you lo~ at the developments.

7 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: So it would be your

8 position that these SUSMPs would nevertheless be

9 necessary even in those communities?

i0 MR. DASKER: It’s something that would

ii have to be looked at depending if it’s a heavily

12 developed area where there’s very little new

13 deve!opment coming in, it may not be critical. Other

14 areas, it may be critical, yes.

15 MR. DICKERSON: It actually is a very

16 interesting point that bears some looking into because

17 it could be looked at as a regional SUSMP, if you will.

18 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Okay. All right. Those

19 are my questions to you. I have a number of

20 suggestions with respect to the language of the permit

21 as we have it later on.

22 But are there any other questions for

23 Mr. Dickerson? R0072182

24 MS. LYON: Only that I’m concerned with

25 regard to cities that do have hillsides, what we’re

26 going to do in that respect. I know in particular -- I

27 sit in the municipal category, and I,m in the city of

28 Rancho Palos Verdes. We cannot let water percolate

282

BARNEY,    UNGERMANN & ASSOCIATES,    INC. (888)    326-5900



1 down into our ground because of the geologic conditions

2 there that will cause landslides, and I believe Diamond

3 Bar has some similar issues. What are we going to do

4 about that type of issue?

5 MR. DICKERSON: Well, with respect to

6 hillsides -- correct ~ if I’m wrong -- we did adopt

7 the language that was for a definition of hillsides

8 that was recommended by the county and by the EAC, the

9 Executive Advisory Committee, so hopefully we’ve been

I0 responsive to those, and we also have a waiver

i! provision.

12 MS. LYON: Well, I’m afraid in a city

13 like ours, it’d probably be a waiver of everything.

14 There are so many hillsides. So I’m just curious how

15 we’re going to handle that.

16 MR. SWAMIKANNU: I -- I’m -- the purpose

17 of the waiver provision is basically when you’re in a

18 situation that all BMPs don’t work, infiltration is

19 just one kind of BMP. Others might be considered. ~d

20 if others are infeasible as well, then we have the end

21 provision whereby you can contribute to a project that

22 addresses storm water within the city.

23 MS. LYON: So we would be asking anybody

24 who wanted to remodel or build in our city to
R0072183

25 contribute to some other project?

26 MR. SWAMIKANNU: If you belong to these

27 categories, home subdivision, businesses, basically

28 these specific categories, not all development.
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1 MS. LYON: Okay. I have another question

2 to ask with regard to the Porter-Cologne Act. Is there

3 anything in that Porter-Cologne Act that says that we

4 must take a look at anything economic? I believe there

5 is.

6 MR. LEOn[ Yes, there are provisions,

7 Miss Lyon, in all of the proceedings, including

8 planning. This is not a basin planning, but the staff

9 did look at some of the economic issues, and they’ve

i0 been.identified for the record.

ii MS. LYON: In the staff report, you did

12 bring up one thing. You suggested that cities might be

13 able to pass the cost on by a utility fee. Cities

14 can’t just arbitrarily do that any !onger. That has to

15 be by a vote of the people now, so I wasn’t aware if

16 our staff was aware of that. This is going to be a

17 horrendous cost to cities, and I don’t know how they’re

18 going to handle that.

19 MR. DICKERSON: I think that was put in

20 the staff report just as a point of information.

~I CHAIRMAN NAHAI: As a board, are we able

22 to encourage adoption and yet give direction to you to

23 come back to the board with additional, you know,

24 responses to specific questions which could then amend

25 the plan in the future?
R0072184

26 MR. DICKERSON: You could certainly

27 adopt -- as I laid out the -- you have a whole choice

28 of options today, and really you can -- you can select
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1 any of those in any degree. You can adopt something

2 which then we can work on additional refinement and

3 bring that back in the future. Certainly. So yeu

4 really have just a whole range of choices that we

5 outlined earlier.

6 CHAIRMAN.~.NAEAI: DO you have a more -- a

7 clearer definition of what constitutes a commercial

8 development for us to consider?

9 MR. DICKERSON: I believe they were

I0 working on that earlier. Yes. It’s~right here.

ii MR. SWAMIKANNU: I hope -- I want to

12 discuss commercial in the context of the storm water

13 program -- the Federa! Storm Water Program, and clearly

14 the division there is between industrial, commercial

15 and residentia!. The industrial component is covered

16 by the statewide storm water funding under federal law,

17 and the rest of it is covered through the municipal

18 program, that is, commercial and residential.

19 So the definition I worked on is -- and

20 can be modified but uses that concept and also takes

21 on -- reviewed the category that L.A. County requires

22 conditions for and identified many of those as being

23 commercial.

24 So the definition means -- commercial

25 means any development on private land that is not

26 residential or industrial. The category includes but

27 is not limited to hospitals, laboratories, other
R0072185

28 medical facilities, educational institutions,
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1 recreation facilities, multi-apartment buildings,

2 nurseries, mini-marts, shopping malls and other

3 business complexes. I tried to be inclusive.

4 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Office buildings?

5 MR. SWAMIS: It’s not -- we could add

6 that. I could add tha~.

7 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Hotels? I’m asking you.

8 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Yeah. They are

9 commercial. They are commercial.

i0 MS. DIAMOND: Is there anything that is

Ii not included that’s not residential? Schools?

12 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Agriculture, for

13 example.

14 MS. DIAMOND: What about schools? Is

15 that?

16 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Schools are educational

17 institutions. I tried to put that down.

18 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Oh.

19 MS. CLOKE: So where do buildings like

20 public storage and warehouses, buildings that have

21 really large roofing areas, but I don’t know how -- are

22 they also included in this category?

23 MR. SWAMIKANNU: The difficulty there is

24 that public warehouses are associated with

25 transportation and identified as industrial under the

26 federal scheme of things. R0072186
27 MS. CLOKE: But they site them in C zones

28 in cities. Public storage facilities are in C zones as
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1 well as in M zones. I mean --

2 MR. SWAMIKANNU: I’ll include that.

3 MS. LYON: And these type of commercial

4 businesses are already practicing best management

5 practices; is that correct, under the basic permit?

6 MR. SWAM~KANNU: The industrial ones are,

7 not the commercial ones. The whole purpose of --

8 MS. LYON: Well, those that lie within

9 the cities that are permittees, we require them to do

I0 their sweeping and all that menu that you mentioned

ii earlier.

12 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Yeah. We require

13 municipalities make sure that these things happen,

14 different soils controls.

15 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: And --

16 MS. LYON: And that’s being done now?

17 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Yeah.

18 MS. LYON: Do we have feedback on how

19 that is helping?

20 MR. SWAMIKANNU: I think source control,

21 anything that’s not exposed is not swept away doesn’t

22 get into the storm water. And many of the early

23 programs we tried to integrate the existing municipal

24 functions, and so clearly trash removal has a benefit,

25 and there’s been some effort to quantify that. R0072187

26 And recently the county put together an

27 annual report and some of that is summarized there, but

28 we didn’t really structure it towards exhaustively
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1 quantifying the benefit, but clearly there are case

2 examples.

3 MS. CLOKE: I would like to know your

4 response to the question of discretionary projects.

5 First of all, how they’re defined in this particular

6 document and then our~bility to modify that. In

7 planning and zoning terminology, discretionary

8 projects, which I believe is how you apply it here, are

9 those projects which actually go to public hearing,

i0 variances, conditional use permits, subdivision tracts

ii and so on. And if that’s so, then we’re really only

12 looking at a sliver of the projects that are in the

14 So if you look on page 3 in the

15 January 21 document it says, "Discretionary projects

16 that fall into one of the seven categories" and now, of

17 course, we’ve added two more, but it’s not really

18 discretionary projects. It’s really all the projects

19 that you have just finished describing as commercial

20 and so on and al! the ones in this list.

~! MR. SWAMIKANNU: I think counsel had an

22 opinion on that distinction and a recommendation.

23 MR. LEON: If you’d like me to repeat it,

24 earlier I mentioned that by virtue of the distinction

25 between discretionary or non-discretionary, we’re not

26 excluding those activities that are non-discretionary

27 if those activities are listed as enumerated projects.

28 In other words, those that are listed as enumerated
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1 projects are inclusive both -- in other words, they

2 should be including whether they are or not.

3 MS. CLOKE: So the top of page 3 it

4 should say all --

5 MR. SWAMIKANNU: It should be changed.

6 MS. CLOK~: "All projects that fall into

7 one of these --

8 MR. SWAMIKANNU: These seven categories.

9 MS. CLOKE: Well, the nine categories.

i0 MR. SWAMIKAbTNU: Yeah.

ii MS. DIAMOND: So "discretionary" would be

12 removed.

13 MS. CLOKE: It really should say "all

14 projects."

15 Then I have one more sort of housekeeping

16 question I just wanted to get on the record here. We

17 have a letter in our packet from the City of Long

18 Beach, an e-mail. And in that e-mail it says that Long

19 Beach’s understanding is that the only project

20 categories to which the SUSMPs will apply are for home

21 subdivisions, I0 to 99, a hundred-plus, the commercial

22 development and ESAs.

23 And I believe that there’s an answer to

24 that that puts Long Beach on an equal footing with

25 everybody else, but I’d like that answer to be in the

26 record. I’d like that to be explained so that we’re

27 clear. One of my problems here is that it’s sometimes

28 hard to, you know, to read this and to know what it
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1 really means.

2 MR. SWAMIKANNU: I can sort of start with

3 some background so that I explain this well. Long

4 Beach was a co-permittee to the 1996 permit, the L.Ao

5 County permit. LaSt year they were issued a separate

6 permit. As part of that process, they prepared a Storm

7 Water Management Plan. So the categories -- beyond

8 these four categories that are listed are addressed in

9 the Management Plan very specifically.

i0 For these four categories, there’s a

Ii specific requirement in their permit which says Stoz~

12 Water Mitigation Plans need to be developed. For the

13 other categories, the equivalent best management

14 practices already prescribed in their management plan

15 and the Regional Board adopted that as sufficient at

16 that point in time.

17 Long Beach has also sought a

18 clarification on the fact that the process which the

19 executive officer recommended to you was to endorse the

20 SUSMP for L.A. -- Los Angeles County and cities before

21 you, as well as adopt applicable SUSMP requirements for

22 the City of Long Beach at the same time. Long Beach

23 wanted clarification that implementation dates for

24 both -- effective dates for both would be the same.

25 MS. CLOKE: So in writing your staff

26 report and your future reports, can you -- when you

27 bring up the issue of Long Beach, can you make that

28 clear that, in fact, Long Beach and LOS Angeles will be
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1 meeting the same standard, though, might be getting to

2 it in two different ways?

3 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Yes. The staff report

4 indicates that, but I will emphasize that point.

5 MS. CLOKE: I need to understand that

6 when I read it.

7 CHAIRgtAN NAHAI: Okay.

8 MR. LEON: Mr. Chairman, I do have a

9 couple of housekeeping issues and two very brief

I0 substantive issues.

ii No. i, with respect to the record of the

12 proceeding, I think it would be beneficial to designate

13 what the record of the proceeding is in the event that

14 this matter goes up on appeal, and for that purpose, I

15 would recommend that the record contain all staff files

16 for today’s proceeding and the transcript, of course,

17 all staff files in the transcript for the August I0,

18 ’99 workshop held by staff. The board wasn’t present.

19 All staff files and transcript for the September 16th

20 proceeding before the board, all circulated SUSMP

21 proposals, those that were circulated by the staff, all

22 SUSMP proposals from interested parties, all comments

23 received and responses, of course, and, finally, all

24 exhibits that were presented before the board today.

25 And on that topic, in the event that

26 there’s anybody in the audience who hasn’t had an

27 opportunity to provide a copy because they may not have

28 anticipated providing a copy, I would -- I would
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1 suggest setting a deadline of, say, this Friday to send

2 it in to the executive officer for inclusion into the

3 record.

4 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Okay.

5 MR. LEON: Another housekeeping item,

6 Miss Lyon, I’m going to,..~., advise you not to vote on this

7 item because in your capacity as council person for the

8 City of Rancho Palos Verdes, you’re representing a

9 permittee, and the permittees, of course, are subject

I0 to the control of this permit. And so that’s my advice

iI to you, to abstain from voting on this matter.

12 Really quickly on two substantive points,

13 while I did step out, I understand that there were

14 comments raised about the applicability of 13360

15 provision that generally says that the Regional Board

16 cannot by order direct how compliance is to be had with

17 permit provisions and any order of the board.

18 I just wanted to give you an opinion tha~

19 I don’t think 13360 prohibits the proposal that’s

20 before you today for several reasons. First order

21 96054, which is the Storm Water Permit, requires that

22 the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan be

23 developed. Also this is all part of compliance with

24 the Clean Water Act provisions that require the
R0072192

25 creation of the best management practices.

26 Moreover, the proposal provides that the

27 BMPs are minimum requirements, that the cities are free

28 to require more or additional BMPs through code or by
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1 ordinance, and that’s stated specifically on page 2 of

2 17 of the December 7th, 1999, proposal.

3 Finally, I wanted to say that with

4 respect to the argument that was had earlier with

5 respect to the~permit procedures and whether this

6 process is in complian~,e with the permit procedures

7 that I believe that we are,in fact, in substantial

8 compliance with those permit procedures, that there

9 have been three or four recitations of the history of

I0 this matter, and it quite clearly indicates that the

Ii history, the back and forth, the discussions, the meet

12 and confer, even though maybe they weren’t specifically

13 described as such, were, in fact, constructive and

14 therefore, in fact, we are in compliance with those

15 procedures.

16 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you.

17 Let’s move on to some board discussion,

18 you know, and we can start with, you know, some

19 exchange of viewpoints, maybe if anybody wants to

20 discuss the matter, otherwise we can move on too.

21 Let’s start with Dr. Coe.

22 MS. CLOKE: I was just going to ask if we

23 maybe just wanted to go through the --
R0072193

24 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Let’s have the

25 discussion between the board members first and then

26 we’ll have, you know, the crafting of a resolution and

27 then we’ll -- it may be that nobody has anything to say

28 right now and then we,ll move straight to that other
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1 step.

2 MS. CLOKE: Okay.

3 CHAI~ NAHAI: Dr. Coe, do you have any

4 comments to offer?

5 MR. COE: These are comments not leading

6 to a motion? General~comments.

7 CHAIPdVLAN NAHAI: Just genera! comments.

8 MR. COE: Well, I think it’s evident that

9 the staff has done a great job in a short time, but I

I0 think it also shows I would like a more orderly process

ii and give the staff more time to get their plan and the

12 resolution that we’re to consider all on the same time

13 frame consistent between documents, and, at the same

14 time as they do that, I think they could incorporate

15 some of the things we,ve heard today from those who

16 have testified.

17 However, I’m also reluctant to think

18 about postponing action by this board, so I’m sort cf

19 groping with an approach that would take care of

20 everything I,ve said. That’s where I stand right now.

21 CHAIEMAN NAHAI: Well, the approach that

22 could be implemented is that we can make -- since we

23 will -- really what we would be doing here today is

24 giving our executive director direction because this is

25 not formally a board action, what we’re doing is

26 encouraging our executive director to take certain

27 action. So that leaves -- that leaves the way open for

28 us to say, you know, "We would like you to adopt this
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1 but with these changes at this time and to further

2 consider, you know, these various aspects."

3 MR. COE: Yeah.

4 CHAIRMAN NA~_AI: So maybe that’s the

5 approach that will address your concerns.

6 Miss Clok9.

7 MS. CLOKE: I would like to follow the

8 direction that you’ve just suggested.

9 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Any other comments?

i0 MS. CLOKE: Well, at the appropriate time

II I would like the opportunity to make those specific

12 comments and the directions for consideration of the

13 board to be -- whether or not they would like to direct

14 Mr. Dickerson and make those suggestions, but I think

15 we should do it as we go through the process.

].6 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Okay. Miss Diamond, do

17 you have any general comments to offer?

18 MS. DIAMOND: Well, I think that to4ay is

19 the day that we need to make some decision, and I agree

20 with the process and maybe some things that we want to

~I ask the board -- the executive director to look into.

22 In a conversation that I had with Mr. Dickerson, I

23 think that it was pretty clear that you want direction

24 from us. So the word ,,encourage" is probably a very

25 strong word, at least I take it that that’s how you’re

26 taking it. R0072195

27 And I would like to reserve comments on

28 specific changes to the plan as it’s before us, the
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1 staff report with some amendments that I would like to

2 make too.

3 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Mr. Miller, do you have

4 any general comments that you’d like to express?

5 MR. MILLER: Well, I agree with Dr. Coe

6 in that -- I mean so m~.ch has been done, but there’s

7 been so many questions raised today that I think we

8 need to take a look before we deal with these things,

9 not stopping the process but taking a look at it.

i0 Settling things like whether they’re

Ii exemptions or not exemptions. I mean, there have to be

12 some exemptions. For example, where you live, you

13 can’t dump water into the ground. You’ll slide into

14 the ocean. We have to address those issues. You can’t

15 say "No exemptions ever." There have to be some.

16 Secondly, what concerns me is in cases

17 where we require people to put these things in, how are

18 we guaranteed they’re going to be maintained? There

19 has to be some way, some format, for somebody to take

20 care of these things. If it’s on private property,

2.1 fine. You can put a cover, run it through the land and

22 so forth. What happens if it doesn’t run with the

23 land? It’s for sale or something’s done off-site? Are

24 the municipalities or the county responsible? R0072196

25 These are the issues that I’m not clear

26 on and to’cast something in concrete at this point, I’m

27 a little reluctant to do until I have a better feeling

28 for it. I would vote to go forward, but I need a lot
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1 of clarification. I’d like to clean up all these

2 questions or a majority of them. You’ll never answer

3 all of them.

4 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Mr. Shaheen.

5 MR. SHAHEEN: Yeah. I would say as

6 well -- I mean I -- y~, know, I guess you could debate

7 a number of these things for I long time, and they’ve

8 been debated, and, I mean, in my mind, you know, I

9 really would like to move forward with something and

I0 make some progress, but definitionally there are a

II number of things I think need to be addressed.

12 From my perspective, again, I’d like

13 staff to be able to address those things, and I’d like

14 to be able to move forward, you know, within the

15 framework of this but with better definitions.

16 MS. LYON: Well, I can’t vote, but I can

17 certainly say that speaking from a city’s perspective I

18 know that the cities all want clean water, and they

19 want to help in that respect. It’s just how we go

20 about it. Everybody in this room wants clean water, so

21 I think we’re all going to work toward that end, and

22 I’m sorry that I’m in a position where I can’t vote.

23 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: I was going to say it’s

24 a good thing you spoke because we haven’t heard the

25 opinions of the cities at all. R0072197

26 Let me just say this: I think we must

27 act. You know, albeit with caveats and directions for,

28 perhaps, further investigations as to various things,
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1 but I’d like to say this: One of the speakers earlier

2 on, you know, when he was talking about the building

3 industry and said, ,,well, you know, we need to stop the

4 polluters," and, you know, I know that I speak for the

5 rest of the board when I say that there’s nobody on

6 this board that regard~ the building industry in that

7 way at all. I don’t know w~ere we would be without our

8 builders, and affordable housing is tremendously

9 important.

I0 But at the same time, I think all you

ii need to do is to fly into LAX during the day, and

12 you’ll see that what we’ve, in effect, done is that

13 we’ve constructed this massive impermeable slide

14 straight to the ocean, and we must at some point

15 reverse that trend. Otherwise, we’re going to really

16 severely damage our coastal economies and otherwise

17 we’re going to severely damage exactly what it is that

18 Los Angeles is most famous for, which are its coasts.

19 So with that, I can -- if everybody wants

20 me to I can -- I think I have a pretty good handle

21 what kinds of changes and what kinds of directions from

22 a consensus, and I could attempt to provide those on a

23 page-by-page basis, and at any time I step wrong, which

24 I no doubt will, just stop me. R0072198
25 All right. With that, I am loo~±ng at

26 the January 21st draft, which is the black-lined draft.

27 The first change on this would be at the top of page 3.

28 MS. CLOKE: Can we start with page 2?
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1 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Yeah, but it’s --

2 MR° COE: Mr. Chairman, I,m not sure

3 that -- I think each of us might have different

4 individual comments, and I’d be surprised if they were

5 all the same. And I would concur what I think you’re

6 about to do is to go.p~.~e by page through here and then

7 everyone contribute.

8 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Okay.

9 MS. DIAMOND: Well, I think if you look

I0 at page 2, you~ll find that "discretionary projects" is

ii mentioned, and we may want to deal with that because we

12 were talking about --

13 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Yeah. But the way we,re

14 dealing with it is at the top of page 3 of this draft,

15 we’re going to instead of using "discretionary

16 projects," we’re going to use "all projects,’, and I

17 think that takes care of the problem.

18 MS. CLOKE: But I think that it should be

19 clear on both pages. I think we should say what we

20 mean in every place. Like, when you wanted to say

21 "both structural and treatment" it should always say --

22 it should be consistent all the way through the

23 document.

24 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Okay.

25 MS. CLOKE: And the other thing that we

26 need on that first page 2 is some discussion, or at

27 least a direction to staff, to consider and include a

28 start date.
R0072199
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1 CHAIRMAN NAHAI : Right. We’ ii deal with

2 that.

3 MS. CLOKE: But it starts in here "Adopt

4 the requirements set herein," should be -- there should

5 be a within a -- there should be a time frame.

6 C~IAI~,,NAHAI: Okay. All right. Fair

7 enough.

8 MR. LEON: Mr. Chairman, excuse me once

9 again. Since the members of the audience have a

I0 version different from the one that the board members

ii have, we will need to have clarification. If you’re

12 looking at page 2, and I think that matches up with

13 page 2.

14 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Well, just follow us

15 through and whatever we refer to just repeat for the

16 audience where we are.

17 MR. LEON: Very good. We will state the

18 substantive headings that’ll be assisting.

19 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: All right. So the first

20 two changes that we would be suggesting would be in the

21 section entitled "Background." With respect to the

22 issue of effectiveness, what we had discussed earlier,

23 which I think is a reasonable approach, would be six

24 months for the cities to adopt assistant ordinances and

25 with the requirements to take effect 30 days

26 thereafter. So that’s what I would suggest there.

27 MS. CLOKE: And the discretionary one as

28 well?
R0072200
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1 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Yeah.

2 MS. CLOKE: Okay.

3 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: You’re impatient at the

4 end of the day.

5 MS. CLOKE: I’ve been here a long time.

6 CHAIRMAN..~AKAI: So has everybody else.

7 And then in the third full paragraph of

8 the ,,background" section in the one, two, three, four,

9 five, sixth and seventh line, there is a parenthetical,

i0 which is ,,discretionary projects," and we would suggest

II that that parenthetical be deleted.

12 Okay. Over the page, at the very top of

13 the page, again, the word ,,discretionary" appears, and

14 we would suggest that the word "discretionary" be

15 deleted and replaced with the word "all."

16 Going down on that page, when it comes to

17 the definition of -- what we would be suggesting is

18 that a definition of commercial development be added

19 along the lines discussed with xavier when he was at

20 the podium.

21 MS. CLOKE: One more comment on that page

22 when you’re ready.
R0072201

23 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Sure.

24 MS. CLOKE: If you go right where it says

25 the ,,Regional Board Executive Officer has designated

26 two additional categories," one of the categories are

27 these commercial stand alone parking lots. I think

28 that we want to look at all parking lots. It’s going
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1 to have to be rewritten because some of them will be

2 included in commercial developments. Some of them

3 will -- you know, they’ll appear in different forms as

4 we go through.

5 But somehow I would suggest that we ask

6 the executive directo~o rewrite this so that in one

7 manner or another all parking lots of 25 or more

8 parking spaces are addressed.

9 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Oh. So you’re not --

I0 you’re not talking about the thresholds of 5,000 square

II feet and 25 spaces?

12 MS. CLOKE: I’m talking about the words

13 "commercial stand alone."

14 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Okay. What you would

15 suggest is that the words "commercial stand alone" be

16 deleted.

17 MS. CLOKE: Right. And I’m saying --

18 exactly. And I’m saying that I understand that there

19 will be a variety of mechanisms for addressing this,

20 but I don’t want to limit it just to commercial stand

21 alone parking places -- parking lots.
R0072202

22 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Okay.

23 Al! right. Next I would have a comment

24 on page 4, and this isn,t so much of a comment as I

25 guess a direction to staff to review this matter, which

26 is the redevelopment definition. I,m not at the stage

27 where I would want to propose that this language be

28 changed immediately, but I am concerned as to whether
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1 the particular redevelopment, you know -- just the

2 proportionality of it is the comment that I said

3 earlier.

4 And, Dennis, how can we do this? Can we

5 have your staff review this issue and come back to us,

6 you know, within 30 da~s or something to provide

7 another recommendation as t~ this paragraph or --

8 without delaying, you know, the process of adoption of

9 the SUSMPs.

i0 MR. DICKERSON: If you wish, we could~--

ii we could go back and make the changes that you’re

12 requesting, and within a very short period of time I

13 think if we bring back that package to you with the

14 changes that you’re recommending tonight and then you

15 could -- the only problem with that is that when you do

16 make those changes and if we bring it back, there’s

17 another opportunity for a public hearing, and it could

18 be an extensive opportunity again.

19 On the other hand, this is something that

20 is fully delegated to me by permit.

21 Jorge, I need some help here. I mean,

22 how far can we make changes at this point without

23 getting into process problems? R0072203
24 MR. LEON: Well, yeah. It all depends on

25 when we want to have the board take any kind of action.

26 We have, as I’ve indicated before, provided the public

27 with extensive notice, and as long as the changes that

28 we end up coming back with are extensive, the ten-day
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1 notification is going to be adequate.

2 CMAI~ NAHAI: In any event, all we’re

3 doing at this point is basically expressing the

4 opinions to the executive officer to whom the function

5 of adopting these have been delegated.

6 MR. LEOne. And if you don’t need to have

7 it back, then you’re fine.

8 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Well, you know, the

9 humble opinion that I’m suggesting is that this

i0 provision may catch a -- you know, a relatively minor

Ii expansion and completely miss, you know, 150,000 square

12 foot, you know, addition to a major shopping mall.

13 Now, that doesn’t seem logical to me.

14 So, but -- so I mean, I,m expressing the

15 opinion that I think a different approach should be

16 adopted for redevelopments. Perhaps what we can say is

17 to adopt a minimum amount and say, you know, if you’re

18 going to have a 50,000 square foot addition, then

19 regardless of this provision, you know, some kind of

20 Storm Water Mitigation Plan would have to be -- or, you

21 know, put it at a minimum of I00,000 square feet, which

22 is the initial criterion for catching commercial

23 developments anyway. R0072204

24 So I’m just expressing thatto you for

25 your consideration.

26 MR. DICKERSON: I think it’s a point very

27 well made, and we’ll certainly endeavor to incorporate

28 that.
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1 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Okay. Next --

2 MR. COE: Mr. Chairman.

3 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Yes, sir.

4 MR. COE: There was a lot of discussion

5 on the definition of "environmentally sensitive area"

6 at the top of that page..

7 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Yes.

8 MR. COE: They refer to three different

9 references where I guess the definition occurs. I

i0 think that needs some attention, and there have been

ii some requests that we’ve heard today that the L.A.

12 County approach should be adopted. I would prefer to

13 just direct them to reexamine it to come up with a

14 single definition instead of three.

15 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Okay.

16 MS. CLOKE: Maybe it’s just a map because

17 they’re already designated, so maybe it’s just the

18 inclusion of a map in this document so that people can

19 understand what the designated areas are, because if

20 you go, for example, to the -- if you’re looking at a

21 building permit in a particular area and you can go and

22 see whether you’re in that map in that area, so maybe

23 that,s what people need just to have that information.

24 I mean, you know, it’s not a definition.

25 It’s just information. R0072205
26 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: That’s fine. We could

27 have a -- I mean our staff’s testimony was that those

28 areas are readably ascertainable for anybody who wants
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1 the materials, but you could provide an overlay, could

2 you not?

3 MR. SWAMIKANNU: What they’re asking for

4 is a compilation of those areas and that could be done.

5 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: If staff can readily

6 determine what th~se.a[eas are, Dr. Coe, would you then

7 find this definition acceptable?

8 MR. COE: Yeah. That definition becomes

9 a Regional Board reference?

I0 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Yes.

II MR. COE: Okay.

12 MS. DIAMOND: On that same page on the

13 issue of parking lots, I am -- I would like to see that

14 changed to "any parking lot, 25,000" -- I think we did

15 talk about that, but on this page, page 4 I believe, we

16 want to make sure that it includes "all parking lots"

17 whether they -- not only stand alone. Any parking lot

18 that’s either 5,000 square feet or has 25 spaces should

19 be included.

20 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: In other words, what

21 you’re suggesting is that the definition of parking lot

22 here be made consistent with the reference to it as

23 we’ve amended it on page 3 of --

24 MS. DIAMOND: That’s right. That’s

25 right. R0072206

26 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: The ~ext comment I had

27 on this page was that in connection with the definition

28 of a restaurant, we -- I think the suggestion was made
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1 that we add the word "stand alone" before the word

2 "facility" so that we were not under this category

3 catching, you know, supermarkets that have delis, for

4 instance. They would be caught in the commercial

5 development thing. Okay. Thank you.

6 I have ~,.thing on page 5.

7 MS. CLOKE: I’m on page 4 still.

8 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Okay.

9 MS. CLOKE: Just a term of art here, this

i0 "greater than nine-unit home subdivision," I think if

ii we strike "subdivision" and put in "development"

12 because "subdivision" has a very technical meaning that

13 doesn’t always -- that could exclude some nine-home

14 developments and not others or some ten-home

15 developments and not others. So if they just put "any

16 greater than," you know, "ten" -- "greater than nine-

17 unit home development" in terms of projects.

18 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: But that would then

19 catch apartment buildings. I mean a nine-unit

20 apartment building, you know, in terms of its footprint

21 is hardly bigger than a house, so what we would be

22 doing then if we do that we would be excluding

23 single-family residences that are not on hillside, but

24 we would be catching apartment buildings even though

25 they have a minor impact.
R0072207

26 MS. CLOKE: But --

27 MR. LEON: I’m sorry. Quick point of

28 clarification. Xavier points out that the definition
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1 is within the permit and any definitions that are in

2 the permit, such as the permit, constitute a limitation

3 where we do not have any authority to change them.

4 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Okay.

5 MS. CLOKE: Also on that page "retail

6 gasoline outlet," did.~ou have a --

7 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Oh. You’re talking

8 about the 50 percent of annual gross receipts?

9 MS. CLOKE: Right. As opposed to if the

I0 gas is pumped there that part of the facility -- that

Ii pumped gas should be covered proportionally.

12 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Is it workable

13 proportionally, or are we in a situation that we say if

14 you’re pumping gas, you’ve got to do the SUSMP?

15 MR. DICKERSON: I think the latter.

16 MS. CLOKE: Okay. So that’s fine with

17 me.

18 MS. DIAMOND: All pumping stations should

19 have to meet the SUSMP requirements.

20 MR. DICKERSON: If they’re pumping gas.

21 I think proportionality becomes very difficult to

22 connect.

23 MS. CLOKE: I was trying to be flexible,

24 but if there’s gas there, I think we had need to deal

25 with that. ~007~0~

26 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Okay. Anything on page

27 5? On page 6?

28 MS. DIAMOND: On the conflicts of local
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1 practices, I think the wording of the last sentence, it

2 says "where those practices would defeat or circumvent

3 the intent of the SUSMP requirements." That seems to

4 me very broad and very vague. I don’t know how we can

5 reword that, but it just seems to me that we should

6 have standards that e~,rybody standards so that nobody

7 will -- you know, I just think consistency is very

8 important.

9 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Well, I think -- I know

i0 what it would need to say is that after the word

Ii "except" through the end one could delete that and say

12 instead of that, one could say, you know, "provided

13 that," you know, "to the extent that the standards in

14 these SUSMPs are more stringent than those under local

15 codes, such more stringent standards shall apply."

16 MS. CLOKE: And the reverse. If the

17 local standard is more stringent than the standard --

18 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Yeah. That would be

19 understood because it’s saying you continue in

20 accordance with local codes, but then the caveat would

21 be "provided that if the SUSMP standards are more

22 stringent" --

23 MS. CLOKE: Yes.

24 CHAIRMAN NAKAI: -- "those would apply."

25 So if the local codes are equivalent or more stringent,

26 then those could be continued to be applied.
R0072209

27 MS. CLOKE: I understand.

28 CHAIRMAN NAKAI: Jorge, did you want to
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1 do anything with the definition of treatment control

2 BMPS to take care of the situations where -- you know,

3 where it’s -- where treatment control BMPs and

4 structural control BMPs can be used interchangeably?

5 MR. LEON: The idea that we had in mind

6 was to basically include them both in the same place

7 because they basically --

8 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Just wherever they

9 appear you go "treatment" or "structural."

i0 Okay. Do I need to go through and point

ii out --

12 M!~. LEON: No. Please, we,ll do it.

13 CHAIPJ4AN NAHAI: Okay. Anything more on

14 page 6?

15 Anything on page 7? Wonderful.

16 MR. COE: Well, Mr. Chairman.

17 C~IAIPdMAN NAHAI: I rejoiced too soon.

18 MR. COE: On page 7 under Item No. 1 --

19 actually, a general comment. There’s two places here

20 that I think the language has been weakened

21 unnecessarily. Under No. I, the second line, second

22 sentence "development rate for deve!opments where it is

23 reasonably foreseeable," I don’t know what that means.

24 MS. CLOKE: Take it out?

25 MR. COE: Yeah. And then on No. 2, the

26 third barrel. R0072210
27 MS. DIAMOND: What line is that, Jack?

28 MR. COE: The third barrel under line 2,
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1 "Conserve natural areas," the third barrel, the last

2 sentence there, "wherever practical,,, I think that

3 ought to come out. I don’t think that can be

4 administered if everyone came up with their own idea.

5 MR. LEON: For the sake -- may I clarify

6 for the audience, Mr.~ Chairman? The comments that

7 Mr. Coe just made reference to No. I, "Peak water

8 runoff discharge rates" on page 5 of 17 of the December

9 version, and No. 2, "Conserve natural areas," the small

I0 print.

Ii A PERSON: What was the change?

12 MR. LEON: The recommendation was to

13 delete the words "wherever practical."

14 CHAIPdVLANNAHAI: Okay. Do we have

15 anything else on page 7?

16 Going on to page 8, I had a comment on

17 the first line of paragraph 4. It says, "Project plans

18 must include BMPs consistent with local codes, codes

19 and ordinances." Should that not really be a reference

20 to consistent with local codes and ordinances or these

21 SUSMPs, I mean, depending on which one of them has the

22 higher requirement?

R007221123 MS. CLOKE: Yes. More stringent.

24 MR. COE: Staff said they could take care

25 of that earlier.

26 MS. CLOKE: It should be consistent with

27 what they --

28 MR. SWAMIKANNU: The idea was that local
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1 codes and ordinances would be modified to adopt the

2 SUSMP.

3 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Yes. But since we’ve

4 already put in the ability of local codes and

5 ordinances to continue, we need to make that change.

6 At the.~ttom of the page, third line

7 from the bottom, Dr. Coe had a suggestion that the word

8 "discouraging" be deleted and replaced with the word

9 "prohibited."

i0 A PERSON: Could you tell us where this

ii stuff is?

12 MR. DICKERSON: We’re looking at page 7

13 of 17 at the very top where it says "Signs and

14 prohibitive language," et cetera.

15 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Any comments with

16 respect to page 9?

17 MS. CLOKE: Page 9.

18 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Yes. You don’t have to

19 have a comment. No~ I was expecting we’d go to the

20 maintenance issue but maybe not. That happens on

21 page i0.

22 MR. COE: Mr. Chairman, on page 9 --

23 CHAIRM3%NNAHAI: Yes.

24 MR. COE: -- Item 6, "properly designed

25 outdoor material storage areas," again for the third

26 barrel off "where feasible." I would delete ,,where

27 feasible.,, R0072212
28 MR. LEON: That’s page 7 of 17, under
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1 No. 6.

2 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Why am I having

3 difficulty finding it? I see it.

4 MR. LEON: It’s the third bullet point.

5 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Thank you. Anything

6 more on page 9?

7 Okay. Moving on to page i0, now here

8 there are a bunch of treatment or structural BMPs that

9 have to be dealt with, I mean, throughout this

I0 paragraph.

ii But with respect to the issue of

12 maintenance and ongoing responsibility, are we in the

13 situation that we’re not going to tell the cities how

14 to accomplish this, or is it appropriate for us to

15 suggest a recorded covenant against properties as to

16 the obligation to comply with maintenance requirements?

17 It’s a legal question.

18 MR. LEON: I think we can suggest it.

19 Ultimately, it’ll be up to the cities to come up with

20 what they would like to use, including some of the

21 methods and devices that we talked about earlier, but

22 certainly it wouldn’t hurt to suggest it.

23 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Okay. So the language

24 would be enabling language. It would say that one

25 device that could be used could be this.

26 MR. LEON: Exactly.
R00722~3

27 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Okay.

28 MS. DIAMOND: I have a couple of things
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1 on that first paragraph on page I0, the word "may," the

2 condition of transfer. It’s about four sentences down.

3 MR. COE: It should be deleted.

4 MS. DIAMOND: Right. "Will include," not

5 may include.

6 And the~’qast sentence I think Dr. Coe

7 earlier said not to get rid of the word "encourage."

8 That,s too vague.

9 MR. COE: Yes. "The information shall be

i0 transferred."

II MS. DIAMOND: "Transfer this information

12 with subsequent sale of the property."

13 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Okay. All right. Going

14 on to page ii and, you know, this brings us to the

15 roofing issue, and we heard a lot of testimony about

16 this. But, you know, I mean, Dennis, this is precisely

17 one of the issues -- I mean we heard about fecal

18 coliform from birds. We heard about aeria! deposition.

19 We heard about water quantity as well as water quality.

20 You know, it kind of leads me to think

21 that perhaps this shouldn’t be included at this point

22 but that either you should be encouraged to go and take

23 a look at this issue a little bit more before it is

24 included, you know, by a reopener if necessary or

25 something of that nature. How would that work?

26 MS. DIAMOND: Ar~ you saying it should

27 not be an exemption? R0072214

28 MS. CLOKE: You’re saying to delete?

31.4

BARNEY,    UNGERMANN & ASSOCIATES,    INC. (888)    326-5900



1 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Everybody can give their

2 suggestions. My feeling about it is that we don’t --

3 that roofing surfaces -- the roofing surfaces exemption

4 at this point should not be included but that it may be

5 that additional studies or facts may come to light that

6 may additionally justi~ its inclusion at some time in

7 the future.

8 But I really -- I think, you know, to the

9 extent that -- one of the problems is that we have

i0 50 percent of our rainfall just running off into the

ii ocean, and I don’t think having a roofing exemption

12 helps that issue at all, you know, even if it doesn’t

13 add to the polluting loading, which it wel! might.

14 So I don’t know. You tell me what you

3.5 think. I’m open to all kinds of persuasion, especially

16 at this time of the day.

17 MR. DICKERSON: As written, the provision

18 provides that roofing material -- in order for the

19 exemption to be in place, that roofing materials -- o~

20 rather that the -- I was simply trying to build some

21 flexibility that would allow us to consider the notion

22 that if you add this material -- if you add this volume

23 of water, which in 8ome cases will be actually half of

24 the volume of water from a I00,000 square foot

25 commercial development, I’d say you really have to

26 build bigger BMPs. It’s going to cost more.
R0072215

27 And if intrinsically the water is

28 cleaner, much cleaner then the water that’s coming off
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1 over the ground, you’re basically adding a lot of clean

2 water to a system that could be far more efficient

3 without having to deal with that, and that’s simply a

4 common sense practical approach that I’ve taken.

5 If you’d like me to add some language

6 that would help this-a-~ong as if we made an affirmative

7 showing that under certain conditions that indeed the

8 rooftop runoff does substantially contribute to the

9 pollution, that would go a long way.

i0 MS. DIAMOND: The problem that I have~

ii with it is that I think we should err on the side of

12 caution. Since there have been no studies and since we

13 know that runoff is considerable and that this rooftop

14 runoff is not going to be percolating into the ground

15 if we don’t have some BMPs, if it’s not included, it’s

16 just more impermeable surface.

17 I mean, whether it’s up at the roof or

18 down at the bottom, some of it’s going to end up in the

19 streets, and it’s going to be continuing along into the

20 ocean. I don’t -- I really don’t believe we should

21 have an exemption for rooftops until such time we get

22 some definitive studies that show that it doesn’t

23 contribute to pollution. I mean, I feel very strongly

24 that this is one exemption that should not be included,

25 and we should not have an exemption for rooftops. It’s

26 way too big.

27 MR. LEON: The provision under discussion

28 is on page 9 of 17 at the top of first full paragraph.

R0072216 3!6
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1 MS. CLOKE: I’d like to add to that. I

2 mean we have had a lot of testimony today, and we also

3 have letters from the EPA and the EPA strongly --

4 MR. COE: January 13 letter.

5 MS. CLOKE: Yes. I’m referring to a

6 January 13th letter whe~e the EPA says that "We are

7 also concerned, however, that the Regiona! Board’s

8 proposal would exclude roofed surface areas in certain

9 circumstances in the calculation of rainfal! runoff.

I0 We believe that this provision could prove overly broad

ii and may hinder implementation, and we would recommend

12 that it be removed."

13 I am also looking at a letter from

14 Elizabeth -- excuse me, now I’m going to have a name

15 problem -- Chetel and talks about -- where she says

i6 that "the exclusion of the area roofing requires the

17 explanation that roofs are impervious surfaces that

18 divert water into storm water drains and reduce

19 percolation to groundwater reservoirs. Due to the air

20 quality in Los Angeles County, the Ph of roof storm

21 water could be quite low especially first flushes.

22 "In addition, considering the additionai

23 volume of water shed from roofs accounts for a high

24 percentage of the impervious surface area and that the

25 calculation minus the roof area will guarantee

26 undersized treatment of control BMPs and inadequate

27 control of first flushes through treatment structure~

28 and that these failures and complaints could be avoided
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1 if we included these."

2 And I’m not going to read everything into

3 the record that’s in here, but over and over again the

4 rooftop area was referred to in studies by scientists

5 and books that we had, reports that have been done, and

6 if you look at LOS A~~.!es, as you said, if you come

7 in, you know, in an airplane and you look down, you can

8 see how much of the city is covered in -- how much of

9 the area of the city is covered in rooftops.

i0 we hope that these rooftops are

ii impervious. We all hope that our roofs don’t leak

12 and -- although, sometimes I have to convince -- admit

13 that mine does and --

14 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Maybe there’s the answer

15 to the whole problem. Make the roofs leak.

i~ MS. CLOKE: And so I think it’s terribly

17 important that this entire exclusion be eliminated at

18 this time. I think that this board always, as it

19 should, is open to new information, and if new

20 information comes to us in the future that this should

~I be had amended, we’re always open to that, but at th~s

22 moment, I can see no common sense reason or practical

23 reason for allowing this exclusion.

24 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Ultimately, this is your

25 call, Dennis.

26 But do we have any other opinions from

27 board members on this issue or guidance?

28 MR. SHAHEEN: I guess intuitively, I

R0072218
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1 guess, my initial reaction -- the only thing I’ve heard

2 too would be that it doesn’t belong in there as an

3 exclusion, but, I mean, the thing that concerns me is

4 the fact of the cost estimates made this a big part of

5 it, and I’m all for taking board dollars but applying

6 them, I guess, to the.~p~oblem, I guess I’m a just

7 little concerned. I don’t have enough information if

8 that doubles now the preventive measures that would

9 take place to support it if you took that exemption

10 out.

Ii I mean I don’t know. I just struggle a

12 little bit with making sure that we’ve solved the

13 problem with the dollars that are being spent.

14 MS. DIAMOND: I’d like to respond to

15 that. It seems to me that all of the other cities

16 around the country that have done this, none of them

17 have rooftop exemptions, and we’ve seen studies that

18 show that the costs are quite low. I mean, in terms of

19 the cost of doing business, they were like .5 percent.

20 Some of them were .3 percent.

21 MR. SHAHEEN: Were the costs that we saw

22 today based on this exemption being in or out?

23 MS. DIAMOND: Not from other cities.

24 There are no other rooftop exemptions in other cities.

25 MR. SHAHEEN: But the cost -- I guess I

26 was referring to the costs that we saw today that were

27 presented. R0072219

28 MS. DIAMOND: I -- some of the BMPs that
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1 I think are required to take off the -- to move the

2 runoff, I don’t think they’re that expensive. I happen

3 to have a roof, and we have ways of keeping the

4 water -- getting the water from my roof into the

5 garden, and it was a very inexpensive thing to do~ so

6 I’m not -- I don’t th~hk it’s a major cost.

7 MR. COE: That’s a thought that keeps

8 coming to my mind. It doesn’t have anything to do with

9 Storm Water Pollution Prevention. It’s water

i0 conservation. There’s a big opportunity for that, but

Ii that’s another subject for another day.

12 I think this would be a little hard to

13 administer too. You have to monitor, see if there’s

14 pollutants coming off the roof and off the air

15 conditioning ducts and so on. And I’m persuaded by the

16 fact that the EPA is against it.

17 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: So --

18 MS. DIAMOND: The only thing

19 commonsensical about it is I think that it would

20 encourage as many rooftops as possible, and we,ll have

21 rooftop to rooftop development if we have this kind of

22 an exclusion.

23 CHAIRMAN NAKAI: I don’t know if that’s

24 going to happen.

25 MR. MILLER: I don’t agree with that

26 because you have zoning laws that prevent that. You

27 can’t change a zoning law just because you have an EPA

28 requirement or a requirement from us.
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1 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: I don’t think we’re

2 going to find builders, you know, wanting to build

3 these massive roofs just in order to avoid putting a

4 little grassy patch down.

5 MS. CLOKE: Well, roofs cost money too.

6 Building roofs cost money. I wanted to respond to

7 something that was said down the table which is -- was

8 the question of whether the percentage point applied,

9 whether there was a roof inclusion in that calculation.

l0 As I remember it, the roof was in -- there was no

Ii exclusion, if I’m just saying that correctly, and also

12 to point out that this -- there is no other city in

13 that whole long list of cities across the United States

14 that have implemented -- and states across the United

15 States that have implemented these programs that has a

16 rooftop exclusion. I mean, -- there’s no preceden£ for

17 it.

IS And in addition to that in terms of the

19 cost I think that because of your own building

20 experience, you know that this is really the least

21 expensive and lowest tech opportunity for decreasing

22 volume into the storm water system, and volume is --

23 it’s not just water concentration. It also, you know,

24 carries the pollution farther out, carries pollution,

25 as we saw, in the Tapia report.

26 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: All right. Let’s move

27 on then. Do I have any other comments with respect to

28 page ll?
R0072221
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1 MS. CLOKE: Could I just have somebody

2 explain the restaurant issue to me? I’m not sure --

3 CHAIPdVL~N NAHAI: But that’s the next

4 issue.

5 MS. CLOKE: No. I mean, I’m not quite

6 sure where we are on ~~.

7 MR. COE: Exclusion. In the middle of

8 the page.

9 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Yes. That’s still on

I0 page 9.

II MS. DIAMOND: That’s the next issue.

12 MS. CLOKE: I’m sorry. I was on the

13 wrong page.

14 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: So the issue with

15 respect to the restaurants is this: What

16 restaurants -- it says, "Where the land area for

17 development or redevelopment is less than 5,000 s~lare

18 feet or excluded from the numerical BMP design standard

19 requirement," and the issue that arises here is whether

20 smaller fast-food takeout operations which are smaller

21 than 5,000 square feet should be excluded.

22 Now, it may be that under the 1996 permit

23 we’re constrained, and we can’t do anything. You’re

.24 shaking your head at me.

25 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Yes. Mr. Chairman, the

26 issue here is for restaurants to already have the

27 requirements. The requirements are two categories.

28 One is soil control pollution prevention. And the next
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1 requirement is to mitigate storm water the first

2 three-quarters of an inch.

3 This exclusion is from the requirement to

4 mitigate storm water from three-quarters of an inch

5 only. So it’s the numerical limit standard that

6 doesn’t apply.

7 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: I understand that. But

8 the issue I think is why shouldn’t the number be 2,000

9 square feet or 2,500 square feet?

I0 MR. SWAMIKANNU: I provided an

Ii explanation using what’s done ordinarily around the

12 country.

13 C}{AIR!MAN NAHAI: Okay. So you’re --

14 yeah. You said that you adopted this based on the

15 standard that has been adopted around the country.

16 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Country, yes

17 CHAIPdVLAN NAHAI: You know, that’s good

18 enough for me. I mean, if that is the standard and

19 that is what has been done around and that is what has

20 been determined to be effective -- R0072223

21 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Sort of the threshold I

22 guess for more quantity because below 5,000 we have all

23 these soils controls you have to start your

24 restaurants. So whether they increase traffic or not,

25 when they open or not, things like that. Here the

26 requirement is basically to treat these quantities

27 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: So what you,re saying is

28 that with respect to takeout establishments below 5,000
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1 square feet, there are already sufficient requirements

2 in place to ensure that they do not significantly

3 contribute to urban runoff --

4 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Yes.

5 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Is that what you’re

6 saying to me? ’.-"~,

7 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Yes.

8 MS. CLOKE: As I read this, and we might

9 be able to make this -- they are only excluded from the

i0 numerical design standard, but that they have to

II implement the BMPs.

12 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: But I think it says

13 that.

14 MS. CLOKE: Okay.

15 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: It says "are excluded

16 from the numerical BMP design standard requirement."

17 We said right in the definition, in the definition

18 clause, there will be a definition of "commercial

19 development."

20 Moving on now to page 12. Dr. Coe, you

21 had a change in paragraph 3?

22 MR. COE: Yeah.

23 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: The word "consider" you

24 wanted changed.

25 MR. DICKERSON: Yes. This is at page i0

26 of 17, Section 3 ,,Properly designed vehicle e~ipment

27 wash areas." ~0072224

28 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: I imagine you would want
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! to delete the word ,,consider" and change ,,including" to

3 MR. COE: Well, I -- well, starting with

4 "to alleviate this problem," I’ve eliminated that as a

5 possible approach here and start at the end of

6 "considering inclusion~f the project plans and area."

7 Delete everything up to that point and start off with

8 "Therefore, any such. area for washing, steam cleaning

9 of vehicles and equipment is included in the site

I0 design, must meet the following." It doesn’t sound too

Ii smooth but --

12 CHAIRMA!~ NA!~AI: Let me just repeat my

13 suggestion to you, Jack, and you may think that it

14 works, and we could just say "To alleviate this

15 problem," comma, ,’include" instead of saying ’,consider

16 including," just say ,,include." In other words, it

17 would be a directive. "Include in the project plans an

18 area for washing/steam cleaning of vehicles and

19 equipment."

20 MR. COE: That would be fine.

~I CHAIR~ NAHAI: Anything more on

22 page 12?

23 Anything on page 13?
R0072225

24 Anything on page 147

25 MS. DIAMOND: Yes. Well, there was

26 just -- I think it was also a housekeeping in the fi~’st

27 paragraph, the word ,,consider" is used again. Just

28 change that to ,,include" that the vehicle equipment
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1 wash areas --

2 MR. DICKERSON: Yes. We’re at page 23 of

3 17 at the top.

4 MS. DIAMOND: Sorry. And then further

5 down ,,parking lots," the way it’s worded now parking

6 lots are -- unless we~:~e changed that, it’s getting so

7 late I’m beginning to forget what we’ve done. We don’t

8 want them -- or I would suggest that they not be

9 commercial stand alone parking lots.

I0 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: No. Because we now

ii have -- your ,,parking lots" is a term of art in the

12 document, and it’s now defined simply as parking lots,

13 5,000 square feet or more or with 25 or more parking

14 spaces.

15 MS. DIAMOND: So we’ve taken care of

16 that.

17 CHAIP4MAN NAHAI: Yes. So yes, that’s

18 taken care of. Anything else on page 14?

19 Okay. Moving on to page 15, we need to

20 consider some language clarifications with respect to

2i the waivers, and we need to decide the question of

22 where the waivers come before the board or before the

23 executive officer. R0072226

24 MR. DICKERSON: Okay. We’re at page 23

25 of 17 at the top, No.’ll, "Waiver."

26 MS. CLOKE: Well, one of the things that

27 we discussed was adding a clarification regarding the

28 exhaustion of all BMP options before it was possible to
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1 even consider a waiver. We talked about adding that

2 clarification. That was one of the issues.

3 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: What if we did this:

4 What if in subparagraph 2 little i’s where it says

5 ,’unfavorable or unstable soil conditions at a site to

6 attempt infiltration,"~fter the word ,,infiltration.,"

7 we add a.parenthetical that says ,’Provided, however,

8 that the foregoing shall not" -- ,,shall not waive other

9 BMP options" or something of that nature.

I0 I don’t know, Jorge. You’re the lawyer.

Ii MR. LEON: Yeah. But you’ve got the big

12 chair over there.

13 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: I’m not a lawyer here.

14 MS. DIAMOND: There was some testimony

15 that -- there was some testimony today that there would

16 be some BMPs that could be applicable and practical in

17 almost any situation. Almost. So could we add

18 language so that there would be some BMPs considered

19 these were not possible?

20 MR. LEON: Yeah. The idea is to rewrite

21 this so that it’s not an entirely usable as an escape

22 clause.

23 MS. DIAMOND: Right. R0072227
24 MR. LEON: Because it defines a

25 reasonable argument, perhaps, that says that you can’t

26 use infiltration, then somebody could say we’re not

27 going to use anything then.

28 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: I’ll tell you what we’ll
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1 do. Right after the word "surface," with the sentence

2 that finishes with the word "surface," what if we add

3 there a sentence that goes "impracticability as to any

4 particular BMP shall not excuse or waive application of

5 any other available BMP or practical BMP." How about

6 we do that?

7 MR. LEON: It seems to me that that

8 continues to apply to the other BMPs.

9 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: All right. So you have

i0 that language basically.

Ii Okay. The next change with respect to

12 this paragraph was again a change Dr. Coe offered, if I

13 may, Jack, which was that instead of just talking about

14 where the groundwater is less than I0 feet from the

15 soil surface that we also refer to unconfined aquifers.

16 MR. COE: Yes.

17 MR. DICKERSON: Yes.

18 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: And, Dennis, regardin~

19 the issue of other waivers coming back to us, I am

20 wondering whether it would be practicable to say that.

~i waivers would come back to the Regional Board but that

22 the Regional Board reserves the right to delegate, you

23 know, the possibility of giving waivers to the

24 executive officer. That way if we get a class of

25 projects that are deserving of waivers, then we could

26 define them and we could just delegate the waiver

27 giving authority down to the staff level, if you think

28 that-that’s workable.
R0072228
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1 MR. DICKERSON: We will make that work.

2 It sounds good.

3 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: All right. ~mything

4 more on page 15?

5 MR. LEON: Just a real quick question of

6 clarification on that"~pgint. The discussion as I

7 understood it when the parties commented seemed to be

8 concerned about, in the first instance, the permittees

9 being able to provide the waiver. Are you now

i0 suggesting that it’s the executive officer and/or the

ii board under the conditions that you just stated.?

12 CHAIRMAN NA!4AI: Yes.

13 MR. LEON: Ought to be the ones, not the

14 permittees.

15 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Yes.

16 MR. LEON: Thank you.

17 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: And I would note for the

18 record that the language that’s before us does not

19 contemplate the permittees being the arbiters of

20 whether a waiver is appropriate or not. It says the

21 executive officer. All that I’m suggesting is that

22 instead of the executive officer would be -- would be

23 vested in the Regional Board but with the Regional

24 Board having the express right to delegate that

25 authority to the executive officer. R0072229
26 MR. LEON: Okay.

27 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Okay. Anything more on

28 page 157
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1 Anything on page 167

2 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Mr. Chair, before you No

3 on, on the waiver provision, I think we have three

4 specific situations where you already recognize the

5 authority to issue waiver.

6 CHAIRM3LTC~NAHAI: Yes.

7 MR. SWAMIKANNU: These are for any other

8 conditions.

9 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Yes. Correct.

I0 On page 16, any comments, perhaps, on

ii suggested resources or how to get a copy of them?

12 Nothing on page 17.

13 MR. COE: Sixteen, the editorial, th~.s is

14 the beginning of Table i. Do you need the table numbe~

15 and the title?

16 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Table 1 begins on 16,

17 and it has a title.

18 MR. COE: Right. Mine doesn’t.

19 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Mine doesn’t either, but

20 I’m fixing it now.

21 MR. COE: Very important.

22 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Do we need to take a

23 vote, or we’re just providing suggestions?

24 MR. LEON: That’s exactly what I wanted

25 to discuss next. There is an outstanding issue that

26 may require board action, that is, the applicability of

27 the provisions to the Long Beach Municipality as a

28 separate permit. AS I understand it, we’ve been

R0072230 330
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1 provided to the executive officer in terms of suggested

2 points to consider are -- well, exactly that.

3 Suggestions.

4 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: I think it’s a little

5 stronger than that. I think the executive officer

6 asked for the board’s~irections, and we’ve provided

7 them.

8 MR. LEON: If you’re going to give

9 directions, then we should have a motion that provides

I0 the foregoing comments directed to the executive

ii officer to be considered for the rewrite but we still

12 do have --

13 MR. DICKERSON: The resolution.

14 MR. LEON: We do have a resolution, but

15 the resolution is now changed somewhat. We’ll have to

16 change the terms of the resolution to capture --

17 C~IAIR~ NAHAI: To incorporate these

18 amendments.

19 MR. LEON: -- the board’s motion.

20 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Okay. Then 1,11 -- the

~I motion is for what now? How does one --

22 MR. LEON: I would suggest a motion

23 that -- from the board to direct the executive officer

24 to modify -- issue a proposal --

25 CHAIPdVL~N NAHAI: To adopt and mc.dify?

26 MR. LEON: Right. That’s Issue No. I.

27 Issue No. 2 is with respect to the City

28 of Long Beach we have to figure out what we want to do

R0072231
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1 here.

2 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Let’s deal with Issue

3 No. 1 first. Okay. So I’ll move the direction to the

4 executive officer to adopt and amend the SUSMPs before

5 us in accordance with the directions or suggestions

6
that we’ve just provi’e~d..".

7 MS. CLOKE: I’ll second that.

8 CHAIRMAN NAKAI: We have a second.

9 All in favor?

I0 ALL: Aye.

Ii CHAIRMA!q NAHAI: A!%y opposed?

12 And we have an abstention from Marilyn

13 Lyon.

14 Now, what is the second issue?

15 MR. LEON: The second issue is the

16 applicability of the SUSMPs to the City of Long Beach.

17 As you know they’re treated under a separate permit,

18 and I might inquire of the city’s representative as to

19 what they want to do. The options are these: No. i,

20 let’s just let it carry over so that we can come bac~

21 and take a board action at a later date that imposes

22 the SUSMPs in accordance with the modifications that

23 Dennis Dickerson wil! be making.

24 CHAIRMA!q NAHAI: Is it part of our agenda

25 to impose it today? R0072232

26 MR. LEON: It is. It’s noticed as an

27 agenda item for the board to take action.

28 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Why would we delay it

33"~
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1 then?

2 MR. LEON: Well, that’s another option.

3 It’s in the resolution.

4 MS. CLOKE: I thought we agreed that

5 everything that Long Beach was --

6 CHAIRMAiq~,NAHAI: The question is whether

7 it’s part of our agenda today.

8 MR. DICKERSON: It might be best to,

9 since we’re specifically taking a formal action to

I0 modify another permit, make sure we have all the

Ii noticing issues properly done for that for us to

12 rewrite and adopt and then to bring it back for formal

13 action to apply for Long Beach. Does that make sense?

14 MR. LEON: That would work.

15 CHAIPdVLkN NA!~AI: That’s your

16 recommendation?

17 MR. DICKERSON: I’m thinking just to make

18 it perfectly clean.

19 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Okay. We’ve made our

20 position clean. I don’t mind.

2i MR. COE: And the action by the -- the

22 future action by the board on this would be Long Beach

23 only. R0072233
24 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Yes.

25 MS. DIAMOND: And the SUSMP as it’s been

26 amended or suggested for amendment to you that apply to

27 Long Beach, would that be a motion before us that would

28 apply to Long Beach, this permit?

3~3
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1 MR. DICKERSON: Yes.

2 CHAIRMAN NAKAI: Well, let’s do that.

3 When would you defer it to?

4 MR. DICKERSON: It’s going to take a

5 little time. Probably the April meeting.

6 CHAIRMAN~,~AHAI: So moved.

7 MS. CLOKE: Is that their start date?

8 MR. LEON: I’m missing something here

9 that is noticed here.

I0 Xavier, could you explain?

II MR. SWAMIKANNU: On -- in the tentative

12 resolution also we asked that the board adopt this

13 numerical standard to apply under the State’s Storm

14 Water General Permit for post-construction BMPs in the

15 Los Angeles region and --

16 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: With respect to the

17 resolution we’re going to have, we’re going to take a

18 vote on the resolution, but I think -- when you’re

19 saying that, are you referring specifically to Long

20 Beach?

2i MR. SWAMIKANNU: No. No. That’s the

22 third item.

23 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Yes. I think we can go

24 ahead and take a vote on the resolution which would

25 have been modified by the suggestions that we,ve just

26 given. R0072234
27 MR. SWAMIKANNU: Yes.

28 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: So as to the -- and then

3~4
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1 it refers specifically to action to Long Beach until

2 the April meeting. Will that satisfy you?

3 MR. LEON: That does.

4 MS. MALMSTEN: Mr. Chairman, I’m sorry.

5 I realize this is not part of your procedure, but I

6 am -- and I spoke wit~jorge. I am Lisa Malmsten. I’m

7 with the city attorneys’ office in the city of Long

8 Beach.

9 And I share your interest in creating e

I0 clean procedure, and what I had expressed to Jorge is I

ii think you have a potential of unlawful delegation issue

12 on something that you need to take official action on,

13 you leave a part of the box not filled out yet, and I

14 think that’s what Dennis is talking about doing and

15 bringing back.

16 So my suggestion that would make it

17 cleaner might be to delete reference to Long Beach from

18 the resolution tonight. If you -- people have

19 concerns -- members of the board have concerns about

20 Long Beach’s implementation program, we have staff here

2i that can speak to how vigorously the BMPs are being

22 produced in the city of Long Beach and how our Storm

23 Water Monitoring Program is kicking in, if that’s the

24 concern.

25 MS. DIAMOND: HOW would it hurt Long

26 Beach if it was included in the resolution? R0072235

27 MS. MALMSTEN: The concern is whether the

28 .75 be implemented any sooner for Long Beach than for
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1 anybody else. We’re starting to create a really muddy

2 record here, and we want to be protected just as much

3 as you do.

4 If there’s a clear statement from the

5 staff that the items in the BMP will not be adopted --

6 I mean, excuse me -- ’n~.t be required to be implemented

7 in the city of Long Beach until they are adopted for

8 everybody else, we would be comfortable with that.

9 MS. CLOKE: But we are adopting it for

i0 everybody else and we’ve put a six-month date for

ii cities and a 30 day beyond that date for implementation

i2 for individual permittees, for individual permits.

13 MR. DICKERSON: We’re recommending that

14 Long Beach be formally considered with proper notice

15 with revised language in April.

16 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: I think that’s okay as

17 long as we don’t then have an argument about the

18 numeric limit. That’s what I don’t want to have.

19 MS. CLOKE: But that’s what -- the lady

20 just said she doesn’t care.
R0072236

21 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: I know.

22 MS. MALMSTEN:    I didn’t say I didn’t

23 care. What is it --

24 MS. CLOKE: You said that as long as it

25 was the same for you and everybody had the same dates

26 that --

27 MS. MALMSTEN: As long as the -- if there

28 were numerical standards adopted, that they be the

33~
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1 same.

2 MS. CLOKE: Right.

3 MS. MALMSTEN: And that the

4 implementation be a consistent implementation date.

5 MS. CLOKE: And that’s our contention.

6 MS. MALM~.~EN: I would -- okay. There ~s

7 one more thing. If you delay to April and you’re

8 talking about things that require amendments to our

9 general plan, we’ll need the six months just like

10 everybody else needs the six months. So I don’t know

ii where we are.

12 MS. CLOKE: So let’s not delay.

13 MS. MALMSTEN: I’m very confused.

14 MS. CLOKE: Let’s vote at the same time

15 that we vote for everybody. No. I’m backwards?

16 MS. MALMSTEN: The problem is things

17 aren’t flushed out yet. If we had a document that said

18 this is what it is now, after the directors had an

19 opportunity to make his changes pursuant to your

20 recommendations -- and I have to tell you that we

21 haven’t had the copies. We’ve been trying madly to

22 keep up with the changes, and we’re not at all clear, 3[

23 think I probably speak for most of the audience, on

24 what changes you’ve m~de. So they’ll have to come

25 back. R0072237

2~ I have a bit of a conundrum. One of the

27 things that I suggested was continuing the public

28 hearing as to Long Beach. Obviously, we need to, you
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1 know, see what there is and have an opportunity to

2 comment, but you don’t need to set up a whole new big

3 hearing on this. There ought to be an interim

4 procedure, and perhaps Jorge has a suggestion. Dump it

5 back to you.

6 CHAIRMAN~,~AHAI: Well, I think if it’s

7 merely a matter of providing a clear document to Long

8 Beach, that’s one thing. But I believe it’s the

9 board’s intent that we direct that the numeric limits

i0 be applied, we’ve decided on the six months’ time

ii limit plus thirty days. With respect to the exclusion

12 of rooftops, we’ve given that direction.

13 The one position -- the one thing that

]_4 would think would not be tolerable is for Long Beach to

15 come back and attempt to have a second viewing and a

16 second airing of those issues. So that’s where --

17 because that would be -- that would not be fair to the

18 other permittees. And if that’s what’s going to

19 happen, then I would rather we just go ahead and adopt

20 it for Long Beach the same way as we have for the other

21 cities under the county-wide permit.

22 But if it’s just simply a matter of

23 having the clean document with the changes, giving that

24 to Long Beach, having them come back for the adoption

25 of the same standards as to the city of Long Beach as

26 we’ve adopted with respect to the other permittees,

27 then that’s fine.

28 MS. CLOKE: Mr. Chairman, I think that

32~
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1 we do that, we are going to have a lot of other cities

2 that are going to be asking for exactly the same

3 treatment. I think we should treat everybody equally

4 tonight.

5 MS. MALMSTEN: You have two different

6 permits before you.

7 MS. CLOKE: I understand that, but our

8 action applies to all, to both, to all the cities, and

9 I think that -- I think that it’s a -- more appropriate

i0 and not showing any kind of special treatment if we say

ll that this that we’ve passed applies to everybody.

12 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Well, I need to have a

13 staff recommendation.

14 MS. MALMSTEN: I could --

15 MR. DICKERSON: I -- everything that I’m

16 aware of in discussions with the city of Long Beach,

17 and please clarify this, is that you know now what the

18 board has adopted. They’ve certainly adopted the .75.

19 There’s no question about that. There are some

20 language changes as well. But the .75 has been the big

21 critical issue, and it’s clear that that is what the

22 board’s intent is. It’s clear that that is what the

23 board will consider, and should we do it back in April,

24 that is formally what will be before the board for

25 adoption. R0072239

26 And I think as long as you’re willing to

27 say that you don’t have any problem at this point in

28 renewing the challenge to 75, then we could probably
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1 proceed.

2 MS. MALMSTEN: I could phrase that by

3 pointing out that by having a public hearing doesn’t

4 mean you continue public comment. I can agree with

5 everything you say so long as whatever legal rights we

6 have this evening continue to apply so that we are not

7 waiving anything by failing to raise any legal points

8 we may have between now and the next hearing.

9 MS. DIAMOND: This is feeling very muddy

i0 to me.

ii MS. MALMSTEN: It is very muddy. I ag~ee

12 with you.

13 MS. DIAMOND: I would rather -- and I’m

14 not going to offer it, but I would rather find a

15 solution in the form of a motion so that whatever

16 Dennis comes up with from our direction tonight for

17 long -- for L.A. County and the other permittees will

18 apply to Long Beach at the same time.

19 MS. CLOKE: And so that they have the

20 same start date as everybody else.

2.1 MS. DIAMOND: And the six months begins

22 at the same time.

23 MS. CLOKE: So that there’s an equal

24 responsibility throughout the region. R0072240

25 MR. DICKERSON: Then in the reso].u~ion

26 there’s Item 3, "The Regional Board adopts the approved

27 requirements as provisions applicable to the SUSMP

28 requirements for the City of Long Beach." That covers
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1 it, Jorge, does it not?

2 MR. LEON: Yes.

3 MR. DICKERSON: So we adopt the

4 resolution with that language included.

5 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Let’s do that then.

6 MS. MALM~,~EN: I would just like to

7 register that we think there’s an unlawful delegation

8 issue, so we’ve preserved that issue. Thank you.

9 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: All right. Then in that

I0 - case, what would our motion need to be with respect to

II the resolution and the amendment?

12 MR. LEON: I think we’re at a point where

13 the motion could be just adoption -- a motion for

14 adoption of the resolution as is.

15 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: AS is subject to the

16 amendments that we’ve given to the executive officer?

17 MR. LEON: Correct.

18 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Could I have a motion t.~

19 that effect, please?

20 MS. DIAMOND: I so move. .

21 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: Second?

22 MS. CLOKE: Second.

23 CHAIRMAN NAHAI: All in favor?

24 ALL: Aye.

25 CKAIRMANNAHAI: Any opposed? R0072241

26 And Marilyn Lyon abstains.

27 Does that conclude it? Yes, it does. No

28 other motions are necessary.
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1 I’d suggest that we adjourn. Thank you

2 very much everybody. Thank you for the excellent

3 presentations.

4 (Proceedings concluded at 6:45 p.m.)
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los An[~eles Region

Winston H. Hickox 320 W 4th Street, Suite 200, Los Angeles, California 90013 Gray Davis

Secretao, for Phone (213) 576-6600 FAX (213) 576-6640 Governor
Envtronmental Internet Address: http://~,~.swrcb.ca.gov/~rwqcb4

Prolecllon

Notice of Public Meeting/Hearing

Serving Coastal Los Angeles & Ventura Counties

Thursday, April 22, 1999 419th Regular Board Meeting
9:00 a.m.

City of Camarilla, Council Chambers
601 Carmen Drive

Camarilla, California

Agenda
Submittal of Written Material for Regional Board Consideration

To ensure that the Regional Board has the opportunity to fully study, and consider written material, it is necessa~, to submit 15
copies at least five (52 days be[ore the meeting. This will allow distribution of the material to the Board Members and appropriate
staff in ach’ance of the meeting Pursuant to Title 23 California Code of Regulations Section 648.2, the Regional Board may refuse
to admit written testimony into evidence unless the proponent can demonstrate why he or she was unable to submit the material on
time or that compliance with the deadline would otherwise create a hardship, lf any other par& demonstrates prejudice restdting
from admission of the written testimony, the Regional Board may refuse to admit it. If you are reading a statement at the meeting,
please provide, the Erecutive Assistant with a cop), at the meeting

The Board will recess for a 15 minute break at approximately 10:30 a.m. and recess for
lunch at approximately 12:30 pm. The meeting will reconvene at approximately 1:30 pro.

Pledge of Allegiance.

1. Roll Call and Introduction of New Board Member(s).
[Robyn Goodman, 213/576-6613] ...................................................Board Members Present

2. Board Member Designations.

2.1 Report of Nominating Committee and Election of Officers.
(The Board will elect a Chair and Vice-Chair for 1999.) .........................Board Action

2.2 Designation of Board Member Representatives for Santa Monica Bay
Restoration Project (SMBRP) and other Entities.
(The Board will designate member representatives.) ...............................Board Action

California Environmental Protection Agency R0072245

~ Rec)’cled Paper
Our mission is to preserve and enhance the quality of Califorma "s water resources for the benefit of present and /oture generuttona
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3. Order of Agenda .......................................................................................................... Board Direction
(The agenda items are numbered,for identification purposes onh’ and wil! m~t m’ces,s’arih’ he
considered in this ordeO.

4. Approval of Regular Meeting Minutes of December 14, 1998.
[Robyn Goodm~, 576-6613] ........................................................................................Board Action

5. 1998 Board Outs~nding Achievement Award. ~e Board will present a staff person(s) with the
Board Outstanding Achievement Award for 1998.)
[Dennis Dickerson, 576-6605] .................................................................. Board Action

6. Resolution of Appreciation for Past Board Members John Slezak. Past Chairperson and Charlo~e
Craven, Past Vice-Chairperson. (The Board will present both past member.~ wt~h ~ Resolution Of
Appreciation for their setwice on the Board.) .................................................. Board Action

7. Board Member Ex Pa~e Communication Disclosure.
[Jorge Leon, 916/657-2428] .........................................................Info~ation~iscussion
(Board Members will ident~ any discussions they m~ h~e ~d requiring disclosure pursuant to
Government Code Section 11430. 40.)

8. Uncontested Items Calendar ........................................................................................... Board Action
(Items marked with an asterisk are eapected to be routine and noncontroversial. The Board will be
asked to approve these items at one time without discm’sion. !f am, interested par&. Board
Member, or staff person requests that an item be removed fi’om the calemlar, it ,ill ht, take, tq~ i,
the regular agenda order.

9. Public Forum (Any person m~ address the Board regarding any matter within the Board’s
jurisdiction. ~is need not be related to any item on the agenda. Remar~ will be limited to three
(3) minutes.)

WASTE DISC~GE ~QU~NTS

10. Consideration of~DES Requirements - New, Renewal, Rescission ..................... Board Action
(After a ~ing, the Board will be asked to adopt or rescind the proposed permits for the.following
facilities.)

* 10.1 West Basin Municipal Water District (C~son Regional Water
Recycling Project), C~son [M~har Ali, 576-~52] .................................CA0064246

Renewal

"10.2 California Depaament of Water Resources (William E. Warne Power Plant),
Pyramid Lake [Ha Nguyen, 576-6658] .................................................CA0059188

Cal~ornia Environmental Protection Agency R0072246
~ Re~cled Pa~r

Our mission is to prese~e and enhance the quali~ of Cal~ornia ~ water resources for the ~nefit of present and~ture generations.
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Rescission

¯10.3 Riverbank Bulk Water, Wilmington [Kwang Lee, 576-6666] ......................CA0055964
¯ 10.4 Aratex Services Inc., Long Beach [Kwang Lee, 576-6666] .........................CA0063045

1̄0.5 Sta-Lube, Inc. (3039 Ana Street), Rancho Dominguez
[Gary Schultz, 576-6665] .................................................................CA0064025

"10.6 Bethlehem Steel Corp. (Vernon Industry Plaza), Vernon
[Gary Schultz, 576-6665] ................................................................CA0060755

¯ 10.7 Ventura Regional Sanitation District (Nyeland Acres Wastewater
Treatment Plant), Oxnard [Veronica Cuevas-AIpuche, 576-6662] .................CA0059005

¯ 10.8 Santa Clarita Community College District (College of the Canyons),
Santa Clarita [Ha Nguyen, 576-6658] ..................................................CA0055565

¯ 10.9 Ventura Harbor Boatyard, Ventura [Ha Nguyen, 576-6658] ........................CA0058998
1̄0.10 Southern Pacific Milling Co. (Santa Paula Facility), Santa Paula

[Ha Nguyen, 576-6658] ...................................................................CA000098 l
¯ 10.11 Los Angeles Times, Los Angeles [Gary Schultz, 576-6665] ........................CA0061913
¯ 10.12 Los Angeles Times, Los Angeles [Gary Schultz, 576-6665] ........................CA0060666
¯ 10.13 L and R Auto Parks, Inc., Los Angeles [Gary Schultz, 576-6665] ..................CA0062171

1̄0.14 Robert Chan (B.C. Plaza), Los Angeles [Gary Schultz, 576-6665] .................CA0060607
¯ 10.15 Maguire Thomas Partners, Los Angeles [Gary Schultz, 576-6665] .................CA0062065

Ī 0.16 College Spring Partnership, Los Angeles [Gary Schultz, 576-6665] ...............CA0061182
¯ l 0.17 Alpha Therapeutic Corp., Los Angeles [Dan Radelescu, 576-6668] ...............CA0058777
"t0.18 Lubricating Specialties Co., Vernon [Dan Radelescu, 576-6668] ..................CA0059978

I l.    Consideration of Non-NPDES Requirements - New, Revision, Rescission ........... Board Action
(After a hearing, the Board will be asked to adopt or rescind the proposed requirements for the

following facilities.)

Ne~w

¯11.1 San Gabriel Basin Water Quality Authority (So. El Monte Operable Unit),
So. El Monte [Ejigu Solomon, 576-6727] ...................................................99-022

¯11.2 RAMCO Newhall Company, Ventura [David Hung, 576-6723] ...........................85-16

Revisioa

*l 1.3 Hathaway Children’s Services, Lakeview Terrace [Magdy Baiady, 576-6699] ...........68-30
* 11.4 The Marblehead Land Company (Point Dume Club Wastewater Treatment Plant),

Malibu [Ahmad Lamaa, 576-6716] ...........................................................68-07 l

* 11.5 Ventura Port District (Maintenance Dredging), Ventura
[Michael Lyons, 576-6718] ...................................................................79-059

*l 1.6 Dominguez Energy Limited Partnership and Dominguez Properties,
Limited Partnership, Carson [Rebecca Chou, 576-6733] ...................................86-075

California Environmental Protection Agency R0072247
~ Recycled Paper

Our mission is to preserve and enhance the quaint), of California’s water resources for the benefit of present and future generattons.
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Rescission

*11.7 Texaco Exploration and Production, Inglewood [Rebecca Chou, 576-6733] ..............84-14
*l 1.8 Church of Scientology (Western United States Canyon Oaks Ranch

School) [Ahmad Lamaa, 576-6716] ...........................................................92-086
* 11.9 SPV Sanitation District Inc. and Williams Homes Inc., Agua Dulce

[Bryan Schweickert, 266-7520] ................................................................89-022

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES

12. Administrative Civil Liability (ACL) Complaints for Failure to Submit Annual Reports Against the
Following Permittees of the General Permit on Storm Water Discharges Associated with Industrial
Activity. (The Board will conduct a public hearing to receive evidence and testimony concerning
an ACL Complaint issued to the following permittees. Following the public hearing, the Board meg.,
take action to affirm, modify or rescind the ACLs).
[Bryan Schweickert, 576-6786] .................................................................. Board Action

12.1 Complaint No. 98-099 against Beneto Inc. Truck Terminal, Long Beach
(WDID 4B19SO 01401 )

12.2 Complaint No. 98-100 against Harout’s Auto, Sun Valley
(WDID 4B 19SO 04503)

12.3 Complaint No. 98-102 against Hugo Giusto Auto, Maywood
(WDID 4B19SO 04928)

12.4 Complaint No. 98-103 against Foothill Foundry, Azusa
(WDID 4B19SO 04947)

12.5 Complaint No. 98-106 against Truck Parts Company, Sun Valley
(WDID 4B19SO 05937)

12.6 Complaint No. 98-107 against Taylor Desk. Lynwood
(WDID 4B19SO 06999)

*13. Rescission of a Cease and Desist Order for Ventura Regional Sanitation District
(Nyeland Acres Wastewater Treatment Plant), Oxnard (After a hearing, the Board will be asked to
rescind the Cease and Desist Order.)
[Veronica Cuevas-AIpuche, 576-6662] .................................................... Consent Calendar

OTHER BUSINESS

14. Consideration of a Resolution Authorizing the Executive Officer to Execute the Prospective
Purchaser Agreement and Covenant Not to Sue for the SKG Playa, LLC. Studio Land Co.. LLC
and Playa Capital Company, LLC (The Dream-works Site). (The Board will be asked to adopt the
tentative Resolution). [John Geroch, 576-6735] ................................................. Board Action

California Environmental Protection Agency R00722~8
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15. Consideration of a Resolution Authorizing the Executive Officer to Execute the Prospective
Purchaser Agreement and Covenant Not to Sue for the Comstock, Crosser & Associates
Development Company, Inc., a California Corporation. (The Board will be asked to adopt the
tentative Resolution). [David Hung, 576-6723] ............................................... Board Action

16. Consideration of Recommended Best Management Practices (BMPs) for Development Planning
and Construction for Municipal Storm Water Programs in Los Angeles County. (The Board will be
asked to adopt the tentative Resolution approving the recommended BMPs).
[Xavier Swamikannu, 576-6654] ............................................................... Board Action

17. HR Textron Inc., Santa Ciarita (The Board will be asked to (1) adopt a Resolution approving a
Negative Declaration and (2) adopt Waste Discharge Requirements for the facility).
[Rebecca Chou, 576-6733] ....................................................................... Board Action

17.1    Resolution Approving the Environmental Checklist and Negative Declaration
Inc. (Potable Water and Nutrient Injection)

17.2 Waste Discharge Requirements for HR Textron, Inc. Santa Clarita (Potable Water and
Nutrient Injection)

18. Consideration of Resolution Authorizing the Executive Officer to Approve the Recommehded
Proposition A Projects for Reducing Urban Runoff Pollutant Load in Urban Runoff to Santa
Monica Bay. (The Board will be asked to adopt the tentative Resolution).
[Marianne Yamaguchi, 576-6614] .............................................................. Board Action

INFORMATION ITEMS (Please note that these items are for information only. There will be no voting
or formal action taken by’ the Board on these items.)

19. Status Report and Briefing of Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDL). (Staff will present a summary
and time schedule of TMDL activities, and an update on the progress of the Regional Board’s
TMDL efforts.) [Jonathan Bishop, 576-6681 ] ....................................... Information/Discussion

20. Status Report on Closure of Azusa Landfill Reclamation (ALR). (Staffwill update the Board on
the status of closure operations at the Azusa Landfill).
[Rodney Nelson, 576-6719] .......................................................... Information/Discussion

21. Status Report of City of Los Angeles’ Hyperion Treatment Plant Consent Decree (Staffwill update
the Board on the status of the Consent Decree.)
[Dennis Dasker, 576-6616] .......................................................... Information/Discussion

22. Board Member Communications ..................................................................... Information/Discussion
(The Board Members may discuss communications, correspondence, or other items of general
interest relating to matters within the Board’s jurisdiction.)

23. Report of Cost Benefit Task Committee ..........................................................Information/Discussion
(The Committee will give a progress report.) [Mr. Keston]

California Environmental Protection Agency R0072249
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24. Executive Officer’s Report ..............................................................................1 ltbr nat’o 1.Discussion

25. Closed Session .....................................................................................................................By Board

At any time during the regular session, the Board may adjourn to a closed session to consider litigation,
personnel matters, or to deliberate on a decision to be reached based upon evidence introduced in a
hearing. Discussion of litigation is within the attorney-client privilege and may be held in closed session.
Authority." Government Code Sections 11126(a) (d) (q).

26. Adjournment of current meeting. Next Regular Meeting is Thursday, May 27, at 9:00 a.m., U.S.
Court of Appeals Building, 125 S. Grand Avenue, Pasadena.

A copy of the complete agenda package is available for examination at the Regional Board Office during
regular working hours. Questions about specific items on the agenda should be directed to the staff person
whose name is listed with the item.

Material presented to the Board as part of testimony that is to be made part of the record must be leJ( with

the Board. This includes photographs, slides, charts, diagrams, etc. All Board files pertaining to the items
on this Agenda are hereby made a part of the record submitted to the Regional Board by staff for its
consideration prior to action on the related items.

Our new web site address is ~q~,.swrcb.ca.gov/~ rwqcb4. The site can also be accessed through the State
Water Resources Control Board’s web site at ~v.swrcb.ca.gov., then clicking on "Interesting Links"
h~formation currently available includes the Regional Board’s meeting schedule, a list of the Regional
Board members, a list of staff and phone numbers arranged by their work unit,, a copy of the Underground
Storage Tank database and information relevant to the UST program, linkage to the Santa Monica Bay
Restoration Project’s home page, and links to other governmental agencies. If you need further
information, please contact Jack Price at 213/5 76-6669.

A listing of pending water quality certification applications currently on public notice pursuant to Section
401 of the Federal Clean Water Act may be obtained by calling Alex Fu at 213/576-6692.

R0072250
California Environmental Protection Agency
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Recommended BMPs for Site Planning,
Post-Construction, and RedevelopmenUInlill

Site Plannin~l BMP$         ~

1
M inimize Storm Water Runoff
Pervious Drainaqe System
Reduce Area of Impervious Surface
Site Layout

Post-Construction BMPs

BMP Name BMP Identification No. and Name ¯

Car Wash Facility SC3, Vehicle and Equipment Washing and Steam
Cleaning

Constructed Wetlands TC3, Constructed Wetlands
Control of Impervious Runoff Not applicable.
Efficient Irrigation Not applicable.
Energy Dissipaters ESC40, Outlet Protection
Extended Detention Basins TCS, Extended Detention Basin
Infiltration Basins TC1, Infiltration
Infiltration Trenches TC1, Infiltration
Inlet Trash Racks Not applicable.
Landscape Design ESC2, Preservation of Existing Vegetation; ECS10,

Seeding and Plantincj; ESC11, Mulchinq
Linings for Udoan Runoff Conveyance Not applicable.
Channels
Materials Management SC5, Outdoor Loading/Unloading of Materials; SC6,

Outdoor Container Storage of Liquids; SC8, Outdoor
Storage of Raw Materials, Products, and By-Products

Media Filtration TC6, Media Filtration
Motor Fuel Concrete Dispensing SC2, Vehicle and Equipment Fueling
Areas
Motor Fuel Dispensing Area Canopy SC2, Vehicle and Equipment Fueling
Oil/Water Separators and Water TC7, OiVVVater Separators and Water Quality Inlets
Quali~ Inlets
Outdoor Storage SC6, Outdoor Container Storage of Liquids; SC8,

Outdoor Storage of Raw Materials, Products, and By-
Products

Porous Pavement and Alternative TC1, Infiltration
Surfaces
Protect Slopes and Channels ECS40, Outlet Protection; ESC42, Slope Roughening

and Terracing
Self-Contained Areas for Vehicle or SC3, Vehicle and Equipment Washing and Steam
Equipment Washing, Steam Cleaning, Cleaning; SC4, Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance
Maintenance, Repair, or Material and RepaiF, SC7, Outdoor Process Equipment
Processing Operations and Maintenance
Storm Drain System Stenciling and SC30, Storm Drain System Signs
Signage
Trash Container Areas scg, Waste Handling and Disposal
Vegetated Swales and Stdps TC4, Bio-filters
Wet Pond TC2,Wet Pond

¯ Corresponds to the BMP number ~nd name a.s in the California Storm Water Best Management Practice
Handbooks (1993).

I
R0072252
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Recommended Best Management Practices

for

Development Construction
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ACTIVITY: DELIVERY AND STORAGE Obje~Uv.,

Minim~ DLsturbed ~



ACTIVITY: MATERIAL USE

S~’~

Control internal Erosion



¯ Report significant spills m local agcndcs, such as the Fu~ l~l~ranent; ~hey can ~
in �l~nup.

¯ ~ r=gu~ons r~qu~ duu any si~t oil sp~l into a warn" bed), or oam m~ B
~joining s~or~,-e be ~ m ~ ~uioo~ ~ ~t~ ~ -, g00-42z- Mana~jement~
8802 (24 hour). PractJces’~....£

Construction Hsndbook 4.13 Mardz, ~
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CTIVITY: HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT obje~ve,

Norm Can~ Trams COG. 1~3 Housekeeping Pra~dcas

Cor~ml Internal ~ion
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ACTIVITY: SANITARY/SEPTIC WASTE MANAGEMENT

ginim~ Ois~’bed

DESCRI]rI’ION Targeted Pollutants
Prevem or reduc~ the ~g¢ of pollu~ms ~o storm wa~r fzom r,r~nizary/sepdc wat~ by
providing �onvenienz. weD-maintained facLlhies, and azzanging for regular service and ~) Sediment
�~spos,~. (~) Nulrient~

APPROACH 0 Toxic
Sanitary or septic wa,sms should be zr~ or dLsposed of in accordanc~ wir.b Slax~ and 0 Oil &
locaJ requLr~ments. These requLrc~ents may include: (~ Flea,able
¯ Locaxe sazzitaxy facillzjcs in a �o[~veniczzt locaxiotz. ~ Other
¯ Un~.d raw wast~waz~ should never be dLsc2za~ed or buried. Waste
¯ Temporary septic syst~zz~ should treat wastes m appropriaz levels before diu:barging.
¯ If using an o~-sit~ disposaJ system (OSDS), suc.b as a septic sys~m, comply wi~b ]ocaJ . ¯ Ukely ~o

,Signiflr~n! Iml~cfbc,.~b agency mquh’ements.
0 ~’~bab~e¯ Temporary s~nitary facLlil~es that discharge ~ the sanir~’y sewer system should be Unknown Iml~act

properly connecmd U) avoid illicit di~bar~es.
¯ If ~ging to the ~anitary sew~, contact ~he local wasmwa~r ~enz plant for Implementation

~l~." requ~remenu. Requimrnents
¯ Sazz~tary./sepuc facilities should be n~in=~ned in gcx3d woddng order by a licensed (~ Capital Co~ts

¯ Arr~g¢ for regular waste collection by a licensed hauler before f~:iIities overflow. 00&M
¯ For a quick refer¢nce on dispo~l aJmn~.ives for specific waste~ see Table 4~.2. ~ M~intenance

CA40. E.mployee/Subconu-ac~r Training. (~ Training

REQUIR~IENTS
(~ Su~bility

¯ Cos~ (Capir,~ O&M)
All or" the above are low cost

¯ Mamt~anc~
Inspect facgtdes regularly.

LI~TTATION$¯ = oo = =,,              CA24
Bcsz M,~agement PracticP.s and F.K~. "o~z Comrol Msnu~/for Con.~’z.~’zio~ Sire; Flood
Conu’ol Di~cz of M.ax’icopa CoonW, AZ,, ScpzP.mbez" I~

S~m Warn. Managemen~ for Constmcdm Acdvide.~, Developing Pogudo,’, Prevcnaoe
Mana~jemenf)Plans and Be~ Management Practices, EPA 832-R-92005; USEPA, April 1992.

Comt~¢tion BJndbo~ 4 - 23 Mm’ch, 1993
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DESCRIPTION Targeted Pollutants
Pr~vem f~l spills ~ leaJ~ m~d reduce tb~ iznpatxs t~ su~m water by ~g off-~
f~ib~ fue~g = ~i~d ~ ~y, ~l~g ~ �ov~g ~d f~L ~pl~g 0 S~i~nf
~ con~ ~d ~g ~ploy~ md ~~ O N~ien~

APPROACH ~ T~
¯ U~ off-si~ ~g s~o~ ~ m~ ~ ~bk. F~g v~ ~d ~t ~ 011 & G~

ou~n or in ~ wbe~ fuel ~y sp~ on~ ~v~ s~ or mm ~e 0 F~at~le~ways ~ ~gu= sm~ w~. ~ ~u fuel a ~ n~r of v~idm ~ pi~ of
equipm~ ~i~ ~ng ~ off-si~ ~e~ng ~on. ~ b~in~ ~ ~ 0 Other

W~te

econ~i~ by ~ng ~e n~d for a ~m fuel~g ~ at y~ sire.
¯ If fue~ng m~t ~ on-sire ~ ~ig~md ~ 1~ a~y from ~ge ~ Ukety m

c~ ~ ~v~t ~ ~non of ~ w~ ~d ~e ~off of sp~ 0 ~ie
¯ Dipole -~mg~ of fuel ~. Unkno~ Im~f
¯ ~ways ~ ~on~ mn~U ~ ~ a ~ ~ ~ ~p �lo~ wb~ f~g m

~ spil~. Implemen~Uon
R~uim~n~¯ P~e a s~ile of ~l cl~ ~ wb~ it ~1 ~ ~ly ~ible.

Remove ~e ~nt ~ ~mp~y ~d ~ of ~ly. ~ O&M
¯ C~ out ~l Fe~ ~d S~ ~u~n~ ~g~ng s~o~ ~ve ~und stooge ~

~ Tmining. Avoid mob~e f~l~g of movie ~m~on ~uipm~t ~nd ~e ~=; m~,
~s~n ~e ~ui~t m ~i~ f~ng ~. ~ ~e exc~on of ~ ~ Su~bili~
equipment s~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ fo~ ~t v~ ~uld ~ ~ie m S~pes
~vel m a ~i~ ~ wi~ E~e ~ ~

¯ T~ ~plo~ ~d ~~ M ~ f~ng ~d c~up ~~
¯ For a qmck ~f~ m ~ ~v~ f~ ~ ~ ~ T~k 4~

~pioy~Su~~ T~.

¯ Cos= (~i~ O~

L~A~ONS
Mana~emen~¯ ~n~ng ~~~ o~-~e ~ ~ ~ ~ ~j~m ~ ~
PmcUces~

t - 3                 oo722  



ACTIVITY: VEH=CL  AND EQUIPMENT MAINTENANCE Obj~-t.ives

Cotclin W~

Mirdm~z~ Disturbed

$t~iEze Distwt~d

~ .Site P~met~"

Co~rtmi Internal



Coas~-uction l~book 4. ~ M~-d~, 19~
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"[’able 4. I (Conlimlecl)
Pat~e 5

i ’ " DISCIIARGFJACTIVITY II USI NI’~SSICOM M I:A{CIA I, RESIDENTIAl,

~
I)islmS~d Priorities Approval

Disposal.. Priorities

~
Landsca~/Garden Mainlenance

~ ~ficid~ I. U~ up. Iti~t~c t’~mlai,~rs ttsc I. Use up. Rin~ ~ml;ti~. u~

~ ri~tscw;tlcf ;ts prt~htcl. Dispose ri~tscw;tler as ~slidde. Di~

2. I)i~ mmscd ~slicide as 2. Takc rotund ~slicidc to HIIW drt~-
h;t~ar~)tts waslC off

G,’wdeil clippiugs I. Comlx~sl I. Colnposl
. . 2. T;tkc to I~lmll]ll 2. Dis~ as lush.

Tree Ifimming I. Chip if ncccs~try, ~forc I. Chip if ne~, ~fme com~sliug
t~m~F)sling or recycling or recycling

Swimming ~d, s~, f~ulain walcr I. ~ m~ u~ mclal-~t~d algici~s (i.e. I. ~) not u~ ~lal-~ algici~s (i.e.
(~ytug) Ct~r Sull~llc) C~r Sulfate)

2. Rccycl~rcu~ (c.g. i~ig:tlion) 2. Recycldreu~ (�.g.
3. ~lcnniem chlo~nc residmd = 0, w:tit 3, ~lcnui~m dtl~e Bsidual = 0, wail

24 I~)ars m~d Ihcn disch;~c Io slonn tlrai~. ~ 24 ImuB mtd II~n di~e Io sign drain.

Acid or ~tcr ~mPsp~founl~n cleauiug I. Nculraliz¢ and di~hmg¢ Io ~mil~try

Swimmiug F~I, spa filler b+mkwash I. Rc,~ I~r i~ig:~liot~ I. Use fm hu~sca~ i~igafion
2. Dis~m on dirl ++cm 2. Dis~ on dia mea
3. Scllle, dislm~mc IO mmilary sewer 3. Sclllc, dis~ Io ~lil~

Vehicle Wasles

U~d InOlm oil I. Use sccoml;try conl;~imnenl while I. Put tml [or cmM~ mcycling pickup
~ sl~wing, ~ml Io recycler, where available
O 2. Take to Recycling ~ility or auto
~ ~vicc f:~ility with~ycling pr~ram
~ 3. Take to IIIIW ev~lts ~ce~iu~ motor oil

Aufif~ ~ I. U~ ~coud;try COlllailllncnl while I. Take to Recycling lilly

. Sl(wing, ~1~ Io r~cyclcr.

~ ~h~ fluids m~d ~lvcu~ I. h~Bardous I. Take IIIIW eveulW~L~Ic Io

Aul~ik ~lllcr~s I. Sc~I to aulo b;tllcry rccyclcr I. Exch:m~¢ al rclail
2. Take Io Recycling Ceuler 2. Take Io Recycling F~ilily or IIIIW cvc~tl

wl,crc i~.,c.cs arc ~cc~cd
M~ ~tslr~ ~ler w~le I. U~ holdktg lank. Dis~ Io I. Use holdiag Im~k, d s~ Io ~ti~ry

~0lilary ~mr sewer. +’
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Additional Information -- preservation of Ex~ing Vegetation

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION, JUNE 1998

Limit and phase clearing. By clearing only those areas immediately essential for
completing site construction, buffer zones are preserved and soil remains
undisturbed until construction begins in a particular area. Additionally, the
proposed limits of land disturbance should be physically marked off to ensure
that no more than the required land area is cleared.

ESC=

Cons~z-u¢l~on l~ndbo~ $ - 9 Mu~.b, 1993
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ESC10
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Additional Information -- S ing
Caution should be ~ercised m ~ ~ve ve~ ~ of

~ ~ ~e fo~o~ ~:

of sA ~ ~t ~ Two ~ ~ ~ a ~ ~ su~

The following steps will help et~su~ good plant growth.

I. ~ me p~ongs fo~o~g ~e ~m of me ~
2. ~g ~ hol~ ~ ~g~ ~ ~ p~t ~ ~
3. ~ow w~t ~ w p~ ~e p~.
4. U~ g~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ a l~ of ~c ~.
5. F~ hole ~ W i~ ~ ~ p~ ~ se~, ~ ~ong m~, ~ w~.
6. ~vc ~u~r-~ ~i~ ~d ~� p~t w hold

8.

Maintenanc~



Consm~ction l~ndbook $ - 16 M~h, 1993



Additional Information -- Mulching

"Draft. 5edimen~on m~d Erosion Cona’~L An Invent~’y of Cm’rem Pr~:tices", U.S~.~ A~. I~.

"~v~o~en~ ~=~ ~", Ci~ of Am~m T~.

Gui~s for ~sion & S~t Con~l ~ ~o~ USDA So~ Co~a~ S~ - ~ 1~1.

~ of S~ of ~on md S~t Con~l M~, ~~ of Bay ~ ~ve~en~ I~� 1981.

~ G~ce S~g ~~ent M~ f~ So~ of Non~t ~u~on
Wo~g ~r,

Soft ~si~
#513.

Stormwa~r Maaagemeat Wa~r for tl~ Puget $ouzKl B~ W~ng~ S~ ~~t of ~1~. ~ T~
~ - Fe~ I~ ~b~ # 91-75.

Wa~r ~ ~ent P~ f~ ~ ~ T~ ~ Vol~e R, ~k of~~t ~ T~
Regio~ P~g Agen~. Nov~ 1988.

ES~I

R0072282
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BMP: GEOTEXTILES AND MATS
Objectives

Housekeeping

Mirdm~ L~sturb~d

Control Internal Erosion

ConsU-ucflon l~ndbook S - 19 Mm’~ 1993



Additional Information -- G~.xtn. =n~ Mm

~onstructton Handbook $ - 21 March. Lq~3
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Additional Information ---

~~
NET IN A 12" DEEP TRENCH. TAMP THE SOIL FIRMLY.
STAPLE AT ~" INTERVALS ACROSS THE NET.

~ OVERLAP EDGES OF THE STRIPS
AT LEAST 4". STAPLE EVERY 12" DOWN THE
CENTER OF THE STRIP.

FLOW

~ JOINING STRIPS: INSERT THE NEW ROLL OR NET
IN A TRENCH. AS WITH THE ANCHOR SLOT. OVERLAP
THE UP-CHANNEL END OF THE PREVIOUS ROLL 18" AND
TURN THE END OF THE PREVIOUS ROLL. JUST BELOW THE
ANCHOR SLOT, LEAVING G" OVERLAP.

~ ON ERODIBLE SOILS OR STEEP
SLOPES, CHECK SLOTS SHOULD BE MADE EVERY 15 FEET.
INSERT A FOLD OF THE NET INTO A 6" TRENCH AND
TRAMP FIRMLY. STAPLE AT 12° INTERVALS ACROSS THE
NET. LAY THE NET SMOOTHLY ON THE SURFACE OF THE
SOIL - DO NOT STRETCH THE NET, AND DO NOT ALLOW
WRINKLES.

ANCHORING ENOS AT STRUCTURES;

~~
PLACE THE END OF THE NET IN

J A 12," SLOT ON THE UP-CHANNEL
SIDE OF THE STRUCTURE.
FILL THE TRENCH AND TAMP FIRMLY.
ROLL THE NET UP THE CHANNEL.
PLACE STAPLES AT 12" INTERVALS
ALONG THE ANCHOR END OF THE
NET.

INSTALLATION-OF NETTING AND MATTING                     ESC20

Consu-uc~ion Eandbook                      $ - 2~                          Mm:h, 1~93

/
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Additional Information -- Dust Conb’ols



" i1200 N. HARBOR BLVd. ~0. BOX 4349
ANAHEIM, CALIFORNIA 92803-4349

April 2. 1999                                                714-774-5796 ¯ FAX 714-778-7183

Xavier Swamikannu
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Dear Xavier:

Thank you for sending the list of recommended Best Management Practices (BMPs) for the
S~orm Water Program. Attached is the Restaurant Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan
and our comments referencin~ those BMPs only. I will attend the April 22 hearing for c~-~f-ed~;ng
t~-e~e BMP~, and I will Pr~)~i~ie (~’al-t~stih~0n-~i-~S-~vell.

If you or the Board wish to call me regarding these written comments, you can reach me at 714-
778-7150. Thank you for the opportunity to provide the quick service restaurant point of view on
this important issue.

Sincerely,        ~

Environmental Health Compliance Specialist
CKE Restaurants, Inc.

C: Carl Arena
Suzi Brown
LeRoy Russ
Tom Wilhelm
Robert Wilson
Ron Wennerberg

R0072288



CKE Restaurants, Inc. Comments
for

RESTAURANT
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

1. PROPERLY DESIGN EQUIPMENTIACCESSORYWASH AREAS

The installation of a self-contained structure with pretreatment equipment for a sanitary sewer
discharge in most free-standing quick.s_e~ice_restaura.n~_s._(.QSRs) would have to be incorporated
into the. outdoor tras~h .eqq!od__.ure. According to the proposed plan, this would require a roof
structure. Since such a structure would significantly increase the cost of ne.w _restaurants, it is
recommended that each site be given the opportunity for conditional waiver for a cover if that site
cain de_monstrate effective Best ManagementP~:~:t ~-S i-n-~be_-~ih-_=n~ I~ area clear~.

2. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

.......i~~/ ~ of storm drain inlets.,__c_ha~e_Ls~_creeks and catch baslnl ar_e_a resp_oL"~bility_of_th.e
~~ ~ municip_a_l_i_t~L~r county in unir~corp~rated areas T~es~ a--~=a-s-~~t~ide t~ j~risdiction of most
’-,/ ~ 5~-~sses.~

3. PROPERLY DESIGN OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

These structures would, again, apply to QSRs with trash enclosures. Berms and dikes would
interfere with the access to the trash containers¯ A sloped pavement in the enclosure would
prevent materials from escaping the area. It is also recommended that a conditional waiver be
given to these structures for coverings as well.

4. PROPERLY DESIGN TRASH STORAGE AREAS

See comments for BMPs 1 and 3.

5. CONSIDER ROOFTOP RUNOFF TREATMENT

Since exhaust system cleaning services are the rip_~a_,~_~ri_b~to_rs of rooftop run6ff, they should
~ required to provide BMPs for mitigation of this problem. With the installation__~
converterF~re_q~red__by_.the Sout_~h.�0.a_s_t AQMD for chain-driven Charbroilers, the accumulation of
rooftop pollutants form cooking~ exhaust is no longer an issue. ..~

~,,\ ...................
6. CONTROL PARKING LOT RUNOFF

It is recommended that products claiming to mitigate this runoff be researched and presented to
industry. We have not seen__a product that can properly filter the volume of water involved in this

~. Infiltration trenches, parking grooves, vegetated swales and landscape islands do not
remove tJ3e_matedals_fror!!__waster steam or they deposit them into the soil impacting the

7. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Any documentation ~f any kind of BMP maintenance should b~ kept to a minimum. Extensive
documentation would be burdensome to QSRs.                              -

R0072289
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RESTAURANT

STANDARD URBAN STORA! WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

A restaurant is a facility that sells prepared foods and drinks for consumption, including
stationary lunch counters and refreshment stands selling prepared foods and drinks for immediate
consumption. (SIC code 5812)

GOALS

¯ Prevent potential pollutants from entering the storm drain system and ultimately impacting
receiving waters.

¯ Reduce amount of runoff.
¯ Eliminate non-stormwater discharges to the storm drains.

REQUIREMENTS

Developers and/or owners will be required to incorporate Best Management Practices (BMPs) 1
through 7 into project plans and designs. Where the developer and/or owner believes that a BMP
is not appropriate or applicable to a specific project, the developer will be required to provide an
explanation.

1. PROPERLY DESIGN EQUIPMENT/ACCESSORY WASH AREAS

Equipment/accessory washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and
grease, solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the stormwater conveyance system. To
alleviate this problem, include in the project plans an area for the washing/steam cleaning of
equipment and accessories. This area must meet the following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment facility, and
properly connected to a sanitary sewer.

If this wash area is to be located outdoors, it must be covered, paved and have secondary
containment.

2. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating



RESTAURANT
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 3

5. CONSIDER ROOFTOP RUNOFF TREATMENT

Rooftop runoff has the potential to transport toxic compounds, oil and grease, bacteria, and
suspended solids. Consideration should be given to implementing the following techniques for
treating runoff from individual building rooftops and allowing it to infiltrate into the soil (See
Table l : Suggested Resources for additional sources of information):

¯ Dry-wells

¯ Cisterns

¯ Foundation planting

¯ Permeable areas near buildings

6. CONTROLPARKINGLOTRUNOFF

Parking lots have the potential to contribute oil and grease, trash, heavy metals, and suspended
solids to the stormwater conveyance s~stem. Consideration should-b-6- g~ven to implementing the
T6-~lowing structural BMP~-to botl~re~l~ce ~the ~p~-~-i-~-u~q~d ~:O:~-~-~-b~’-~aJ:kin~ ar~ and to
filter runoff before it reaches the storm drain system (See Tabl~-i: Suggested Resources for-
-~d-d~ti0nai sources of information):

¯ Vegetated swales and landscape islands

¯ Infiltration trenches

¯ Oil/Water separators and water quality inlets

¯ Media filtration

¯ Bioretention facility

¯ Hybrid lots

¯ Parking groves

¯ Permeable overflow parking

R0072291
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TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area StormwaterBay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-256-1255

Design of Storm water Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 839l Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different 410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicot~ City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.    Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute. Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a ~horou~Jl look a~ stormwater practices 850-926-53 I0
including, planning and design considerations,
progr’~nmatic and r~gulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management Practices Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Indusa’ial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housek~ping BMPs.
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Additional Information -- Temporary Stream Crossing

ESC22

R0072295 .~
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Additional Information --- Temporary Stream Crossing

~~.._=’-"~ . /~ . .

SURFACE FLOW 0rvERTED
BY SWALE

WATER LEVEL---~ SURFACE FLOW D~T~

~
BY SWA~

~

TEMPORARY ACCESS FORD¯                                                                      ESC22

R0072296
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BMP: CONSTRUCTION ROAD STABIIJZATION Obje~ves

~ C~ntrol Internal E,,osion





Additional Information -- Stabilized Construction Entrance

TO CARRY
WASH WA’I’ERTO
SEDIMENT BASIN OR
TRAP

WASH RACK

DRAIN SPACE
L METAL BAR

~ (SCf-IEMATIC)



LI~ITATIONS
Dikes should no~ be used fo~’dr~nage m~as Bream" ~ I0 act~ or aJong slopes greater than
I0 percent. For larger a:e, as more permanent d:ainage untctur~ should be buiIL All drainage
su’ucu=~ should be I:Ndlt m �ompli,ux:e ~ local mmdcip~ mqub-..menl=. ¯ High 0 Low



Additional Information --
Erosion and Sedimen= Conu’ol ~ SJ. Goldman, IV,. Jackson, T.A. Bunev/nsky, P.E, McGrzw IF.d] Book
Company.

Manual of S=ndards or’Erosion and Sedinumt Control Memur~ A.~x:i~on of Bay Ar=a Govcnnn=nn, ~un= 1951.

Wa=r (:~=tity M-,’~-,~’ut R,zn for it= Lak~ Tal~ P.=gioa, Vol=m¢ If, Handlxx~ of Mn~,,~e=~ ~ Tahoe
I~o~l PLmn~g Ag~’y - Nov=tuber 198~.

E~C~0
R0072301
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Additional Information --- Temporary Drains and Swales

CROSS SECTIOH

~--0.5= OR STEEPER.

~DEPENOENT ON TOPOGRAPHY

~ Y Y Y Y~ Y Y Y Y Y Y
STABLE OUTLET REOUIREI~ "-,,~,,~,,FLOW    = ~          ~FLOW/

TEMPORARY DRAINAGE SWALE

R0072303
~
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BMP: SLOPE DRAIN Objectives

G~N’ERAL DESCI~ON Targeted Pollutan~
A ~cmpor"~rY PiPe or ]Lned channel to dr, dn d~e mp of a flope m a st,o, ble di.scbarge pom~ = the¯ Sedimentbo=om of a slope without causiag erosion.

(~ Nutrients
SUITABLE APPLICATIONS (~ Toxic Mmerials
¯ W~er~ conc=nuw~d flow of stLr~a~ runoff must b¢ conveyed down a slope in ordm" to

(~) O//& Greasepr¢vent erosion.
¯ L’)l"a.ir~age for top of $1o1:~ d~vers~on dikes or swain. (~) Flostab/e Materials
¯ Eme:’gency spLUway for a sediment basin. (~) Other Construction
¯ [~h’a,~rJ,3.ge for top or" ciJrJfi]J slopes wher¢ wa~r c~ a~Ict~uL3].~. Waste
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Additional lnfonn~on -- slop~ O~n

DIKE



BMP: OUTLET PROTECTION Objectives

GENERAL DF.,SCRJ.[-’tlON
Targeted PollutantsRoc~ oudet pm~,,ion b a physical device composed of roc~ ~’out=d ripr~, or conc==

rubble which is p[,~c~ at ~h¢ outlet of a pipe to pr=vc=t sco~ of d~e soil cau.scd by kigh ¯ Sediment
pipe flow v¢loch~cs, and to ~bsorb flow cn=’gy to produc¢ non-~’osiv¢ v¢lo~Lics.

(~ Nutrients

SUITABLE APPLICATIONS 0 Toxic M~terial=
¯ Wber¢v¢~ di~l~-ge velociti¢s and enc~gi~ a~ the oudeLs of culverts, conduiLs or (~ Oil & Grease

cl3&llnei$ a.~ sul~rt~ent to erod~ the next dow’~slz~{11 rP.~:h. 0 Floatable Materi~ls
¯ Ro~ ouUct pror.cc~on Ls best suimd for {=mpor~ u.~ durinB consEucdon l:~.~us~ it

0 Other Construction
is usuaJ.ly less expensive and easier to i~staLl than concr¢t¢ aprons or energy Waste
cLissipator~.

¯ A sedimen~ t.mp below the pipe oudet is recommended if runoff is sediment laden. ¯ U’k~ty ro
¯ Permanent rock riprap pro~ection should ~ designed and sized by the engin~r as part Si~ai~=ant Impact

of the culvert, conduit or c~nel dasi~rL 0 Prob=b/~ Low
Unknown¯ Groumd npmp s~ould be avoided m areas of ~’==ze and thaw ~caus¢ the ~rout wLll

brc~k up. Implementation
Requirements

~STALLATION/APPLICATION
Rock OULIet pm~,CUon is effec~ve when the rock is sized and placed properly. When this ~ Capital
~s ac~ompli~¢d, ro~ ouUe= do mucJ~ to I~nR erosion at pipe oudeLs. Rock siz= ~ould be C) O&M
u~P..~scd for high veIOc~[7 flows. G~’a] rccommendazions for rock s~z¢ and length of

~ Maintenance
ouOet pm=cuo~ ma~ a=~ pmscn=d m the addifioo~l ixtt’~-m~on sbecL ]~¢g msu]= a~

(~ Trainingob{zi~ed when sou=d, du,’abl¢, angu]az’ rock is ILscd. CaEra~ Standard SpecL~cadons or
U~� 1o~1 municipa~W ca~ proved= ai:kli~ona.! speci~c~ons for constructing oudct pro~-c- (~ Suitability for
Uon d=’4ccs. Slopes >$%

REQU~IEN’[’S
¯ Mammnance

Inspect aft~" ~:b significant Bin for ~’osion and/or disruption of the rock and

Groumd or wi=.Oed rock riprap �.aa minimize main=aance r~quir¢ments.
¯ Co,~

L~AT~ONS
¯ /.~rge storms often wash away the zock outlet promotion azKl leave the area suscep           ~~

0hie u) erosion.
¯ Sediment capmr~ by the rock ondet prote.~on may be di~’;cult to remove without Be

r=novin$ the rock Mana~emenf)¯ Outtet lxomcdon may negatively impact the cbanne.! habi~r. Practlces’~..~

Conslruction l]andbook $ - S3 R0072307 March, 1993



Additional Information -- Outlet protection

3. d = 1.5 TIMES THE MAXIMUM ROCK
SIZE DIAMETER BUT NOT LESS THAN 6
INCHES.

Conslzuctlon Randlx~ $ - 55 Mlrcb, 1993





Additional Information -- Check Darns

4"’6° LOGS

DRIVEN WOODEN PILES

LOG CHECK DAM

1’

FLOW

ROCK CHECK DAM CROSS-SECTION

THE DISTANCE SUCH THAT POINTS
B ARE OF EQUAL ELEVATION

ESC41

BETWEEN CHECI( DAMS

R0072310

Cons~cCion I{~ndlx~k 5. $8 M~rch, 1993



BM P: SLOPE ROUGHENING/TERRACING Obj~’~vas

C,o~n W~

~ Inte~l ~n

Cons~.c~ion Handbook $ - S~ Marck, 1993

I(,-



Additional Information -- S~ope RougheningJTerracing

~~--~2" - 15"

3"

GROOVING IS CUTTING FURROWS
ALONG THE CONTOUR OF A SLOPE.
IRREGULARITIES IN THE SOIL SURFACE
CATCH RAINWATER AND PROVIDE SOME
COVERAGE OF LIME. FERTILIZER AND
SEED. (~ROOVING SLOPES

ESC42

STAIR-STEPPING CUT SLOPES
AND P.-ROOVING SLOPES

R0072312
Consmsctfon l~ndbook                      $ - 61                          March, 1993
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LIMTrATION$
¯ Do not us~ wb~,~ 85% of tee soil by weight, pass= tt=ough a No. 200 sieve

the filter fabric will clog.
¯ Do not plato fenc~ on a slOl~ ~" across any contour line.

¯ Do not use ia locations where pmded wamr may ~ flooding.

R0072313
Conslruction Handbook                      S - 62                          Mm’ch, 1993



Additional Information -- silt Fence

[aspect montlaly dunng ctry periods and immediately ~ each rainfaLL Repah- as necessary. Scdimenl; mus~ be removed
wlaen it reacbe.s approximately one t~Rn~ tl~ height of t~r fence, especially if ]nervy rains ar~ ~xl:~cte.cL

irdter f~nces ~c~Id not be rrmoved tmtil tlm t~slope afe.a h~� been permanently stabi~ed.

¯ l~l~r f~:~s will ~ a ~mpor~y sedimentation l~O,~d on t~¢ ~psmmm side of tim f~c~ and may ~ ~ezn~
flooding. Fcac~s =x ¢omc:uc~ no a leved ¢o,,to~r ~ be ovcttoR~ by ccmcc~-~=d flow msu~ting i~ f~ur= of
tt~e filt=- fcmc¢.

¯ F’flter fea~.s am not ~ wl~e large flows of water a~ i=volved, hez=¢� the need to rc~t ~cir u.~ to dra~ge
atlas of one ~ cr k~ az~d flow ra~ of less fl~ 0..5 ¢fs.

¯ Do =x al]ow ~r~:=’ depth m cx~=d 1.~ ~ at shy point.
¯ ~y im~led ft~:=s ate s~je= m failure/zorn mda~=i~g, ov=’l,q~pi=g, or �ogaps~g.

Construction Handbook $ - 64 Mm’cb, 1993



Additional Information -- Silt Fence

,--;~" X 4" WOOD POST. STANDAR~ OR BETTER OR
EQUAL ALTERNATE: ST~’~J_ F’~.NCE POST

. ,--FILTER FABRIC MATERIAL 60" wIDE ROLLS.
/ , USE STAPLES OR WIRE RINGS TO ATTATCH

~! / / FABRIC TO WIRE

ConsU-uction t=.andbook $ - 66 M=~, 1993
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Additional Information -- straw Ba~e Barrier
A s=~w I:~1� I:~rn~ cousists of a series of ~ ~or~ b~ plac=d to ~ strident-laden rtznoff ~ small

~ f~ ~ ~ of ~ ~ ~y ~d w ~ ~d ~ ~

~ Greece S~¢ ~ent M~s for So~ ofN~t Po~u~on ~ C~ W~ W~ ~

~gio~ P~g A~ - Nov~ 1988.

R0072317

Constru~tion Handbook $. 69 Mm:b, ~



GENERA.L DI~I.J~iltON Targeted Pollutants
Stacking sa~d

I S~~ ~P~CA~ONS
~ N~rients

’ ¯ ~g ~e
¯ Cb~k ~s ~ s~ ~ ~ ~ Oil & G~e

¯ ~ for u~ ~cb~ m a ~¢L 0 Other Co~t~ct~n

¯ Below ~e

¯ ~�Iow o~
Imple~n~on

~LATION/~PLICA~ON ~ R~uim~n~

¯ ~ ~g a level ~n~.
¯ B~ of ~d ~g

¯ 4 m~ PVC pi~ ~y ~ ~ ~ �� ~ ~y~ of ~d Mgs ~ ~ ~g¢ 0 Tminin~

¯ P~¢ ~
¯ U~ ~d ~s ~� e~u~ ~ ~ ~ou~ ~ ~d ~j~ ~.

. ~~

ESC52
¯ C~ ,

~A~ONS
¯ ~ ~s ~ ~ m~i~ ~ ~ ~ but ~ m~ ~I�               ~na~men~

~m~on



Additional Information -- Sand Bag Barrier

4" PVC P~PE

CROSS-SECTION

ESC52

R0072319
~

Cons~uction l~ndbook $ - "/3 Mm’ch, 1993



High
I

~ =o~y == ~=r =~,-~u. I ~0" !~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~= ,o,~,~ ~
E S C 5 3

B~ ~ ~w m ~ �~t ~ ~ ~ ~-~m ~g ~d ~bb~g ~

~ ~ ~v~ ~ off-d~ ~ ~d ~ ~d ~oEdo~
~o~ ~ ~y ~

~na~n~R0072320 Pm~ces~
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Additional Information -- Brush or Rock Filter



Additional Information -- Brush or Rock Rlter

SECTION

3/4" - 3"
CRUSHED ROCK
GRAVEL BERM

TRAFFIC AREAS

ORAVEL FILTER BERM
ESCS3

R0072322

Construction Rsndbook $. 78 Msrd~ 1993





Additional Information -- storm Drain Inlet Protec~on

ESCS4

R0072324



Additional Information -- Storm Dr~n Inlet Prot~on

INLET WITH

!"FILTETFABRIC

GRAVEL
STAI’

I-DROP INLET

FILTER FABRIC

SEDIMENT LADEN

ESCS4FILTER FABRIC FENCE DROP INLET FILTEI=~

R0072325 ~

Consu-uctioa Bs~dboo~ $ - S3 Mard~ 1.993



Additional Information -- storm Drain Inlet Protection

~ METHO0 OF INI.EI’ PROTECTION = APPUC~ W~E ~VY ~OWS
A~ ~E~ ~0 W~ AN O~OW CAP~ ANO ~SE OF
MA~NANCE A~

ES~
EXCAVATED DROP I~ SEDIMENT TRAP

R0072326



LIMITATIONS
¯ Only u.~ for drain~e ~ op to 5 ac~s (see Sedimentation ~a.dn ]~MP ST8 f~

¯ ~y ~ �~
~=~m ~ ~na~emen~

R0072327
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BMP: SEDIMENT BASIN Obj~:tive=

LNSTALL ATIONIAPPLICATION                                       ¯
¯ Cons~uct before clearing ~nd gTadmg work begins.
¯ Do .~ lo(:~m m a s~’=am.
¯ Atl l:~sm siues should I~ Io¢:~ whet= failu~ of the =ml~mkment would not caase los:Unknown Impact

of D.feipml:~’ty damag¢.
¯ I..=’ge basins a~ subject to s~.eJlocal ~ sa!et3, mquh’emenu~ Implementation
¯ Securely anchor and iasr,~L1 an anti.s~p cotlm" on rJ~ oudet pit:eJris~-, and provide aa Requimrrmnts

emergency sptLlway for p~ssmg major floods (s~ l~l flood con=ol agency). (~ Capital Co=t=¯ The b~in volume should be sized [o c~omm nmoff f~om a 2.yea~, 24_ho~r storm, or other
~ O&MCo~t=approprm Le design s~orms sp¢cifie, d by t he local agency. Ad~ndon time of 24 to 40 bouts

mould atlow 70 Io 80 pef~nt of sediment r~ sere. (~) Maintenance¯ The basra volume co~is~ of two zones:
O TrainingA sed~nent storage zo~ at least l foot deep.

A sealing zon¢ at least 2 fee¢ deep. O Suitability for
¯ "l’be length m seaJ~g d~pd~ ~-a~o (IJSD) ¢hould b¢ less ~ 200. Slope~ >$%
¯ The l¢.a. g~h to wid~ mao should b¢ gxca~�~ d~a 6:1, or baffl~ a~.� X~:lmred r~) prevent ~.~

cLrcul=ng.

P, EQUIR£M.KNTS
¯ Ma:mu:~a~c.~                                                          ¯ High ~ Low [

¯ Cmc A~e ~ ~t f~~ ~d ~~ (2 y~ ~ ~�
~: ~& I~)

R0072329 Mana~men~
Pm~s~

Comu’uction Handbook



12OO N. HARBOR BLVD. P.O. BOX 4349 I
ANAHEIM, CALIFORNIA 92803-4349i714-774-5796 ¯ F.~X 714-778-7183

April. 2, 1999

Xavier Swamikannu
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Dear Xavier:

Thank you for sending the list of recommended Best Management Practices (BMPs) for the
Storm Water Program. Attached is the Restaurant Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan
and our comments referencing those BMPs only. I will attend the April 22 hearing for
th~ BMP~ and I will pr-0~ide-(~;~ltes|i~o~ ~well.

If you or the Board wish to call me regarding these written comments, you can reach me at 714-
778-7150. Thank you for the opportunity to provide the quick service restaurant point of view on
this important issue.

Sincerely,

Environmental Health Compliance Specialist
CKE Restaurants, Inc.

C: Carl Arena
Suzi Brown
LeRoy Russ
Tom Wilhelm
Robert Wilson
Ron Wennerberg

R0072330



CKE Restaurants, Inc. Comments
for

RESTAURANT
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

1. PROPERLY DESIGN EQUIPMENTIACCESSORYWASH AREAS

The installation of a self-contained structure with pretreatment equipment for a sanitary sewer
discharge in most free-standing quick service restaurants (QSRs) wi~uld have to be incorporated
into the_p_utdoor tra_s~h enclq~u~e.-- Ac~ordin~-~O the-p-~osed plan, this would require a roof
structure. Since such a structure would significantly increase the cos~t..of~_~e_~J~estaurants, it is
recommended that each site be given the opportunity for conditional waiver for a cover if that site
cain _de__monst.rate effec.tive. Bestl .Maqag~me[~l~-~i~-~_p_~_n-c~he area clea...q.

2. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Stenciling of storm drain inlets_,_~_ha[me.[s+_cre_e_k~s and catch basin.s_ar_e_a resp_o~sJbility_of_t~
businesses¯~~r county in          _uniric°rporated areas. These areas are outside the jurisdiction of most

These structures would, again, apply to QSRs with trash enclosures. Berms and dikes would
interfere with the access to the trash containers. A sloped pavement in the enclosure would
prevent materials from escaping the area. It is also recommended that a conditional waiver be
given to these structures for coverings as well.

4. PROPERLY DESIGN TRASH STORAGE AREAS

See comments for BMPs 1 and 3.

5. CONSIDER ROOFTOP RUNOFF TREATMENT

Since exhaust system cleaning services are ~__~_primary contributors _of rooftop runbff, they should
I~e required to’ provide BMPs for mitigation of this problem. With the installation of catalytic
converters req_~e_d_ by the South Coast AQ._MD_ ~o_r_c~h_a_in:ddven ~harbroil__e.~s, the accumulation of
rooftop pollutants form cooking_exhaust is no longer an issue. ~

6. CONTROL PARKING LOT RUNOFF                   ’

It is recommended that products claiming to mitigate this runoff be researched and presented to
industry. We have not seen__a product that can propedy filter the volume of water involved in thi~
operation_. Infiltration trenches, parking grooves, vegetated swales and landscape islands do not
remove ~e._matedal$__fro~._wa____ster steam or they deposit them into the soil impacting the

7. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

~Any documentation ~f any kind of BMP maintenance should be kept to a minimum. Extensive
documentation would be burdensome to QSRs.                               -

R0072331



¯ . RESTAURANT

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

A restaurant is a facility that sells prepared foods and drinks for consumption, including
stationary lunch counters and refreshment stands selling prepared foods and drinks for immediate
consumption. (SIC code 5812)

GOALS

¯ Prevent potential pollutants from entering the storm drain system and ultimately impacting
receiving waters.

¯ Reduce amount of runoff.
¯ Eliminate non-stormwater discharges to the storm drains.

REQUIREMENTS

Developers and/or owners will be required to incorporate Best Management Practices (BMPs) 1
through 7 into project plans and designs. Where the developer and/or owner believes that a BMP
is not appropriate or applicable to a specific project, the developer will be required to provide an
explanation.                                               -- --

I. PROPERLY DESIGN EQUIPMENT/ACCESSORY WASH AREAS

Equipment/accessory washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and
grease, solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the stormwater conveyance system. To
alleviate this problem, include in the project plans an area for the washing/steam cleaning of
equipment and accessories. This area must meet the following:

* This area must be self-contained, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment facility, and
properly connected to a sanitary sewer.

¯ If this wash area is to be located outdoors, it must be covered, paved and have secondary
containment.

2. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating



¯ .     RESTAURANT
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 3

5. CONSIDER ROOFTOP RUNOFF TREATMENT

Rooftop runoff has the potential to transport toxic compounds, oil and grease, bacteria, and
suspended solids. Consideration should be given to implementing the following techniques for
treating runoff from individual building rooftops and allowing it to infiltrate into the soil (See
Table 1 : Suggested Resources for additional sources of information):

¯ Dry-wells

¯ Cisterns

¯ Foundation planting

¯ Permeable areas near buildings

6. CONTROLPARKINGLOTRUNOFF

Parking lots have the potential to contribute oil and grease, trash, heavy metals, and suspended
solids to the stormwater conveyanc_e system. Consideration shoul-d-b’~ g~ven to Implementing the
T6[lowing structural BMPs to both reduce the impervious land coverage of p~king areas and
filter runoff before it reaches the Storm drain system (Se~--T~l~-[.:Suggested Resources for-
~d-d~-ai-sources of information): .....

¯ Vegetated swales and landscape islands

¯ Infiltration trenches

¯ Oil/Water separators and water quality inlets

¯ Media filtration

¯ Bioretention facility

¯ Hybrid lots

¯ Parking groves

¯ Permeable overflow parking

R0072333
I:~EPPU~WATERUCfTI~reir’a~J SUMPS~17.gg~maur~-v2.d~:



¯ o RESTAUI~NT
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 5

TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area Stormwater Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2 l01 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Clay~or and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicot’t City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different 410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicort City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-46 !-$323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute. Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (I 993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra. CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housek~ping BMPs.



California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region

Winston H. Hickox 320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200, Los Angeles, California 90013 Gray Davis
Secretary for Phone (213) 576-6600 FAX (213) 576-6640 Governor

Environmental Internet Address: http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/-rwqcb4
Protection

June 14,1999

Terri Grant
Environmental Programs
County of Los Angeles,
Department of Public Works
900 South Fremont Avenue
Alhambra, CA 91802-1460

LOS ANGELES COUNTY MUNICIPAL STORM WATER PROGRAM - APPROVING BEST
MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (BMPe) FOR DEVELOPMENT PLANNING AND
CONSTRUCTION (Board Reeolution No. 99-03)

Dear Ms. Grant:

On April 22, 1999, the Regional Board at its hearing adopted Board Resolution No. 99-03
approving the List of BMPs for use in Development Planning/Development Construction model
programs. A copy of the Resolution and Approved BMPs (Attachments 1, 2, and 3) are
attached.

The List of BMPs is now part of the Development Planning/Development Construction model
programs approved by the Executive Officer. Please update these model programs
appropriately.

If you have any questions, please call me at (213) 576-6654.

Sincerely,

Xav~
Municipal Storm Water Program

Enclosures

Cc: Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permittees
Interested Parties on List

R0072335
California Environmental Protection Agency
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State of California
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, LOS ANGELES REGION

Resolution No. 99-03

APPROVING BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
FOR

MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND URBAN RUNOFF MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS
IN

LOS ANGELES COUNTY

(NPDES NO. CAS614001)

WHEREAS, THE CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, LOS
ANGELES REGION FINDS:

1. Pursuant to the requirements of Order No. 96-054, Waste Discharge Requirements for
Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges within the County of Los Angeles
(Permit), the Principal Permittee, in consultation with the Co-Permittees, has developed
model programs for Development Construction and Development Planning. These
programs must include Best Management Practices (BMPs) to control/ minimize the
discharge of pollutants to receiving waters.                                    ~

2. The Permit requires that the Regional Board approve these BMPs, to be part of the
Development Planning and Development Construction Model Program, before
implementation by Permittees.

3. The Lists of BMPs have been evaluated and are considered appropriate practices for the
respective programs/activity.

4. This Resolution adopts a master list of BMPs for Development Planning and Development
Construction Projects in Los Angeles County. These BMPs when implemented at
development projects, in combination, will reduce pollutants in storm water discharges to
the "maximum extent practicable".

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT:

1. The Best Management Practices contained in the following Attachments are approved:

a. Attachment 1 - Development Planning
b. Attachment 2 - Development Construction
c. Attachment 3 - Supplementary List of BMPs

2. The Perrnittees shall select and require implementation of the most effective BMPs,
approved and attached hereto (and as may hereafter be updated) for storm water/urban
runoff pollution control benefits.
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Approving Best Management Practices For
Storm Water And Urban Runoff Management
Programs In Los Angeles County

3. The Regional Board Executive Officer is hereby authorized to update the master list and to
incorporate additional detail to the BMPs as necessary.

I, Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true and
correct copy of a Resolution adopted by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board,
Los Angeles Region, on April 22, 1999.

DENNIS A. DICKERSON Date: April 22, 1999
Executive Officer
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ATTACHMENT 1

Recommended BMPs for
Site Planning, Post-Construction, and Redevelopment/Infill
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Recommended BMPs for Site Planning,
Post-Construction, and RedevelopmenUInfill

M      Site Plannln~l BMPs
inimize Storm Water Runoff

|Pervious Drainage System
|Reduce Area of Impervious Surface
Lslte Layout

--------                    Post-Construction BMPs

--.----.-.- BMP Name BMP Identification No. and Name,Car Wash Facility SC3, Ve"~hicle and Equipment Washing and Steam

~ted Wetlands T_.C3, Constructed Wetlands
~ervious Runoff ~cable.~ation ~cable.
~aters __ ESC40, Outlet ProtectionExtended Detention Basins TC5, Extended Detention Basin
Infiltratio....._.~n Basins --TC1, InfiltrationInfiltration Trenches T.._C1, InfiltrationInlet Tra._______sh Racks

~ble.Landscape Design ESC2, Preservation of Existing Vegetation; ECS10,
S:¢ding and Planting; ESC11, MulchingLinings for Urban Runoff Conveyance Not applicable.

Channels
Materials Management             SC5, Outdoor Loading/Unloading of Materials; SC6,

Outdoor Container Storage of Liquids; SC8, Outdoor
~ Raw Materials, Products, and By-ProductsMedia Filt.__....~tion ~edia FiltrationMotor Fuel Concrete Dispensing SC2, Vehicle and Equipment Fueling

Area.__._.~_s
_M.o.to..r Fuel Dis nsin Are_a Canopy SC2, Vehicle and ~ment Fuelin(LOil/Water Separators and ~/a-’~" ~C7, Oil/Water Separators and Water Quality InletsQuality Inlets
Outdoor Storage SC6, Outdoor Container Storage of Liquids; SC80

Outdoor Storage of Raw Materials, Products, and By-
Prod,_,_,~.s

Porous P=’;~,--ent and Alternative TC1,Surfaces
Protect S~_=~_,.~_ and Channels ECS40, Outlet Protection; ESCA2, Slope Roughening
. and Terracing
Self-Con~.L=,~-~ Ar~___s for Vehicle or SC3, Vehicle and Equipment Washing and Steam
Equipment Washing, Steam Cleaning, Cleaning; SC4, Vehicle and Equipment MaintenanceMaintenance, Repair, or Material and Repair;, SC7, Outdoor Process EquipmentProcessing Opera_L’,ons and Maintenance
Sto,--~ D~a;~ System ~t=;---~::..lg and SC30, Sto,-~ Drain System Signs

Trash Container Areas SC9,~ste Handli~osalV~ Swales and Strips TC4, Bi-’-"-’~filters
Wet Pond
~.- R0072339

¯ Corresponds to the BMP number and name as in the California Storm Water B~t Management Practice
Handbooks (1993).



Recommended BMPs for Site Planning,
Post-Construction, and RedevelopmenUinfill

Redevelopment and Infill BMPs -
BMP Name BMP Identification No. and Name ’

Car Wash Facilities                SC3, Vehicle and Equipment Washing and Steam

Control of Impervious Runoff ~cable.Efficient Irriqation Not applicable.
Energy Dissipaters ESC40, Outlet Prote~J_ion
Landscape Design ESC2, Preservation of Existing Vegetation; ECS10,

Seeding and Planting; ESC11, MulchinqLinings for Urban Runoff Conveyance Not app;icable.
Channels
Materials Management SC5, Outdoor Loading/Unloading of Materials; SC6,

Outdoor Container Storage of Liquids; SC8, Outdoor
Storage of Raw Materials, Products, and By-Products

Media Fi;t~a[ion TC6, Media Filtration
Motor Fuel Concrete Dispensing SC2, Vehicle and Equipment Fueling
Areas
Motor Fuel Dispensing Area Canopy SC2, Vehicle and Equipment Fueling
Oil/Water Separators and Water TCT, Oil/Water Separators and Water Quality Inlets
Quality inlets
Outdoor Storage SC6, Outdoor Container Storage of Liquids; SC8.

Outdoor Storage of Raw Materials, Products, and By-
Products

Porous Pavement and Alternative TC1, Infiltration
Surfaces
Protect Slopes and Channels ECS40, Outlet Protection; ESC42, Slope Roughening

and Terr=__c!nq
Self-Contained Areas for,Vehicle or SC3, Vehicle and Equipment Washing and Steam
Equipment Washing, Steam Cleaning, Cleaning; SC4, Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance
Maintenance, Repair, or Material and Repair;, SC7. Outdoor Process Equipment
Processing Operations and Maintenance
Storm Drain System Stenciling and SC30, Storm Drain System Signs
Signage
Trash Container Areas SC9~ W~_st.e Handling and Dispos~_l
Ve~t~-;cd Sw;:.T~ and St~-s TC4, Bio-filters

¯ Cor~¢sponds to rite BMP numl~r =rod name as in the Coli.[or~io Storm ~Yoler Be.~! Management Practice
Hond~ool= (i ~3 ).
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ATTACHMENT 2

Recommended Best Management Practices

for

Development Construction
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ATTACHMENT 3

DEVELOPMENT PLANNING / CONSTRUCTION BMPs

BMP Name BMP Identification No. and Name
Non-storm water discharges elimination SC 1, Eliminate non-storm water discharges to the

storm drain collection system
Material storage management SC20, Material storage control - Design site with

bermed and covered storage areas for material
storage located away from storm drains

Aboveground Tank Berms SC41, Aboveground Tank Berms
Multiple treatment systems in combination TCS, Multiple treatment systems in combination
Detention/Infiltration device maintenance SC75, Has the developer/owner determined how

detention/infiltration devices planned for the site
will be maintained

Geotextiles and Mats ESC20, Geotextiles and Mats
Scheduling ESC 1, Scheduling activity
Outdoor Process Equipment Operation and SC7, Outdoor Process Equipment Operation and
Maintenance Maintenance - Design site to inlcude a canopy over

outdoor processes
Illicit Connection Prevention SC60, Illicit Connection Prevention - Will any

planned connections to the storm drain carry non- ,
storm water discharges.

Catch basin insert Catch basin insert
Catch-basin screen Catch-basin screen
Continuous flow deflection/separation systems Continuous flow deflection/separation systems
Normal flow separation/storage systems Normal flow separation/storage systems
Cistern collection systems Cistern collection systems
Clariflers Clarifiers
Primary waste-water treatment systems Primary treatment
Secondary waste-water treatment systems Secondary treatment
Facility design to divert wash-offto sanitary sewers Sanitary sewer diversion
Drip Irrigation systems Drip Irrigation
Pesticide and fertilizer use elimination or reduction Pesticide and Fertilizer use management
Vacuum sweeping of parking lots Vacuum sweeping
Flow diversion to landscape or pervious areas Flow diversion for infiltration
Curb elimination on landscaped areas Curb elimination
Vegetated buffer zones Vegetated buffer zones
Post signs to caution improper practices or to Signage
educate
Retention grading Retention grading
Filtration systems Filtration systems
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region

Winston H. Hickox 320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200, Los Angeles, California 90013 Gray Davis
Secretaryfor , Phone (213) 576-6600 FAX (213) 576-6640 Governor
Environmental Internet Address: http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/-rwqcb4

Protection

~March 8, 2000

Harry Stone
Director of Public Works,
County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works
900 South Fremont Avenue
Alhambra, CA 91802-1460

Ray Holland
Director of Public Works, City of Long Beach
333 West Ocean Boulevard
Long Beach, CA 90802

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLANS AND BOARD RESOLUTION
APPROVING POST-CONSTRUCTION BMP REQUIREMENTS FOR DEVELOPMENT
PLANNING AND CONSTRUCTION (Board Resolution No. R-00-02)

Dear Mr. Stone and Mr. Holland:

On January 26, 2000, the Regional Board at its hearing adopted Board Resolution No. R-00-02
directing me to approve the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) with
changes noted. The Regional Board at the same time also adopted the SUSMP requirements
for the City of Long Beach under the City of Long Beach municipal separate storm sewer
system (MS4) permit (Board Order No. 99-060).

Copies of the Regional Board Executive Officer approved SUSMP, Board Directed Changes -
Supplement, and the Resolution adopted by the Regional Board are attached.

The City of Long Beach and all Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permittees will
have until September 8, 2000, to promulgate ordinances or amend municipal codes to
implement the SUSMP requirements. The SUSMP requirements shall take effect no later than
October 8, 2000. All parties, including the City of Long Beach, will have 30 days from the date
of this letter to file a review of the action by the State Water Resources Control Board.

If you have any questions, please call me at (213) 576-6605 or Dr. Swamikannu at (213) 576-
6654.

Sincerely,

Dennis A. Dickerson
Executive Officer

Cc: Permittees
Interested Parties

R0072345
California Environmental Protection Agency
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State of California
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, LOS ANGELES

REGION

Resolution No. R-00-0~2

APPROVING THE
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

FOR
MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND URBAN RUNOFF MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS

IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY

WHEREAS, THE CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD,
LOS ANGELES REGION FINDS:

1. On July 15, 1996, a municipal separate storm sewer system permit (Los Angeles County MS4 Permit)
was issued to the County of Los Angeles and 85 incorporated cities to control and minimize the
discharge of pollutants associated with storm water and urban runoff. This permit became Regional
Board Order No. 96-054, Waste Discharge Requirements for Municipal Storm Water and Urban
Runoff Discharges within the County of Los Angeles.

2. On June 30, 1999, a municipal storm water permit was issued to the City of Long Beach (City of Long
Beach MS4 Permit) which removed the City of Long Beach from Board Order No. 96-054, giving the
City of Long Beach its own distinct Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff NPDES permit,
Regional Board Order No. 99-060, "Waste Discharge Requirements for Municipal Storm Water and
Urban Runoff Discharges within the City of Long Beach".

3. On August 19, 1999, a statewide general storm water permit for construction activity (Statewide
Construction Storm Water Permit) was adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board (State
Board). This permit became State Board Order No. 99-08-DWQ, and applies to construction projects
that disturbs five acres or more or is part of a larger common plan of sale in the Los Angeles region.

4. Many of the rivers and streams in Los Angeles County are formally designated as impaired, pursuant
to Section 303 (d) of the federal Water Pollution Control Act, for specific pollutants that are commonly
found in storm water and urban runoff.

5. Storm water runoff carries with it many pollutants in varying concentrations that are suspended in, and
or dissolved, in the runoff. The sources of these pollutants include nearly all properties that have been
developed since the pollutants originate through the many diverse activities of habitation and land use.
Pollutants generated from individual property developments vary greatly in the concentration or
loading of each pollutant. Generally, the relative contribution of the pollutant from runoff from any
individual property development will represent only a small portion of the entire loading of a water
body given the many square miles of land upon which storm water runoff is generated. When the
individual contributions from tens of thousands of discrete property units are aggregated, the pollutant
loading becomes significant. The resultant pollutant loads results in the impairment of that water body
and the conveyance of pollutants, including sediments, metals, complex organic compounds, oil and
grease, nutrients, and pesticides to the ocean and harbors within Los Angeles County. The loading of
pollutants generated in the Los Angeles area are being measured through the monitoring program
being conducted by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works in conformance with its
obligations as the Principal Permittee under the Los Angeles CountyMS4 Permit.

Resolution No. R-00-02 1 of 4
January 26, 2000
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6. The nature of property use is related to the types and quantifies of pollutants that are transported from
that property during a rainfall event.

7. As property is developed or redeveloped, the utilization of Best Management Practices provide an
opportunity to reduce the loading of pollutants to water bodies. This is accomplished by various
techniques and can be passive (source reduction) or active (treatment). As property is developed from
undisturbed lands, the project can be designed to incorporate Structural or Treatment Control (Best
Management Practices (BMPs) that would normally not be available or practical to use on property
that has been in urban use.

8. BMPs are effective means of reducing pollutants and Structural or Treatment Control BMPs can be
"designed-into" a project in a cost effective way and in a manner that is either transparent to or which
enhances the use to which the property has been placed. Some BMPs encourage the setting aside of
areas as a greenbelt to allow storm water runoff to flow over areas which are permeable, thereby
allowing all or a portion of the runoff to infiltrate. Other BMPs can be designed and built into
structures such as catch basins that incorporate replaceable filters to absorb oily wastes or by installing
screens to prevent litter from passing through the system and into the water body.

9. Arrays of Structural or Treatment control BMPs are available to developers of both new and
redevelopment properties. The use of BMPs is already required by the terms of the Los Angeles
County and Long Beach Municipal Storm Water and Urban RunoffNPDES permits.

10. The ability of any BMP to be effective is limited by the volume of water that the BMP is exposed to in
any discrete period of time. A BMP that can only be effective for a small volume of storm water
runoff is inherently less effective than one sized to accommodate a larger volume of water.

I 1. Storm water runoff will normally convey a disproportionate loading of pollutants in the initial period
runoff is generated during a storm event. Storm events generating up to 0.75 inches of precipitation,
measured over a 24-hour period, constitute 85 percent of the total amount of runoff that can be
expected during an average wet season. Designing a BMP to be able to accommodate this amount of
runoff will result in the application of a BMP intervention to all but 15% of the total runoff during a
year, and usually all of the critical runoff that occurs in the early phase of the precipitation event,
commonly referred to as the "first Flush."

12. Both the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit (Part III.A.l.c) and the City of Long Beach MS4 Permits
contain provisions related to the adoption of Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs)
requiring their development and implementation.

13. Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans are required for a specified set of enumerated projects
and the permit specifically identifies seven distinct categories for which SUSMPs are required to be
prepared. The permit specifically states that the seven categories of projects are the minimum
categories requiring SUSMPs.

14. Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans are also required for development or redevelopment of
Parking Lots 5,000 square feet or greater and Locations in Environmentally Sensitive Areas. These
categories have been added to advance efforts to control storm water pollution beyond the minimum in
Los Angeles County.

15. Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans are required to be approved by the Regional Board
Executive Officer following which they are to be implemented by the Permittees and used by the
Permittees as the minimum criteria for the approval of project specific Urban Storm Water Mitigation
Plans and the issuance of grading or building permits to project applicants.

16. The Statewide Construction Storm Water Permit requires that Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans
(State SWPPPs) contain post-construction BMPs that will be implemented after construction is
complete.

Resolution No. R-00-02 2 of 4
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17. Section 402 (p) of the Clean Water Act requires the Administrator of the United States Environmental
Protection Agency or her designated agent, in this instance, the Regional Board, to require as pan of
the storm water program "controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent
practicable, including management practices, control techniques and system, design and engineering
methods, and such other provisions as the Administrator or the State determines appropriate for the
control of such pollutants." [USC Section 1342 (p)(3)(B)].

18. A recent decision of the United States 9t~ Circuit Court of Appeals, Defenders of Wildlife v. Browner
(1999) Case No. 98-71080, provides additional support and clarification of the authority of the
Administrator and the Regional Board to impose additional controls on storm water pollution. The
Court in Defenders of ~Vildlife v. Browner said that the USEPA and the States have discretion under
the law to determine what pollution controls are appropriate to achieve compliance.

19. Pursuant to the requirements of Regional Board Order No. 96-054, Waste Discharge Requirements for
Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges within the County of Los Angeles, the Regional
Board Executive Officer received a proposal for Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans
submitted by the Principal Permittee.

20. Upon the review of the Regional Board Executive Officer, the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation
Plan submitted for the seven applicable categories was deemed inadequate. A revised SUSMP
proposal was developed subsequent to a discussion of the proposal’s conceptual foundation at a public
workshop held on August 10, 1999. This workshop was well attended with over 80 municipal
representatives and interested parties participating.

21. On August 16, 1999, a public notice was issued indicating that the Standard Urban Storm Wate~
Mitigation Plans proposed by the Principal Permittee would be augmented by the addition of criteria
related to specifying numerical design criteria for BMP construction. The matter was noticed for the
Regional Board’s September meeting to allow the issue to be discussed before the Board although no
formal action of the Regional Board itself is required for SUSMP approval.

22. On September 16, 1999, the Regional Board conducted a public hearing on the Standard Urban Storm
Water Mitigation Plan proposal as amended by the Executive Officer. At that hearing, the Regional
Board Executive Officer suggested additional time would be necessary to develop a more
comprehensive proposal incorporating the comments received at the public hearing.

23. Between September 16, 1999 and January 25, 2000, the Regional Board Executive Officer met with
interested parties to discuss comments and concems from interested parties.

24. The Southern California Council of Governments (SCAG) has indicated its interest in obtaining
funding to prepare a regional plan(s) to address storm water pollution and identify regional treatment
solutions for implementation.

25. On December 7, 1999, the Regional Board Executive Officer released a revised Standard Urban Storm
Water Mitigation Plan document to interested parties.

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT:

1. The Regional Board endorses the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan prepared by the
Regional Board Executive Officer and noticed to the public on December 7, 1999 and the concepts
therein relating to numerical storm water mitigation standards for Best Management Practices; and

2. The Regional Board directs the Regional Board Executive Officer to approve the Standard Urban
Storm Water Mitigation Plan at the earliest opportunity incorporating changes made and formally
approved by the Regional Board at the January 26, 1999 Board Hearing;

Resolution No. R-00-02 3 of 4
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3. The Regional Board adopts the approved requirements as provisions applicable to the SUSMP
requirements for the City of Long Beach.

The Regional Board adopts the numerical mitigation standards for storm water, endorsed herein, as the
minimum design criteria for review of post-construction BMPs in the Los Angeles Region for
construction projects subject to coverage under the Statewide Construction Storm Water Permit.

5. The Regional Board encourages the Permittees and all interested parties to work together in a spirit of
cooperation to effect the implementation of the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan at the
earliest possible date, and

6. The Regional Board encourages the efforts by the Southern California Council of Governments and
area Council of Governments (COGs) to develop regional plans and identify regional solutions to
address storm water pollution from new development and redevelopment.

I, Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true and correct copy
of a Resolution adopted by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region, on
January 26, 2000.

DENNIS A. DICKERSON
Executive Officer

Resolution No. R-00-02 4 of 4
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CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

LOS ANGELES REGION

STAFF REPORT AND RECORD OF DECISION

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLANS

AND

NUMERICAL DESIGN STANDARDS FOR BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

SUPPLEMENT

BOARD DIRECTED CHANGES

The Regional Board at its January 26, 2000, meeting directed the Regional Board
Executive Officer to amend the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs)
as indicated by the change sheet presented at the meeting (dated January 25, 2000), and
changes directed by the Regional Board during the meeting. The Regional Board also
adopted the same SUSMP requirements for the City of Long Beach under its separate
municipal storm water permit (Board Order No. 99-060) for project categories that require
SUSMPs.

Regional Board Counsel designated the record for the proceeding to include: (i) all staff
files and the transcript of proceedings for the January 26, 2000, Hearing; (ii) all staff files
and transcript of proceedings for the September 16, 1999, Board Information Item
Discussion; (iii) all staff files for the August 10, 1999, Workshop, (iv) all SUSMP Proposals
circulated by the Permittees, (v) all SUSMP Proposals circulated by the Regional Board
Staff, (vi) all comments received and responses; (vii) and all exhibits presented to the
Board.

This "Supplement" document enumerates the significant changes made to the SUSMP
that were directed by the Board at the hearing and the bases for the changes in the
"Transcript of Proceedings", testimony presented or materials submitted to the Regional
Board, and other relevant documents.

Applicability of the SUSMP

The SUSMP requirements apply to all projects in the nine enumerated categories for the
Los Angeles County MS4 Program. While some development planning/ construction
requirements in the permit are made applicable only to "Discretionary Projects", this
limitation does not cover the seven "enumerated project categories" in Board Order No.

R0072350
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96-054, and the two additionally designated "enumerated project categories" by the
Regional Board Executive Officer and affirmed by the Regional Board.1

Applicability to Cate,qodes for the City of Lon,q Beach

A statement has been added to clarify that SUSMP requirements adopted by the
Regional Board apply to the City of Long Beach MS4 Program for only: (i) 10-99 home
subdivisions; (ii) 100 or more subdivisions; (iii) 100,000 or more square foot commercial
developments; and (iv) projects located adjacent to or discharging to environmentally
sensitive areas. For the remaining five categories, equivalent requirements have been
included directly in or are expected to be developed shortly under the City of Long
Beach Storm Water Management Plan.2

Effective Date for SUSMP Requirements

A statement has been included to provide Permittees 6 months from the date of Regional
Board Executive Officer’s approval of the SUSMP to amend ordinances and codes to be
consistent with the adopted SUSMP requirements, and thence 30 days thereafter for the
requirements to take effect.3

Definition of Commercial Development                                         .

The definition of "Commercial Development" has been reworded to be inclusive of all
developments that are not considered "Residential" or "Heavy Industrial" based on the
categorization of the federal storm water regulations.4

Definition of Environmentally Sensitive Areas

A new "Table 3" has been added to the SUSMP to list areas presently covered under the
definition of "environmentally sensitive areas" based on readily ascertainable designations
by the State Water Resources Control Board, the California Resources Agency, and the
County of Los Angeles.s

~ Transcript of Proceedings, January 26, 2000 (CSR No. 10992 and 11568) at 228. Discussion by
Regional Board Counsel Leon and direction by Board Member Cloke.

~ Ibid. at 289. Clarification by Dr. Swamikannu and request by Board Member Cloke to include
clear text to explain its applicability to the City of Long Beach.

3 Ibid at 76 and 300. Recommendation by Mr. Dickerson responding to a question by Regional
Board Chairman Nahai and affirmation by Board.

41bid at 66 and 285. Discussion by Board Members on the scope of the definition and response by
Dr. Xavier Swamikannu.

s Ibid. at 206, 280, and 305. Discussion with Chairman Nahai and Dr. Coe of the ready

ascertainibility of the designated sites, and agreement to provide a listing in the SUSMP.
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Definition of Parkin,q Lots

The definition of "Parking Lots " has been reworded to eliminate the "stand alone"
limitation, so that it now applies to all parking lots with 5,000 square feet or more or with 25
parking spaces or more and exposed to storm water.~

Definition of Redevelopment

The definition of "Redevelopment" has been reworded to include a minimum threshold
of at least 5,000 square feet of impervious area addition to an existing property in order
for the SUSMP requirements to apply. The threshold value is consistent with other
threshold values in the SUSMP, such as Parking Lots and Restaurants.~

Definition of Restaurant

The definition of "Restaurant" has been reworded to limit applicability to "stand-alone"
facilities and exclude co-located stalls or food counters in general purpose
establishments such as markets and grocery stores.8

Definition of Retail Gasoline Outlet

The definition of "Retail Gasoline Outlet" has been reworded to include all retail gasoline
outlets that sell gasoline and lubricating oils without consideration of the proportion of
receipts derived from such sales.9

Conflict with Local Practices

The paragraph has been reworded to allow local ordinances to differ from the SUSMP
so long as they are more stringent.1°

Responsibility and Conditions for BMP Transfer

The language has been modified to ensure that the responsibility for the maintenance of
Structural or Treatment Control BMPs is properly transferred with the sale of a property
and is mandatory.11

6 Ibid. at 301 and 306. Board Members Cloke and Diamond discuss and direct staff to eliminate
the "stand-alone" limitation.

7 Ibid. at 67 and 302. Board Chairman Nahai discusses the absence of a minimum threshold and
directs staff to set a minimum value to address his concerns of proportionality aberrations.

8 Ibid. at 68. Board Chairman interprets applicability and Dr. Swamikannu confirms the
interpretation.

9 Ibid. at 46, 49, 308. Board Members discuss the staff proposed definition based on primary
activity and direct staff to extend the definition to include all gas stations that pump gas.

~o Ibid. at 308. Board Members discuss the language and provide specific language for the

purpose of local program consistency and to ensure adherence to the SUSMP requirements.
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Roofin,q Surface Area Exclusion from Miti.qation Standard

The roofing surface credit for calculation of storm water runoff volume for mitigation has
been eliminated.~2

Limited Exclusion for Small Restaurants from Miti,qation Standard

The sentence has been clarified to state to exempt restaurants less than 5,000 square
feet from the requirement to mitigate storm water only. All other requirements for
restaurants apply.~3

Waiver Provision

The paragraph has been modified to recognize proximity to an unconfined water table as
one basis for the granting of a waiver.TM

A sentence has been added to require that all other BMPs be considered and rejected
before a waiver from the numerical mitigation standard is granted,is

A statement has been added to require that non-enumerated bases for waiver be
brought to the Regional Board for consideration. The Regional Board can delegate ther 16approval authority for a class of waivers to the Reg=onal Board Execut=ve Office.

1~ Ibid. at 63 and 313 Board Members discuss the significance of ensuring proper transfer of BMP
maintenance responsibility and provide firm enabling language.

~2 Ibid. at 48 and 314. Board Members discuss the elimination of the rooftop exemption with the
possibility of reconsideration in the future if Permittees affirmatively demonstrate that rooftop
runoff is not a source of pollutants.

13 Ibid. at 322. Board Members discuss the limited exclusion and agree with Dr. Swamikannu’s
rationale for the exclusion threshold from numerical design standards.

~4 Ibid. at. 60 Board Member Coe suggests the change to address the issue and Dr. Swamikannu

accepts the suggestion.

~ Ibid. 74 and 326 Board Members discuss the Waiver provision and provide language to ensure
that all options for mitigation are considered.

16 Ibid. at 75 and 328. Board Chairman Nahai provides direction to staff to require any new waiver
bases to be brought to the Regional Board to ensure public discussion and consideration.
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STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEVELOPMENT PLANNING

CHANGE SHEET (Revised)

The Change Sheet lists proposed changes to the Final Tentative - Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation
Plan, (December 7, 1999). In general, the proposed changes respond to commenters’ suggestions on
improving clarity, format, and implementability of the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan.

Noteworthy changes include, the addition of a definition for ’storm event’ and the requirement of
professional registration for certifying persons under the "Alternative Certification’ option. Two new
references have been added to augment implementation guidance. These are, (i) National Stormwater Best
Management Practices (BMP) Database, Version 1.0, and (ii) Denver Urban Storm Drainage Criteria
Manual, Volume 3 - Best Management Practices.

In the Change Sheet, cross-reference to pages and paragraphs are for the ’Clean Version’ dated December
7, 2000. New text added to a sentence is indicated by underline.

Background

Pag~ 2 paragraph three, Clarify that a City has to adopt same requirements for the Citywide SUSMP

Sentence changed to read, "The Permit’tees are required to adopt the requirements set herein in their
own SUSMP."

2. Page 2 paragraph 3, Delete reference to Urban Storm Water Mitigation to avoid confusion

Sentence changed to read, "Each Permittee will approve the proiect plan as part of the development
plan approval process ....

3. Page 3 paragraph 2, Clarify the environmentally sensitive area category.

Sentence changed to read, "Location within or directly adjacent to or discharging d~ectlv to an
environmentally sensitive area.

4. Page 3 paragraph 2, Make requirement applicable to stand-alone parking lots only

Sentence changed to read, ",Commercial stand-alone parking lots 5,000 square feet or more .....

Definitions

5. Order definitions alphabetically

Definitions reordered alpha-numerically

6. Page 3, Modify definition of hillsides to add specificity.

Definition changed to read, "property located in an area with known erosive soil conditions, where the
development contemplates grading on any natural slope that is twenty-five percent or greater."
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7. Page 3, D~lete exceptions in the definition of Automotive Repair Shop

Exceptions deleted, now reads, "Automotive Repair Shop" means a facility that is categorized in any
one of the following Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codes: 5013, 5014, 554 I, 7532-7534, or
7536-7539."

8. Page 3, Modify definition of 100,000 square foot commercial development for simplicity.

Definition changed to read, "any commercial development that creates at least 100,000 square feet of
impermeable area, including parking areas".

9. Page 4, Add references for definition of environmentally sensitive areas

References added for Areas of Special Biological Significance and Area of Ecological Significance.

10. Page 4,, Change definition to include a threshold trigger for requirements to apply to Redevelopment

Definition changed to read, "Redevelopment" means, on an already developed site, the creation or
addition of fifty percent or more of impervious surfaces or the makin~ of improvements to fifty percent
or more of the existin~ structure. Redevelopment includes .....

l 1. Page 5,, Change definition for Retail gasoline outlets to clarify ’primarily engaged’.

Definition changed to read, ’"’Retail Gasoline Outlet" means a facility engaged in selling gasoline and
lubricating oils, which derives more than fifty percent of its annual ~ross receipts from the sale of
~,asoline, lubricatin~ oils tires, batteries, automobile parts and other automotive services.

12. New Definition, Define a storm event

Defined storm event to mean, "a rainfall event that produces more than 0.1 inch of precipitation and
that, which is separated from the previous storm event by at least 72 hours of dry weather."

SUSMP Provisions Applicable to All Categories

13. Page 5, paragraph 3, Change sentence for clarity

Sentence changed to read, "....shall not exceed the estimated pre-development rate for developments
where it is reasonabl~, foreseeable that the increased peak storm water discharge rate will result in
increased potential for downstream erosion."

14. Page 5, paragraph 4, Delete text that makes act dependent on effort

Sentence chang,,,xi to read, "Concentrate or cluster Development on portions of a site while leaving the
remaining land in a natural undisturbed condition."

15. Page 6, paragraph 1, Change sentence for clarity

Sentence changed to read, "...or the detectable inputs of the pollutant are at a concentrations or loads
considered potentially toxic to humans and/or flora and fauna."

16. Page 6, paragraph 2, Add reference

Added reference, "Denver Urban Storm Drainage Criteria Manual, ~’olume 3 - Best Management
Practices"
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17. Page 6, paragraph 3, Add text to enable BMP combination alternative

Added text to read, "However, it is possible that a combination of BMPs not s6 designated, may in a
particular circumstance, be better suited to maximize the reduction of the pollutants".

18. Page 6, paragraph 4, Delete text that is tentative

Text deleted to read, "Project plans must include BMPs consistent ..... "

19. Page 6, paragraph 4, Add text to promote use of natural drainage systems

Add text to read, "Utilize natural drainage systems to the maximum extent practicable"

19. Page 6, paragraph 4, Add text to minimize flow to natural drainage systems

Text added to read, "Control or reduce or eliminate flow to natural drainage systems to the maximum
extent practicable"

20. Page 7, paragraph 2, Change sentence for clarity

Sentence changed to read, "Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water must be: (1) placed
in an enclosure..."

21. Page 7, paragraph 3, Add text to exclude single family residences

Sentence added to read, " Individual single family residences are exempt from these requirements"

22. Page 8, paragraph 1, Change text for clarity

Text changed to read, "The transfer of property to a private or public owner must have conditions..."

23. Page 8, paragraph 1, Add text to require maintenance inspection and record.

Sentence added to read, "The condition of transfer may include a provision that the property owner
conduct maintenance inspection of all treatment control BMPs at least once a year and retain proof of
inspection."

24. Page 8, paragraph 3, Delete text for clarity

Text deleted,’ ....~ .-~eff e:’e:=t ~ ....,~ :-^~,,a: ....Now reads, "the 85t~ percentile 24-hour..................... t:, , runoff
event...."

25. Page 8, paragraph 3, Correct based on revised chart treatment volume from 85 percent to 80 percent.

Text changed to read, "to achieve 80 percent or more volume treatment ..... "

26. Page 8, paragraph 3, Change text for clarity

Sentence changed to read, ". . . .runoff produced from a 0.75 inch storm event, prior..."

27. Page 8, paragraph 3, Change text for clarity

Sentence changed to read, "....volume of runoff produced from a historical-record based reference 24-
hour rainfall criterion .... "
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28. Page 9, paragraph 2, Change text to offer partial credit for roofing surfaces diversion

Sentence changed to read, "A proportional area of roofing surface may be excluded..."

29. Page 9, paragraph 2, Change text for clarity.

Sentence changed to read, "storm water conveyance system does not directly discharge to a natural
stream or channel segment scheduled for restoration".

30. Page 9, paragraph 3, Change text to clarify exemption from numerical standard only.

Sentence changed to read, "Restaurants, where the land area for development or redevelopment is less
than 5,000 square feet, are excluded from the numerical BMP design standard requirement.

Provisions Applicable to Individual Priority Projects

31. Page 10, paragraph 2, and Page 12, paragraph 1, Change text to eliminate mandatory cover.

Sentence change to read, "...area must be self-contained and/o.~r covered, equipped with a clarifier .... "

32. Page 12, paragraph 3, Change text for clarity.

Text modified to read, "....hydrocarbons that are deposited on parking lot surfaces by motor vehicles"

33. Page 12, paragraph 3, Add introductory text.

Sentence added to read, "To minimize the offsite transport of pollutants, the following design criteria/
are required".

Waiver

34. Page 13, paragraph 1, Add text for clarity

Text added to read, "....because an existing or potential underground source of drinking" " water..."

35. Page 13, paragraph 1, Change text to clarify that Permittee is petitioner.

Sentence modified to read, "Any other justification for impracticability must be separately petitioned
by the Permittee and approved .... "

Alternative Certification

36. Page 13, paragraph 1, Change sentences to require professional registration and recommend training
verification.

Sentences added to read "...accept a signed certification from a Civil En£ineer or a Licensed Architect
registered in the State of California. that the plan meets the criteria." And, "The Perrnittee is
encouraged to verifi!__that certi~ave been trained on BMP desizn for water ~
more than two years prior to the signature date?’

Suggested Resources

37. Page 15, Add reference BMP database and on-line Texas Non-point Source Book

Reference added, "National Stormwater Best Management Practices (BMP) Database, Version 1.0" ¯
and "Texas Non-Point Source Book".
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY URBAN RUNOFF AND STORM WATER NPDES PERMIT

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

BACKGROUND
The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit (Los Angeles County Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities
(Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional
Board) on July 15, 1996, requires the development and implementation of a program
addressing storm water pollution issues in development planning for private projects.
The same requirements are applicable to the City of Long Beach under its separate
municipal storm water permit (City of Long Beach MS4 Permit), which was issued on
June 30, 1999.

The requirement to implement a program for development planning is based on, federal
and state statutes including: Section 402 (p) of the Clean Water Act, Section 6217 of
the Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments of 1990 ("CZARA"), and the
California Water Code. The Clean Water Act amendments of 1987 established a
framework for regulating storm water discharges from municipal, industrial, and
construction activities under the NPDES program. The primary objectives of the
municipal storm water program requirements are to:

1.    Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and
2. Reduce the discharge of pollutants from storm water conveyance systems

to the Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP statutory standard).

The Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of
the municipal storm water program to address storm water pollution from new
Development and Redevelopment by the private sector. This SUSMP contains a list of
the minimum required Best Management Practices (BMPs) that must be used for a
designated project. Additional BMPs may be required by ordinance or code adopted by
the Permittee and applied generally or on a case by case basis. The Permittees are
required to adopt the requirements set herein in their own SUSMP. Developers must
incorporate appropriate SUSMP requirements into their project plans. Each Permittee
will approve the project plan as part of the development plan approval process and prior
to issuing building and grading permits for the projects .covered by the SUSMP
requirements.
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All projects that fall into one of seven categories are identified in the Los Angeles
County MS4 Permit as requiring SUSMPs. These categories are:

¯ Single-Family Hillside Residences
¯ 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Developments
¯ Automotive Repair Shops
¯ Retail Gasoline Outlets
¯ Restaurants
¯ Home Subdivisions with 10 to 99 housing units
¯ Home Subdivisions with 100 or more housing units

The Regional Board Executive Officer has designated two additional categories subject
to SUSMP requirements for the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit. These categories are:

¯ Location within or directly adjacent to or discharging directly to an environmentally sensitive area,
and

¯ Parking lots 5,000 square feet or more or with 25 or more parking spaces and potentially exposed
to storm water runoff

The City of Long Beach permit requires SUSMP for the following categories only: (i) 10-
99 home subdivisions; (ii) 100 or more subdivisions; (iii) 100,000 or more square foot
commercial developments; and (iv) Projects located adjacent to or discharging to
environmentally sensitive areas. For the remaining five categories, equivalent
requirements have been included directly in or are expected to be developed shortly
under the City of Long Beach Storm Water Management Plan.

Permittees shall amend codes and promulgate ordinances not later than September 8,
2000, to give legal effect to the SUSMP requirements. The SUSMP requirements for
projects identified herein shall take effect not later than October 8, 2000.

DEFINITIONS
"100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development" means any commercial development

that creates at least 100,000 square feet of impermeable area, including parking
areas."Automotive Repair Shop" means a facility that is categorized in any one of the
following Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codes: 5013, 5014, 5541, 7532-7534,
or 7536-7539.

"Best Management Practice (BMP)" means any program, technology, process, siting
criteria, operational methods or measures, or engineered systems, which when
implemented prevent, control, remove, or reduce pollution.

"Commercial Development" means any development on private land that is not heavy
industrial or residential. The category includes, but is not limited to: hospitals,
laboratories and other medical facilities, educational institutions, recreational facilities,
plant nurseries, multi-apartment buildings, car wash facilities, mini-malls and other
business complexes, shopping malls, hotels, office buildings, public warehouses and
other light industrial complexes.
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"Directly Connected Impervious Area (DCIA)" means the area covered by a building,
impermeable pavement, and/or other impervious surfaces, which drains directly into
the storm drain without first flowing across permeable land area (e.g. lawns).

"Discretionary Project" means a project which requires the exercise of judgement or
deliberation when the public agency or public body decides to approve or disapprove a
particular activity, as distinguished from situations where the public agency or body
merely has to determine whether there has been conformity with applicable statutes,
ordinances, or regulations.

"Environmentally Sensitive Area" means an area designated as an Area of Special
Biological Significance by the State Water Resources Control Board (Water Quafity
Control Plan, Los Angeles Region: Basin Plan for the Coastal Watersheds of Los
Angeles and Ventura Counties (1994) and amendments) or an area designated as an
Area of Ecological Significance by the County of Los Angeles (Los Angeles County
Significant Areas Study, Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning (1976)
and amendments) or an area designated as a significant natural area by the California
Resources Agency. Refer to Table 3 for a listing.

"Greater than (>) 9 unit home subdivision" means any subdivision being developed for
10 or more 10 single-family or multi-family dwelling units.

"Hillside" means property located in an area with known erosive soil conditions, where
the development contemplates grading on any natural slope that is twenty-five percent
or greater.

"Infiltration" means the downward entry of water into the surface of the soil.

"New Development" means land disturbing activities; structural development, including
construction or installation of a building or structure, creation of impervious surfaces;
and land subdivision.

"Parking Lot" means land area or facility for the temporary parking or storage of motor
vehicles used personally, for business or for commerce with a lot size of 5,000 square
feet or more, or with 25 or more parking spaces.

"Redevelopment" means, on an already developed site, the creation or addition of at
least 5,000 square feet of impervious surfaces or the creation or addition of fifty percent
or more of impervious surfaces or the making of improvements to fifty percent or more
of the existing structure. Redevelopment includes, but is not limited to: the expansion of
a building footprint or addition or replacement of a structure; structural development
including an increase in gross floor area and/or exterior construction or remodeling;
replacement of impervious surface that is not part of a routine maintenance activity; and
land disturbing activities related with structural or impervious surfaces.
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"Restaurant" means a stand-alone facility that sells prepared foods and drinks for
consumption, including stationary lunch counters and refreshment stands selling
prepared foods and drinks for immediate consumption. (SIC code 5812).

"Retail Gasoline Outlet" means any facility engaged in selling gasoline and lubricating
oils.

"Source Control BMP" means any schedules of activities, prohibitions of practices,
maintenance procedures, managerial practices or operational practices that aim to
prevent storm water pollution by reducing the potential for contamination at the source
of pollution.

"Storm Event" means a rainfall event that produces more than 0.1 inch of precipitation
and that, which is separated from the previous storm event by at least 72 hours of dry
weather.

"Structural BMP" means any structural facility designed and constructed to mitigate the
adverse impacts of storm water and urban runoff pollution (e.g. canopy, structural
enclosure). The category may include both Treatment Control BMPs and Source
Control BMPs.

"Treatment" means the application of engineered systems that use physical, chemical,
or biological processes to remove pollutants. Such processes include, but are not
limited to, filtration, gravity settling, media adsorption, biodegradation, biological uptake,
chemical oxidation and UV radiation.

"Treatment Control BMP" means any engineered system designed to remove pollutants
by simple gravity settling of particulate pollutants, filtration, biological uptake, media
adsorption or any other physical, biological, or chemical process.

CONFLICTS WITH LOCAL PRACTICES
Where provisions of the SUSMP requirements conflict with established local codes,
(e.g., specific language of signage used on storm drain stenciling), the Permittee may
continue the local practice and modify the SUSMP to be consistent with the code,
except that to the extent that the standards in the SUSMP are more stringent than
those under local codes, such more stringent standards shall apply.
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SUSMP PROVISIONS APPLICABLE TO ALL CATEGORIES

REQUIREMENTS

PEAK ’

Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the
estimated pre-development rate for developments where the increased peak storm
water discharge rate will result in increased potential for downstream erosion.

2. CONSERVE NATURALAREAS

If applicable, the following items are required and must be implemented in the site
layout during the subdivision design and approval process, consistent with applicable
General Plan and Local Area Plan policies:

¯ Concentrate or cluster Development on portions of a site while leaving the remaining land in a
natural undisturbed condition.

¯ Limit clearing and grading of native vegetation at a site to the minimum amount needed
build lots, allow access, and provide fire protection.

¯ Maximize trees and other vegetation at each site by planting additional vegetation, clustering
tree areas, and promoting the use of native and/or drought tolerant plants.

¯ Promote natural vegetation by using parking lot islands and other landscaped areas.
¯ Preserve riparian areas and wetlands.

3.

Storm water runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended
solids, metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the storm water conveyance
system. The development must be designed so as to minimize, to the maximum extent
practicable, the introduction of pollutants of concern that may result in significant
impacts, generated from site runoff of directly connected impervious areas (DCIA), to
the storm water conveyance system as approved by the building official. Pollutants of
concern, consist of any pollutants that exhibit one or more of the following
characteristics: current Ioadings or historic deposits of the pollutant are impacting the
beneficial uses of a receiving water, elevated levels of the pollutant are found in
sediments of a receiving water and/or have the potential to bioaccumulate in organisms
therein, or the detectable inputs of the pollutant are at a concentrations or loads
considered ootentially toxic to humans and/or flora and fauna.

In meeting this specific requirement, "minimization of the pollutants of concern" will
require the =ncorporation of a BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the
reduction of pollutant Ioadings in that runoff to the Maximum Extent Practicable. Those
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BMPs best suited for that purpose are those listed in the Califomia StorTn Water Best
Management Practices Handbooks; Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbook: Planning
and Design Staff Guide; Manual for Storm Water Management in Washington State;
The Maryland Stormwater Design Manual; Florida Development Manual: A Guide to
Sound Land and Water Management,, Denver Urban Storm Drainage Criteria Manual
Volume 3 - Best Management Practices and Guidance Specifying Management
Measures for Sources of Nonpoint Pollution in Coastal Waters , USEPA Report No.
EPA-840-B-92-002, as "likely to have significant impact" beneficial to water quality for
targeted pollutants that are of concern at the site in question. However, it is possible
that a combination of BMPs not so designated, may in a particular circumstance, be
better suited to maximize the reduction of the pollutants.

Examples of BMPs that can be used for minimizing the introduction of pollutants of
concern generated from site runoff are identified in Table 2. Any BMP not specifically
approved by the Regional Board in Resolution No. 99-03, "Approving Best
Management Practices for Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Programs in Los
Angeles County", for development planning may be used if they have been
recommended in one of the above references.

4. PROTECT SLOPES AND CHANNELS

Project plans must include BMPs consistent with local codes and ordinances and the
SUSMP to decrease the potential of slopes and/or channels from eroding and
impacting storm water runoff:

¯ Convey runoff safely from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.
¯ Utilize natural drainage systems to the maximum extent practicable
¯ Control or reduce or eliminate flow to natural drainage systems to the

maximum extent practicable
¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.
¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerantvegetation.
¯ Install energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of new storm drains,

culverts, conduits, or channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with
applicable specifications to minimize erosion, with the approval of all
agencies with jurisdiction, e.g., the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the
California Department of Fish and Game

5. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEMSTENCILINGAND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly
adjacent to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the
dumping of improper materials into the storm water conveyance system. Graphical
icons, either illustrating anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are
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effective supplements to the anti-dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the project area must be
stenciled with prohibitive language (such as: "NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO
OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons, which prohibit illegal
dumping, must be posted at public access points along channels and creeks
within the project area.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

6. PROPERLY DESIGN OUTDOOR MATERIAL STOOGE AREAS

Outdoor material storage areas refer to storage areas or storage facilities solely for the
storage of materials. Improper storage of materials outdoors may provide an
opportunity for toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals, nutrients, suspended
solids, and other pollutants to enter the storm water conveyance system. Where
proposed project plans include outdoor areas for storage of materials that may
contribute pollutants to the storm water conveyance system, the following Structural or
Treatment BMPs are required:

¯ Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water must be: (1) placed in
an enclosure such as, but not limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar structure
that prevents contact with runoff or spillage to the storm water conveyance
system; or (2) protected by secondary containment structures such as berms,
dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks
and spills.

¯ The storage area must have a roof or awning to minimize collection of storm
water within the secondary containment area.

7: PROPERLYI DESlG~TR~SH STORAGE AR~S~.

A trash storage area refers to an area where a trash receptacle or receptacles are
located for use as a repository for solid wastes.

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into
nearby storm drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All trash container areas must meet
the following Structural or Treatment Control BMP requirements (individual single family
residences are exempt from these requirements):

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and
pavement diverted around the area(s).
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¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site
transport of trash.

8. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTE~NCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons why water quality controls
will not function as designed or which may cause the system to fail entirely. It is
important to consider who will be responsible for maintenance of a permanent BMP,
and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance properly. As part of project
review, if a project applicant has included or is required to include, Structural or
Treatment Control BMPs in project plans, the Permittee shall require that the applicant
provide verification of maintenance provisions through such means as may be
appropriate, including, but not limited to legal agreements, covenants, CEQA mitigation
requirements and/or Conditional Use Permits.

For all properties, the verification will include the developer’s signed statement, as part
of the project application, accepting responsibility for all structural and treatment control
BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred and, where applicable, a
signed agreement from the public entity assuming responsibility for Structural or
Treatment Control BMP maintenance. The transfer of property to a private or public
owner must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any Structural or Treatment Control BMP to be included in the sales or
lease agreement for that property, and will be the owner’s responsibility. The condition
of transfer shall include a provision that the property owners conduct maintenance
inspection of all Structural or Treatment Control BMPs at least once a year and retain
proof of inspection. For residential properties where the Structural or Treatment Control
BMPs are located within a common area which will be maintained by a homeowner’s
association, language regarding the responsibility for maintenance must be included in
the projects conditions, covenants and restrictions (CC&Rs). Printed educational
materials will be required to accompany the first deed transfer to highlight the existence
of the requirement and to provide information on what storm water management
facilities are present, signs that maintenance is needed, how the necessary
maintenance can be performed, and assistance that the Permittee can provide. The
transfer of this information shall also be required with any subsequent sale of the
property.

If Structural or Treatment Control BMPs are located within a public area proposed for
transfer, they will be the responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for
transfer by the County or other appropriate public agency. Structural or Treatment
Control BMPs proposed for transfer must meet design standards adopted by the public
entity for the BMP installed and should be approved by the County or other appropriate
public agency prior to its installation.
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9. DESlGN~STANDARDS FOR STRUCTU~L 0R TREATMENT CONTROL BMPs

Structural or Treatment control BMPs selected for use at any project covered by this
SUSMP shall meet the design standards of this Section unless specifically exempted.

Post-construction Structural or Treatment Control BMPs shall be designed to:

A.    mitigate (infiltrate or treat) storm water runoff from either:

1. the 85th percentile 24-hour runoff event determined as the maximized capture storm water
volume for the area, from the formula recommended in Urban Runoff Quality Management,
WEF Manual of Practice No. 23/ASCE Manual of Practice No. 87, (1998), or

2. the volume of annual runoff based on unit basin storage water quality volume, to achieve 80
percent or more volume treatment by the method recommended in California Stormwater Best
Management Practices Handbook - Industrial/Commercial (1993), or

3. the volume of runoff produced from a 0.75 inch storm event, prior to its discharge to a storm
water conveyance system, or

4. the volume of runoff produced from a historical-record based reference 24-hour rainfall criterion
for "treatment" (0.75 inch average for the Los Angeles County area) that achieves
approximately the same reduction in pollutant loads achieved by the 85th percentile 24-hour
runoff event,

AND

B. control peak flow discharge to provide stream channel and over bank flood
protection, based on flow design criteria selected by the local agency.

Limited Exclusion

Restaurants, where the land area for development or redevelopment is less than 5,000
square feet, are excluded from the numerical Structural or Treatment Control BMP
design standard requirement only.
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10, PROV~LONS APPLICABLE
CAT~IE~

REQUIREMENTS

A. 100,000 SQUARE FOOT COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENTS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN LOADINGIUNEOADING DQ~:AR~~ ¯

Loading/unloading dock areas have the potential for material spills to be quickly
transported to the storm water conveyance system. To minimize this potential, the
following design criteria are required:

¯ Cover loading dock areas or design drainage to minimize run-on and runoff of storm water.
¯ Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks (truck wells) are prohibited.

2. PROPERLY DESIGN REPAIRJMAINTENANCE BAYS

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and gasoline from the
repair/maintenance bays can negatively impact storm water if allowed to come into
contact with storm water runoff. Therefore, design plans for repair bays must include
the following:

¯ Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow storm water
runon or contact with storm water runoff.

¯ Design a repairlmaintenance bay drainage system to capture all washwater, leaks and spills. Connect
drains to a sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the repair/maintenance bays to the
storm drain system is prohibited. If required by local jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial Waste Discharge
Permit.

3. B~PERLY DESIGN VEHIC~E~QUIPMENT WASH~AREAS

The activity of vehicle/equipment washing/steam cleaning has the potential to
contribute metals, oil and grease, solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the
storm water conveyance system. Include in the project plans an area for washing/steam
cleaning of vehicles and equipment. The area in the site design must be:

¯ Self-contained and/or covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment facility, and properly
connected to a sanitary sewer.

R0072368
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B. RESTAURANTS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN EQUIPMENTIACCESSORY WASH AREAS

The activity of outdoor equipment/accessory washing/steam cleaning has the potential
to contribute metals, oil and grease, solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the
storm water conveyance system. Include in the project plans an area for the
washing/steam cleaning of equipment and accessories. This area must be:

¯ Self-contained, equipped with a grease trap, and properly connected to a sanitary sewer.
¯ If the wash area is to be located outdoors, it must be covered, paved, have secondary containment,

and be connected to the sanitary sewer.

C. RETAIL GASOLINE OUTLETS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN FUELING AREA

Fueling areas have the potential to contribute oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid,
coolant and gasoline to the storm water conveyance system. The project plans must
include the following BMPs:

¯ The fuel dispensing area must be covered with an overhanging roof structure or canopy. The
canopy’s minimum dimensions must be equal to or greater than the area within the grade break. The
canopy must not drain onto the fuel dispensing area, and the canopy downspouts must be routed to
prevent drainage across the fueling area.

¯ The fuel dispensing area must be paved with Portland cement concrete (or equivalent smooth
impervious surface), and the use of asphalt concrete shall be prohibited.

¯ The fuel dispensing area must have a 2% to 4% slope to prevent ponding, and must be separated
from the rest of the site by a grade break that prevents run-on of storm water to the extent practicable.

¯ At a minimum, the concrete fuel dispensing area must extend 65 feet (2.0 meters) from the corner of
each fuel dispenser, or the length at which the hose and nozzle assembly may be operated plus 1 foot
(0.3 meter), whichever is less.

D. AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR SHOPS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN FUELING AREA

Fueling areas have the potential to contribute oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid,
coolant and gasoline to the storm water conveyance system. Therefore, design plans,
which include fueling areas, must contain the following:

¯ The fuel dispensing area should be covered with an overhanging roof structure or canopy. The
cover’s minimum dimensions must be equal to or greater than the area within the grade break. The
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cover must not drain onto the fuel dispensing area and the downspouts must be routed to prevent
drainage across the fueling area.

¯ The fuel dispensing areas must be paved with Portland cement concrete (or equivalent smooth
impervious surface), and the use of asphalt concrete shall be prohibited.

¯ The fuel dispensing area must have a 2% to 4% slope to prevent ponding, and must be separated
from the rest of the site by a grade break that prevents run-on of storm water.

¯ At a minimum, the concrete fuel dispensing area must extend 6.5 feet (2.0 meters) from the corner of
each fuel dispenser, or the length at which the hose and nozzle assembly may be operated plus 1 foot
(0.3 meter), whichever is less.

2. PROPERLY DESIGN REPAIR/MAINTENANCE BAYS

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and gasoline from the
repair/maintenance bays can negatively impact storm water if allowed to come into
contact with storm water runoff. Therefore, design plans for repair bays must include
the following:

¯ Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow storm water
run-on or contact with storm water runoff.

¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all wash-water, leaks and spills.
Connect drains to a sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the repair/maintenance
bays to the storm drain system is prohibited. If required by local jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial
Waste Discharge Permit.

3. PROPERLY DESIGN VEHICLE/EQUIPMENT WASH AREAS

The activity of vehicle/equipment washing/steam cleaning has the potential to
contribute metals, oil and grease, solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the
storm water conveyance system. Include in the project plans an area for washing/steam
cleaning of vehicles and equipment. This area must be:

¯ Self-contained and/or covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment facility, and properly
connected to a sanitary sewer or to a permitted disposal facility.

4. PR~ERLY DESIGN LOADINGIUNLOADING DOGI~AREhS

Loading/unloading dock areas have the potential for material spills to be quickly
transported to the storm water conveyance system. To minimize this potential, the
following design criteria are required:

¯ Cover loading dock areas or design drainage to minimize run-on and runoff of storm water.
¯ Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks (truck wells) are prohibited.
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E. PARKING LOTS

1. ~PERLY DESIGN PARKING ARE~

Parking lots contain pollutants such as heavy metals, oil and grease, and polycyclic
aromatic hydrocarbons that are deposited on parking lot surfaces by motor-vehicles.
These pollutants are directly transported to surface waters. To minimize the offsite
transport of pollutants, the following design criteria are required:

¯ Reduce impervious land coverage of parking areas
¯ Infiltrate runoff before it reaches storm drain system.
¯ Treat runoff before it reaches storm drain system

2. PROPERLY DESIGN TO LIMIT OIL CONTAMi-NATIOI~AND PERF:O~~
MAINTENANCE

Parking lots may accumulate oil, grease, and water insoluble hydrocarbons from vehicle
drippings and engine system leaks.

¯ Treat to remove oil and petroleum hydrocarbons at parking lots that are heavily used (e.g. fast food
outlets, lots with 25 or more parking spaces , sports event parking lots, shopping malls, grocery
stores, discount warehouse stores)

¯ Ensure adequate operation and maintenance of treatment systems particularly sludge and oil removal,
and system fouling and plugging prevention control

11. WAIVER

A Permittee may, through adoption of an ordinance or code incorporating the treatment
requirements of the SUSMP, provide for a waiver from the requirement if
impracticability for a specific property can be established. A waiver of impracticability
shall be granted only when all other Structural or Treatment Control BMPs have been
considered and rejected as infeasible. Recognized situations of impracticability include,
(i) extreme limitations of space for treatment on a redevelopment project, (ii)
unfavorable or unstable soil conditions at a site to attempt infiltration, and (iii) risk of
ground water contamination because a known unconfined aquifer lies beneath the land
surface or an existing or potential underground source of drinking water is less than 10
feet from the soil surface. Any other justification for impracticability must be separately
petitioned by the Permittee and submitted to the Regional Board for consideration. The
Regional Board may consider approval of the waiver justification or may delegate the
authority to approve a class of waiver justifications to the Regional Board Executive
Officer. The supplementary waiver justification becomes recognized and effective only
after approval by the Regional Board or the Regional Board Executive Officer. A waiver
granted by a Permittee to any development or redevelopment project may be revoked
by the Regional Board Executive Officer for cause and with proper notice upon petition.
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If a waiver is granted for impracticability, the Permittee must require the project
proponent to transfer the savings in cost, as determined by the Permittee, to a storm
water mitigation fund to be used to promote regional or alternative solutions for storm
water pollution in the storm watershed and operated by a public agency or a non-profit
entity.

12. LIMITATION ON USE OF INFILTRATION BMPs

Three factors significantly influence the potential for storm water to contaminate ground
water. They are (i) pollutant mobility, (ii) pollutant abundance in storm water, (iii) and
soluble fraction of pollutant. The risk of contamination of groundwater may be reduced
by pretreatment of storm water. A discussion of limitations and guidance for infiltration
practices is contained in, Potential Groundwater Contamination from Intentional and
Non-Intentional Stormwater Infiltration, Report No. EPA/600/R-94/051, USEPA (1994).

In addition, the distance of the groundwater table from the infiltration BMP may also be
a factor determining the risk of contamination. A water table distance separation of ten
feet depth in California presumptively poses negligible risk for storm water not
associated with industrial activity or high vehicular traffic.

Infiltration BMPs are not recommended for areas of industrial activity or areas subject to
high vehicular traffic (25,000 or greater average daily traffic (ADT) on main roadway or
15,000 or more ADT on any intersecting roadway) unless appropriate pretreatment is
provided to ensure groundwater is protected and the infiltration BMP is not rendered
ineffective by overload.

13, ALTERNATIVE, CERTIFICATION FOR STOR~ WA~R TREA~E~~
MITIGATION

In lieu of conducting detailed BMP review to verify Structural or Treatment Control
BMPs adequacy, a Permittee m.ay elect to accept a signed certification from a Civil
Engineer or a Licensed Architect registered in the State of California, that the plan
meets the criteria established herein. The Permittee is encouraged to verify that
certifying person(s) have been trained on BMP design for water quality, not more than
two years prior to the signature date. Training conducted by an organization with storm
water BMP design expertise (e.g., a University, American Society of Civil Engineers,
American Society of Landscape Architects, American Public Works Association, or the
California Water Environment Association) may be considered qualifying.
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14, RESOURCES AND REFERENCE

TABLE 1

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1999) by Bay Area Stormwater Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuter 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten 410-461-8323
different storm water-filtering systems.

Better Site Design. A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention Landover, MD 20785
facilities.

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management Practices Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of 626-458-6959
Structural BMPs, Treatment Control, BMPs and
Source Control BMPs
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TABLE 1 (Continued)

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY
Second Nature: Adapting LA’s Landscape for Tree People
Sustainable Living (1999) by Tree People 12601 Mullholland Drive

Beverly Hills, CA 90210
Detailed discussion of BMP designs presented to 818-753-4600 (?)
conserve water, improve water quality, and achieve
flood protection.

Florida Development Manual: A Guide to Sound Florida Department of the Environment 2600
Land and Water Management (1988) Blairstone Road, Mail Station 3570

Tallahassee, FL 32399
Presents detailed guidance for designing BMPs 850-921-9472

Stormwater Management in Washington State Department of Printing
(1999) Vols. 1-5 State of Washington Department of Ecology

P.O. Box 798
Presents detailed guidance on BMP design for new Olympia, WA 98507-0798
development and construction. 360-407-7529

Maryland Stormwater Design Manual (1999) Maryland Department of the Environment
2500 Broening Highway

Presents guidance for designing storm water BMPs Baltimore, MD 21224
410-631-3000

Texas Nonpoint Source Book - Online Module Texas Statewide Storm Water Quality Task Force
(1998)www.txnpsbook.orq North Central Texas Council of Governments

616 Six Flags Drive
Presents BMP design and guidance information on- Arlington, TX 76005
line 817-695-9150

Urban Storm Drainage, Criteria Manual- Volume 3, Urban Drainage and Flood Control District
Best Management Practices (1999) 2480 West 26th Avenue, Suite 156-B

Denver, CO 80211
Presents guidance for designing BMPs 303-455-6277

Guidance Specifying Management Measures for National Technical Information Service U.S.
Sources of Nonpoint Pollution in Coastal Waters Department of Commerce
(1993) Report No. EPA-840-B-92-002. Springfield, VA 22161

800-553-6847
Provides an overview of, planning and design
considerations, programmatic and regulatory
aspects, maintenance considerations, and costs.

National Stormwater Best Management Practices American Society of Civil Engineers
(BMP) Database, Version 1.0 1801 Alexander Bell Drive

Reston, VA 20191
Provides data on performance and evaluation of 703-296-6000
storm water BMPs
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SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY
Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbook: Planning California Department of Transportation
and Design Staff Guide (Best Management P.O. Box 942874
Practices Handbooks (1998) Sacramento, CA 94274-0001

916-653-2975
Presents guidance for design of storm water BMPs
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TABLE 2

EXAMPLE BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (BMPs)

The following are examples of BMPs that can be used for minimizing the introduction of
pollutants of concern that may result in significant impacts, generated from site runoff to
the storm water conveyance system. (See Table 1: Suggested Resources for additional
sources of information):

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewalks
and streets. However, sidewalk widths must still comply with regulations for the Americans
with Disabilities Act and other life safety requirements.

¯ Design residential streets for the minimum required pavement widths needed to comply with
all zoning and applicable ordinances to support travel lanes; on-street parking; emergency,
maintenance, and service vehicle access; sidewalks; and vegetated open channels.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to minimize the number of residential street
cul-de-sacs and incorporate landscaped areas to reduce their impervious cover. The radius
of cul-de-sacs should be the minimum required to accommodate emergency and
maintenance vehicles. Alternative turnarounds should be considered.

¯ Use permeable materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or interior roadway
surfaces (examples: hybrid lots, parking groves, permeable overflow parking, etc.).

¯ Use open space development that incorporates smaller lot sizes.
¯ Reduce building density.
¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce overall lot imperviousness by

promoting alternative driveway surfaces and shared driveways that connect two or more
homes together.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce the overall imperviousness
associated with parking lots by providing .compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions,
incorporating efficient parking lanes, and using pervious materials in spillover parking areas.

¯ Direct rooftop runoff to pervious areas such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas, and
avoid routing rooftop runoff to the roadway or the storm water conveyance system.

¯ Vegetated swales and strips
¯ Extended/dry detention basins
¯ Infiltration basin
¯ Infiltration trenches
¯ Wet ponds
¯ Constructed wetlands
¯ OilANater separators
¯ Catch basin inserts
¯ Continuous flow deflection/separation systems
¯ Storm drain inserts
¯ Media filtration
¯ Bioretention facility
¯ Dry-wells
¯ Cisterns
¯ Foundation planting
¯ Catch basin screens
¯ Normal flow storage/separation systems
¯ Clarifiers
¯ Filtration systems
¯ Primary waste water treatment systems
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TABLE 3

HABITAT PROTECTION IN THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY AREA

Agency:
State Water Resources Control Board

Designation:
Areas of Significant Biological Significance (ASBS)

Definition:
Areas designated by the State Water Resources Control Board as requiring protection of species or
biological communities to the extent that alteration of natural water quality is undesirable.

Affected Area:
(See Table 1 & Figure 2)

Agency:
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning

Designation:
Significant Ecological Areas (SEA)

Definitions:
Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) are areas that have been identified by the Los Angeles County
General Plan as containing unique or unusual species assemblages, or areas of habitat that are rapidly
declining in the Los Angeles County. The SEAs were established to protect a special or sometimes
unique collection of habitats and species from loss due to encroachment and human disturbances.
However, SEAs are not intended to function as isolated preservation areas.

Affected Areas:
(See Table A & Figure 1)

Agency:
California Department of Fish & Game

Designation:
Natural Communities Conservation Plan Region (NCCP)

Definition:
Identifies and provides for the regional or area wide protection and perpetuation of natural wildlife
diversity, while allowing compatible and appropriate development and growth. The goal of the program is
to protect sufficient resources in regional preserves to assure the survival of the ecosystem and, at the
same time, permit compatible uses of less sensitive land.

Affected Area:
(See Table 1 & Figure 3)
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TABLE 3 A

HABITAT PROTECTION IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY AREA1

Figure 1 AFFECTED AREA DESIGNATION DESIGNATING AGENCY
1. Malibu Coastline SEA LACDRP
2. Point Dume SEA LACDRP
3. Zuma Canyon SEA LACDRP
4. Upper La Sierra Canyon SEA LACDRP
5. Malibu Canyon and Lagoon SEA LACDRP
5. Malibu Creek State Park Buffer Area SEA LACDRP
6, Las Virgenes SEA LACDRP
7. Hepatic Gulch SEA LACDRP
9~ Cold Creek SEA LACDRP
10. Tuna Canyon SEA LACDRP
11. TemescaI-Rustic-Sullivan Canyons SEA LACDRP
12. Palo Comado Canyon SEA LACDRP
13. Chatsworth Reservior SEA LACDRP
14. Simi Hills SEA LACDRP
15. Tonner Canyon/Chino Hills SEA LACDRP
16. Buzzard Peak/San Jose Hills SEA LACDRP
17. Powder Canyon/Punte Hills SEA LACDRP
18. Way Hills SEA LACDRP
19. San Francisquito Canyon SEA LACDRP
20. Santa Susana Mountains SEA LACDRP
21. Santa Susana Pass SEA LACDRP
22. Santa Fe Dam Floodplain SEA LACDRP
23. Santa Clara River SEA LACDRP
24. Tujunga Valley/Hansen Dam SEA LACDRP
25. San Dimas Canyon SEA LACDRP
26. San Antonio Canyon Mouth SEA LACDRP
27. Portuguese Bend Landslide SEA LACDRP
28. El Segundo Dunes SEA LACDRP
29. Ballona Creek SEA LACDRP
30. Alamitos Bay SEA LACDRP
31. Rolling Hills Canyons SEA LACDRP
32. Agua Amarga Canyon SEA LACDRP
33. Terminal Island SEA LACDRP
34. Palos Verdes Peninsula Coastline SEA LACDRP
35. Harbor Lake Regional Park SEA LACDRP
36. Madrona Marsh SEA LACDRP
37. Griffith Park SEA LACDRP
39. Encino Reservoir SEA LACDRP
40. Verdugo Mountains SEA LACDRP

1 This list is a compilation of data from the Department of Fish & Game, State Water Resources Control Board, and the Los
Angeles County Department of Regional Planning as of February 29, 2000. Areas in this may changes, as area are added or
deleted by the designating agencies.
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AFFECTED AREA DESIGNATION DESIGNATING AGENCY
42. Whittier Narrows Dam County SEA LACDRP

Recreation Area
43. Rio Hondo College Wildlife Santuary SEA LACDRP
44. Sycamore and Turnbull Canyons SEA LACDRP
45. Dudleya Densiflora Population SEA LACDRP
62. Galium Grande Population SEA LACDRP
63. Lyon Canyon SEA LACDRP
64. Valley Oaks Savannah, Newhall SEA LACDRP
Fig.2 Point Dume to Latigo Point ASBS SWRCB
Fig.3 Palos Verdes Peninsula NCCP DFG
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FIGURE 1

SIGNIFICANT ECOL ICAI. AREAS

IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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State Water Resources Control Board
x~"~ston H. Hickox                           Office of Chief Counsel

~ecretaryfor 901 P Street ¯ Sacramento, California 95814 ¯ (916) 657-2154 Gray Davis

£nvironmental Mailing Address: P.O. Box [00 ¯ Sacramento, California 95812-0100 Governor

Protection FAX (916) 653-0428 ¯ Interact Address: http://www.swrcb.ca.gov

March 30, 2000

CERTIF~D MAIL

Richard Montevideo, Esq. Stephen P. Deitsch, Esq.
Rutan & Tucker Best, Best & Krieger
611 Anton Boulevard, 14t~ Floor 3750 University Avenue, Suite 400
Costa Mesa, CA 92626-1950 P.O. Box 1028

Riverside, CA 92502-1028
Lyman C. Welch, Esq.
Mayer, Brown & Platt
190 S. La Salle Street
Chicago, IL 60603-3441

Dear Mr. Montevideo, Mr. Deitsch, and Mr. Welch:

PETITIONS OF TH~ CITIES OF ARTESIA, ET AL., THE CITY OF ARCADIA, AND WESTERN
STATES PETROLEUM ASSOCIATION (REVIEW OF JANUARY 26, 2000 ACTION OF THE
1LEGIONAL BOARD, AND ACTIONS AND FAILURES TO ACT BY BOTH THE REGIONAL
BOARD AND ITS EXECUTIVE OFFICER PURSUANT TO ORDER NO. 96-054, PERMIT FOR
MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND URBAN RUN-OFF DISCHARGES WITHIN LOS ANGELES
COUNTY [NPDES NO. CAS614001]), LOS ANGELES REGION: CONSOLIDATION OF
COMPLETED PETITIONS, 20-DAY RESPONSE
SWRCB/OCC FILES A-1280, A-1280(a) AND A-1280(b)

The above-referenced petitions are complete. As authorized by the California Code of Regulations,
title 23, section 2054, the petitions will be consolidated for review since they are legally and factually
related. The Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and other interested parties
may now file a response to the petitions. Responses are due within 20 days of the date of this letter,
addressed to my attention. In addition, all responses must be sent to the Cities ofArtesia, et al., the City
of Arcadia and Western States Petroleum Association, at the addresses listed above and, if appropriate, to
the RWQCB. The RWQCB is requested to file the administrative record (copied on one side to the extent
possible) within this 20-day period.

Copies of the petitions may be obtained from the Cities of Artesia, et al., the City of Arcadia and Western
States Petroleum Association. If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact n~ at
(916) 657-2421 or CALNET 8-437-2421.

Sincerely,

Eli2a/beth Miller Jenn~gs
Senior Staff Counsel

cc: See next page
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Mr. Montevideo, Mr. Deitsch, and - 2 - March 30, 2000 -..:
Mr. Welch . ¯ ~

Mr. Dennis Diekerson Gregory R. MeClintoek, Esq.
Executive Officer Mayer, Brown & Platt
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 350 S. Grand Avenue, Suite 2500

Conlrol Board Los Angeles, CA 90071-1503
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Interested Persons Mailing List
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Petitions of ;
the ClUes of Arteela, et sl., the City of SWRCB Los Angel~ ~

.~--adla, and Westem States Petroleum office of Chief Counsel Regional Water Quality ~ ~
Association INTERESTED PERSONS Order No. 96-054, Permit for Municipal Storm

MAILING LIST Water and Urban Run-off Discharges
SWRCEVOCC Files A,12a0, A.1280a &A.1280b 3-24-00 [NPDES NO. CAS614001]

Richard Montevideo, Esq. Stephen P. Deitsch, Esq. Lyman C. Welch, Esq.
Ruten & Tucker Best, Best & Kdeger Mayer, Brown & Platt
611 Anton Boulevard, 14th Floor 3750 University Avenue, Suite 400 190 S. La Salle Street
Costa Mesa, CA 92626-1950 P.O. Box 1028 Chicago, IL 60603-3441

Riverside, CA 92502-1028

Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer Gregory R. McClintock, Esq. Bad Doyle, Mayor
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Mayer, Brown & Platt City of Sierra Madre

Control Board 350 S. Grand Avenue, Suite 2500 232 W. Sierra Madre Blvd.
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 Los Angeles, CA 90071-1503 Sierra Madre, CA 91024
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Rob Stockly, Mayor Pro Tem David Saeta, Mayor Mr. Robert Sassaman, Director
City of Sierra Madre City of South Pasadena Dept. Of Transportation
232 W. Sierra Madre Blvd. 1414 Mission Street Distdct 7
Sierra Madre, CA 91024 South Pasadena, CA 91030 120 S. Spring Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Mr James D Ciampa Mr Mark Delaplaine Mr. Chades Gale
Lagedof, Senecal, Calif Coastal Commission Bldg Industry Assoc Of So Cal

Bradley & Swi~ Lip 45 Fremont Street 20th Fir 1330 Valley Vista Drive
301 N Lake Ave 10th Fir San Francisco CA 94105-2219 Diamond Bar CA 91765-3924
P--~dena CA 91101-4107

Mr Richard Montevideo Ms Rita Leroux
Rutan & Tucker LLP Mr John Wilson VVhittier City School District
611 Anton BI Ste 1400 14221 Alta Place 7211 S VVhittier Ave
Costa Mesa CA 92626-1998 Westminster CA 92683-4103 VVhittier CA 90602-1123

Mr John Lamer
Dr Gordon Labedz C J Mcdonald El Segundo Unified School
Surfrider Foundation Green Cleen District
8112 Marina Pacifica Dr N #5 21315 Mulholiand Drive 641 Sheldon Street
Long ~each CA 90803-38C4 Woodland Hills CA 91364-5935 El Segunao CA 90245-3036

Ms Karen Gdego Mr Steve Latiolait
Delise Shearer U.S. Dept Of HUD Act Dir/Fac Planning & Serv
2312 Ruhland Avenue Apt I Environmental Unit College Of The Canyons
Redondo Beach CA 90278-2545 611 West Sixth Street 26455 Rockwell Canyon RdLos Angeles CA 90017-3101 Santa Clarita CA 91355-1803

Mr Gerald Greene Mr Ron Wilkniss Mr Mike Kissel
Boyle Engineering Western States Petroleum Cad Karcher Enterprises
1501 Quail Street 505 N Brand Blvd Ste 1400 1200 North Harbor BI
Newport Beach CA 92658-9020 Glendale CA 91203-1925 Anaheim CA 92801-2493

Scott H Campbell Mr Jim Paulk
orown winfield & Canzoneri Ace Carter
300 S Grand Ave Ste 1500 P O Box 667

United Anglers Of So Calif
16835 Algonquin Street Ste 357

Los Angeles CA 90071-3125 Acton CA 93510-0667 Huntington Beach CA 92649-3852
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Mr Larry Smith Jr
Environmental Mgt Division David B Breadey Esq Mr Mark Reese

L(~ Angeles Harbor Dept 2440 S Hacienda Blvd Ste 223 Arco Pipe Line Company

I: ox 151 Hacienda Heights CA 91745-4770 5900 Cherry Avenue

Sa,, Pedro CA 90733-0151
Long Beach CA 90805-4454

Mr Steve Comley Mr Martin E Zvirbulis Ms Erin S Atwater
Arco Pipe Line Company San Gabriel Valley Water Co M W D Ste 305
5900 Cherry Avenue P.O. Box 6010 13191 Crossroads Parkway N
Long Beach CA 90805-4454 El Monte CA 91734-2010 Industry CA 91746-3497

Ms Carol Williams Mr Ken KeatonMr Michael Drennan Main San Gabriel Basin Caltrans/District 7Montgomery Watson Watermaster Public Trans/Rail/Stormwater
301 North Lake Ave #600 725 N Azusa Ave                        120 South Spring Street
Pasadena CA 91101-4126 Azusa CA 91702-2507 Los Angeles CA 90012-3684

Mr Joseph G Johns Mr Steven W Vawter Mr Bret E. Williams
Envicom Corporation Innovative Consultants P O Box 18462
28328 Agoura Road 3740 Campus Drive Sta 200 Beverly Hills CA 90209-4462
Agoura Hills CA 91301-2406 Newport Beach CA 92660-2661

Mr John J Harris Mr Cados Urrunaga Ms Mitzi Taggart
Richard Watson & Gershon LA Regional Water Quality Control Board Heal The Bay
333 South Hope Street Watershed Regulatory Section 2701 Ocean Park Blvd Ste 150
Los Angeles CA 90071-1469 320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 Santa Monica CA 90405-3523Los Angeles, CA 90013

Ms Sheila James Kuehl             ’~~
Mr David Beckman Ms Janice Lee Califomia State Assembly
N R D C 5420 Parkmor State Capitol
6310 San Vicente Blvd Ste 250 Calabasas CA 91302 P O Box 942849Los Angeles CA 90048-5426 Sacramento CA 94249-0001

Mr Paul Tantet
Mr. Richard Watson Ms Joyce Clark

Source Control Program R. Watson & Associates M W D Suite 305500 W Los Angeles Ave 21922 Viso Lane 13191 Crossroads Parkway NSimi Valley CA 93065-1(’o44 Mission Viejo, CA 92691 City Of industry" CA 91746-3497

Mr David Belasco Ms Lenora Kirby
General Manager Resource Conservation Dist Ms Bettye J M Werthman
Wastewater Remediation Of Santa Monica Mountains S C A G Planning & Policy
442 S Montgomery Way 122 North Topanga Canyon Blvd 818 West 7th St 12 Floor
Orange CA 92668-4015 Topanga, CA 90290-3836 Los Angeles CA 90017-3435

Marianne Yamaguchi Mr Steve Fleischli Mr John Klaussen
Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project Santa Monica Baykeeper California Environmental
320 W. 4th St., Ste. 200 P O Box 10096 Associates
Los Angeles, CA 90013 Marina Del Rey CA 90295-6096 423 Washington St 3rd FI

San Francisco CA 94111-2339

.... Stephanie Love John Claussen Susie Stokes
Tishman Construction Corp ¯ "~Keiths Company Calif. Environmental Assoc. 11400 Olympic Bird Ste 15002955 Red Hill Avenue 423 Washington St., 3rd Fir.

Costa Mesa CA 92626-5976 Los Angeles CA 90064-1579
San Francisco, CA 94111
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Paul Case Mr. Robert QuinteroSam Ramirez Urban Building Contractors & Consultants Asst. Director Of Public ServicesT" -er Construction Co 11835 W Olympic Blvd Ste 800 City Of CommerceV Th St 37 Floor Los Angeles CA 90064-1145 2535 Commerce WayJ Angeles CA 90013-1007 Commerce, CA 90040

Roger SonejaJohn Kuprenas Soonja Viniegra Simplex ConstructionVanier Construction Management Vinigra & Viniegra Architecture Management Inc3435 Wilshire Blvd Ste 250 1314 Wilshire Blvd 970 N Tustin Ave Ste 208Los Angeles CA 90020-2019 Los Angeles CA 90502-1705 Anaheim CA 92807-1726

Fred SaldanaKelly Needham Oconnor Construction Art Hartnell
Wlc Architects Management Inc Parsons Bdnckerhoff

7070 Wilshire Blvd Ste290010470 Foothill Blvd 19600 Fairchild Ste 300 Los Angeles CA 90017-3501Rancho Cucamonga CA 91730-3754 Irvine CA 92612-2511

Fred Pearson Paul Murdoch Leo Simone
Parsons Bdnckerhoff Paul Murdoch Architects L S A Associates444 S Flower St Ste 1850 1250 S Luceme Blvd
Los Angeles CA 90071-2925 Los Angeles CA 90071-6804 1 Park Plaza, Suite 500

Irvine, CA 92614

Lani Sakoda Stephen Wen Dave Wetzler
Sr Consultants Stephen Wen & Associates Steding Construction Inc
2698 Mataro Street 77 N Mentor Ave 8291 Utica Ave Ste 100
Pasadena CA 91107-3416 Pasadena CA 91106-1767 Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730-3847

Lynell Washington Nelson Tong John BeginTec Management Consultants Inc Intel Construction JB Development
735 S Figueroa St Ste 566 P O Box 71067 559 W Covina BlvdLos Angeles CA 90017-2571 Los Angeles CA 90071-0041 San Dimas CA 91733-2911

Jeff Dun Michael L Maxwell Doug Sereno
Koll Construction Maxwell Consulting Group Montgomery Watson
4343 Von Karmen 5855 Naples Plaza Ste 216 301 N Lake Ave Ste 600
Newport Beach CA 92~.60-2083 Long Beach CA 90803-5080 Pasaden~ CA 9110!-4126

Gert Koemer William Cook
Morse Diesel International Obrein Kreitzberg Inc Femando Calderon
450 Sansome St Ste 900 911 Wilshire Blvd Ste 1800 Gateway Science & Engineering
San Francisco CA 94111-3317 Los Angeles CA 90017-3447 300 N Lake Ave Suite 520

Pasadena CA 91101-4119

Martin R Graves                         James ThurberRobert Denham Degenkolb Engineers Geotechnical Consultant IncDci Construction 12100 Wilshire BIvd Suite 480 1533 E Fourth Street2698 Dawson Ave Los Angeles CA 90025-7119Long Beach CA 90806 Santa Ana CA 92701-

;nry Brown Terd Grant Hansel Phelps Constructon Co
Hab Construction Los Angeles County 2415 Campus Drive Suite 10117732 Dadinton Av E Suit E 9 Department Of Public Works Irvine CA 92715-1596
Los Angeles CA 90049-5227 P.O. Box 1460

Alhambra, CA 91802-1460
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Hdr Engineering Inc Robert Hale Barton Anderson
1 W. City Blvd Alameda Countywide Clean HMC Group Architects
Suite 900 Water Program 3280 East Foothill Blvd
(" ]e CA 92868-3610 951 Turner Court, Room 300 Pasadena CA 91107-3147

Hayward, CA 94545

Richard Whittington George A Romero Endque Riutort
Abacus Project Management ACG Environment Agra Earth & Environmental Inc
20201 SW Birch Street Suite 240 1750 14th Street Suite C 4201 Santa Ana Street Suite F
Newport Beach CA 92660-1773 Santa Monica CA 90404 Ontado CA 91761

Lydia Vian Allen Davidson Chris Cooper
Agra Earth & Environmental Inc Alcon Construction Analytical Planning Services Inc
1290 North Hancock St 9581 Business Center Drive Suite F 15707 Rockfield Suite 225
Anaheim CA 92817- Rancho Cucamonga CA 91730 Irvine CA 92618

Jeff Fromhertz Ralph Eberts
Black & Veatch Terry Lysek

ASL Consulting Engineering Bovis Construction Inc
3280 E Foothill Blvd Suite 350 800 Wilshire Biv D Suite 600

11755 Wilshire Blvd Suite 2450
Pasadena CA 91107 Los Angeles CA 90017-2611 Los Angeles CA 90025-1543

Dawn Francis Camp Dresser McKee David Groves
Burgess Consultantas Inc 18881 Von Karman Ave Suite 1200 Cbm Consulting Inc
900 E Main St Suite 104 Irvine CA 92714-4918 17601 S Denver Ave
Santa Maria CA 93454 Gardena CA 90248

Stephen Barnes Blair Seibert Lindy Beard =~’~ "
Ch2m/Hill Chelsea Design Group CMM Cnstructors
3 Hutton Circle Dr Suite 200 3415 S Sepulveda 2431 Chico Ave
Santa Ana CA 92707 Los Angeles CA 90034-6060 El Monte CA 91733

Cliff Muller Richard Ziebell
Construction Management & Continental Construction Sy Exter

CRSS Construction IncSupervision Management Inc
14200 Ventura Blvd Unit 206 21730 Devonshire St 2500 Michelson Dr Suite 100
Sherman Oaks C.a~ 91423 Chatsworth CA 91311 Irvine CA 92715-1545

Bruce Kuch Edward Putz Jeff Dierck
CRSS Constructors Department Of Public Works Safeway Vonsn Company Inc
5015 Eagle Rock Blvd Suite 100 City Of Long Beach P O Box 3338
Los Angeles CA 90041-1900 333 W. Ocean Boulevard Los Angeles CA 90051-1338

Long Beach, CA 90802

Margret Leong Ferdinand Davis Norman B HOuston
Shapell Housing Inc Sharper Design Group Stovall Development Corp
8383 Wilshire Blvd 700 4000 E Fairmont St
Beverly Hills CA 90211 5471 Valley Ridge Los Angeles CA 90063-3349

Los Angeles CA 90043-2257

,lia Jackson Mr. Jimmy Blackman Cmgt Construction Co
Sunflower Family Developments Office Of Assemblyman Antonio Tan Chor .. ".
P O Box 50667 Villaraigosa 535 W Colorado Blvd 3rd Fir ~:;’
Pasadena CA 91105 300 S. Spdng St., Ste. 16505 Glendale CA 91204-

Los Angeles, CA 90013
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Alex Rose Shelby L Jordan Mr. Ted Morton
(" ,.nental Development Corp. The Jordan Developmentgroup Amedcan Oceans Campaign

Rosecrans Ave., Ste. 200 29108 Posey Way 600 Pennsylvania Ave., Ste. 210
3egundo, CA 90245 Rancho Palos Verdes CA 90274 Washington, Dc 20003

Howard Ruby Melinda Marks Ron Prechtl
R & B Development Co Swqff, Fresno Metropolitan R Prechtl Real Estate Devlpmt

Flood Control Distdct                     P O Box 337552222 Corinth Ave 5469 E. Olive Street
Los Angeles CA 90064-1600 Fresno, CA 93727 Grenada Hills CA 91344

Steve Holgate Myron LiebermanRealtech Development & Const Rivco Communities Inc. Riverside Drive Development Co
Jeff Buttikoffer P O Box 3292 6043 Tampa Ave2080 Century Park E Penthouse Palm Desert CA 92261 Tarzana CA 91356
Los Angeles CA 90067-2001

Jeffery S Levine Terrence Redd
Ronald Levine Const & Invest S & L Constructuion John Mysterly
9350 Wilshire Blvd 250 P O Box 83635 3914 Hunbold Street
Beverly Hills CA 90210 Los Angeles CA 90045 Huntington Beach, CA 92649

Tom Stoll Nicholas M Brown
Dee Zink Weinstein Development Co West Amedca Construction Corp
B I A Of Southern Califomia 13462 Valley Vista Bivd 8929 Wilshire Blvd 400
2~5 Ventura Boulevard Sherman Oaks CA 91423 Beverly Hills CA 90211
:: ~asas, CA 91302

Abraham AssilVirginia Parker Westland Development Group Jim OgbumWestern Family Homes Inc 11816 Gorham Ave 9607 S San Pedro Street8530 Wilshire Blvd 404 Los Angeles CA 90049-5483 Los Angeles CA 900034324Bevedy Hills CA 90211

Edwin Woll Ann Trelease Ronnie JonesTomko Woll Group Architects Inc Trelease Architect Tumohr Construction Co
8563 Venice Blvd 1060 20th St 18 1122 N La Brea AveLos Angeles CA 90034-2548 Santa Monica CA 90403 Inglewood CA 90302-1213

Steven Matthews Jim Pedergast
U S Builders Inc Acting Director, Permits Division Lucas Advocates

Attn: Bob11333 Moorepark St 507 Usepa 1121 "L" Street, Suite 407Touca Lake CA 91602 401 M Street, Sw Sacramento, CA 95814
Washington, D.C. 204

Marva Smiht Baffle Bey Robert Reisinger
John Stucki Vermont Slauson Eco Devl Corp Nelle Reisinger Development
Stucki Automotive 5918 S Vermont P O Box 118 31842 S Robertson Blvd Los Angeles CA 90044-3791 Del M a R CA 92014-1183
Los Angeles CA 90035-4317

Gary Steffens
~egory Norman

Norman Development Co Chadies Auto Maintenance Pacific West Redevelopment

P O Box 6008 1058 N Avolon Blvd Gruop
Beverly Hills CA 90212 Wilmington CA 90744-4506 2072 Oakwood St

Pasadena CA 91109-

R0072389



Mark Gold Jeffrey Monical
Mark Dupee Heal The Bay Nova Development
P,""=~Jea Development Co 3641 Lavell Dr¯ 10th St 102 2701 Ocean Park Boulevard

Los Angeles CA 90065-3442
a Monica CA 90403                     Suite 150

Santa Monica, CA 90405                                                    ~

Patrick Obi Michael Tansey
Patco Builders Peterson & Tansey Development Phillip Kozely Designs
14623 Hawthome Blvd 206 688 S Santa Fe Ste 100 8524 Alcott St
Lawndale CA 90260 Los Angeles CA 90021- Los Angeles CA 90035

Marvin Sachse Dave Brent Mr. Maufice Olillataguerre
Brash Industries Chair, Swtf U.C. - Los Angeles
13442 Bali Way City Of S.~acramento Environmental Health & Safety
Marina Del Rey CA 90292-6913 1395 35TM Avenue 10920 Wilshire Blvd., Ste. 1850Sacramento, CA 95822                   Los Angeles, CA 90024

Micahel Frazio Jeff Nadel Marilyn Levin
Government Affairs Deputy Nadel Family Properties Deputy Attorney General
980 Ninth Street Ste 1480 11111 Jefferson Blvd 5191 Department Of Justice
Sacramento CA 95814-2720 Culver City CA 90231-5191 300 S. Spring St., Ste. 500

Los Angeles, CA 90013

Norman Robichau Jacqueline Lambdchts Jacqueline Lambrichts
Robichau Automotive Friends Of Los Angeles River
7822 Alhambra Ave 115 W. California Blvd., #183
C=,~oga Park CA 91304-6605 Pasadena, CA 91105 P.O. Box 292134

Los Angeles, CA 90029

Mellisa Clack Jorge Lebn, Esq.
Califomia Environmental Serv. Mr. David B. Breariey, Esq. Office Of Chief Counsel
423 Washingto~ St., 3rd Fir. 2440 S. Hacienda Blvd., Ste. 223 State Water Resources Control Board
San Francisco, CA 94111-2339 Hacienda Heights, CA 91745-4770 901 P Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Alfonson Sanchez Ms. Leonora Kirby Catherine Kuhlman
Storm Water Manager R C D Of Santa Monica Mountains Watershed Management Division
Dept. Of Transportation Usepa, Region Ix
120 S. Spring St., Distdct 7 122 N. Topanga Canyon Blvd. 75 Hawthorne Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012 Topanga, CA 90290-3836 Sa~l F~ancisco, CA 94105

Bruce Fujimoto Lisa Peskay Malmsten
Water Quality Div.-Storm Water Deputy City Attorney Richard A. Watson
State Water Resources Control Board City Of Long Beach R. Watson & Associates, LIc

21922 Viso Lane901 P Street 333 W. Ocean Blvd., 1 lth Floor Mission Viejo, CA 92691-1318Sacramento, CA 95814 Long Beach, CA 90802-4664

Ray Pead Christopher Bertelli
Building Industry Association Building Industry Association Ross Pistone
Greater L.A. & Ventura Chapter Of Southern Califomia Newhall Land Land & Farming Co.

23823 Valencia Boulevard24005 Ventura Boulevard 1330 S. Valley Vista Ddve Valencia, CA 91355-2194Calabasas, CA 91302 Diamond Bar, CA 91765

a=,=e Nelson A. Laurence Tuma III Rufus Young Jr.. ..;
Newhall Land Land & Farming Co. Land Tech Engineering Burke, Williams & Sorensen, Lip
23823 Valencia Boulevard 611 W. 6th St., Ste. 2500
Valencia, CA 91355-2194 14555 Erwin Street Los Angeles, CA 90017

Van Nuys, CA 91411
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Ron Green Mr. Eugene Bromley Mr. Dan Meer, Chief Permits Branch
.S=-npra Energy U.S. EPA Region IX Region 9 WTR-7

Box 513249 U.S. EPA
~V. Fifth St., Gt1793 75 Hawthorne Street

-us Angeles, CA 90013-1011 San Francisco, CA 94105 75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105

Steve Sturgess, Editor
Newport Roadstar
38 Executive Park
Suite 300
Irvine, CA 92614
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State Water Resources Control Board
Office of Chief Counsel Gray Davis

Winston H. Hickox 901 P Street ¯ Sacramento, Caiifomia 95814 ¯ (916) 657-2154 Governor
Secretary for
Environmental

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 100 ¯ Sacramento, California 95812-0100

Protection FAX (916) 653-0428 ¯ Interact Address: http://www.swrcb.ca.gov _

Richard Montevideo, Esq. Lyman C. Welch, Esq.
Rutan & Tucker Mayer, Brown & Platt
611 Anton Boulevard, 14th Floor 190 S. La Salle Street
Costa Mesa, CA 92626-1950 Chicago, IL 60603-3441

Dear Mr. Montevideo and Mr. Welch:

PETITIONS OF THE CITIES OF BELLFLOWER, ET AL. AND WESTERN STATES
PETROLEUM ASSOCIATION (REVIEW OF JANUARY 26, 2000 ACTION OF THE
REGIONAL BOARD, AND ACTIONS AND FAILURES TO ACT BY BOTHTHE REGIONAL
BOARD AND ITS EXECUTIVE OFFICER PURSUANT TO ORDER NO. 96-054, PERMIT FOR
MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND URBAN RUN-OFF DISCHARGES WITHIN LOS
ANGELES COUNTY [NPDES NO. CAS614001]), LOS ANGELES REGION: AMENDMENT
OF PARTIES TO PETITION
SWRCB/OCC FILES A-1280 and A-1280(b)

I have received your amendments to the above petitions. The City of Artesia will be deleted as a
petitioner, and the Cities of Bell Gardens, Compton, Hawaiian Gardens, Huntington Park,
Industry, Montebello, Paramount, Rosemead and San Gabriel will be added as petitioners. The
title of petition A-1280 will now refer to the Cities of Bellflower et al.

The amended petitions you filed will be reviewed along with the original petition. The
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and interested persons may
submit responses to the amended petitions within 20 days of the date of this letter. In addition,
all responses must be sent to the Cities of Bellflower et al. and Western States Petroleum
Association, at the addresses listed above and, if appropriate, to the RWQCB.

Copies of the amended petitions may be obtained from the Cities of Bellflower et al. and
Western States Petroleum Association. If you have any questions regarding this letter, please
contact me at (916) 657-2421 or CALNET 8-437-2421.

Sincerely,

Elizlibeth M. Jennings
Senior Staff Counsel

R0072392
California Environmental Protection Agency
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Mr. Montevideo and Mr. Welch - 2- I~PR 1 2 200’3

cc: Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer -
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality

Control Board
320 W. 4~ Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Interested Persons Mailing List

California Environmental Protection Agency R0072393
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Petitions of
the Citles of Artesia, et a|., the City’of SWRCB Los Angeles

Arcadia, and Westem States Petroleum Ofltce of Chief Counsel Regional Water Quality Control Boa~d~
Assodat~on INTERESTED PERSONS Order No. 96-054, Permit for Municipal Storm

MAILING LIST Water and Urban Run-off Discharges
[NPDES NO. CA9614001]

.,~/RCB/OCC Files A-1280, A-1280a &A-1280b REVISED: 04-11-00

Richard Montevideo, Esq. Stephen P. Deitech, Esq. Lyman C. Welch, Esq.
Rutan & Tucker Best, Best & Krieger Mayer, Brown & Platt
611 Anton Boulevard, 14th Floor 3750 University Avenue, Suite 400 190 S. La Salle Street
Costa Mesa, CA 92626-1950 P.O. Box 1028 Chicago, IL 60603-3441

Riverside, CA 92502-1028

Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer Gregory R. McClintock, Esq. Bart Doyle, Mayor
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Mayer, Brown & Platt City of Sierra Madre

Control Board 350 S. Grand Avenue, Suite 2500 232 W. Sierra Madre RIvd.
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 Los Angeles, CA 90071-1503 Sierra Madre, CA 91024
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Rob Stockly, Mayor Pm Tem David Saeta, Mayor Mr. Robert Sassaman, Director
City of Sierra Madre City of South Pasadena Dept. Of Transportation
232 W. Sierra Madre Blvd. 1414 Mission Street District 7
Sierra Madre, CA 91024 South Pasadena, CA 91030 120 S. Spring Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Mr James D Ciampa Mr Mark Delaplaine Mr. Charles GaleLagertof, Senecal, Calif Coastal Commission Bldg Industry Assoc Of So CalBradley & Swif~ Lip
45 Fremont Street 20th Fir 1330 Valley Vista Drive

301 N Lake Ave 10th Fir San Francisco CA 94105-2219               Diamond Bar CA 91765-3924Pasadena CA 91101-4107

Mr Richard Montevideo Ms Rita Leroux
Rutan & Tucker LLP Mr John Wilson Whittier City School District
611 Anton BI Ste 1400 14221 Alta Place 7211 S Whittier Ave
Costa Mesa CA 92626-1998 Westminster CA 92683-4103 Whittier CA 90602-1123

Mr John Lamer
Dr Gordon Labedz C J Mcdonald El Segundo Unified School
Surfrider Foundation Green Cleen Distdct
8112 Marina Pacifica Dr N #5 21315 Mulholland Drive 641 Sheldon Street
Long Beach CA 90803-3804 Woodland Hills CA 91364-5935 El Segundo CA 90245-3036

Ms Karen Griego Mr Steve Latiolait
Delise Shearer U.S. Dept Of HUD ACt Dir/Fac Planning & Serv
2312 Ruhland Avenue Apt 1 Environmental Unit College Of The Canyons
Redondo Beach CA 90278-2545 611 West Sixth Street 26455 Rockwell Canyon RdLos Angeles CA 90017-3101 Santa Cladta CA 91355-1803

Mr Gerald Greene Mr Ron Wilkniss Mr Mike Kissel
Boyle Engineering Western States Petroleum Carl Karcher Enterprises
1501 Quail Street 505 N Brand Blvd Ste 1400 1200 North Harbor BI
Newport Beach CA 92658-9020 Glendale CA 91203-1925 Anaheim CA 92801-2493

¯ ’" Scott H Campbell
Mr Jim Paulkown Winfield & Canzoned Ace Carter

300 S Grand Ave Ste 1500 P O Box 667 United Anglers Of So Calif

Los Angeles CA 90071-3125 Acton CA 93510-0667 16835 Algonquin Street Ste 357
Huntington Beach CA 92649-3852

R0072394



Mr Larry Smith Jr Mr Mark Reese
Environmental Mgt Division David B Brearley Esq Arco Pipe Line Company
Los Angeles Harbor Dept 2440 S Hacienda Blvd Ste 223 5900 Cherry Avenue
- ~ Box 151 Hacienda Heights CA 917454770

n Pedro CA 90733-0151                                                          Long Beach CA 90805-4454

Mr Steve Comley Mr Martin E Zvirbulis Ms Erin S Atwater
Arco Pipe Line Company San Gabdel Valley Water Co M W D Ste 305
5900 Cherry Avenue P.O. Box 6010 13191 Crossroads Parkway N -
Long Beach CA 90805-4454 El Monte CA 91734-2010 Industry CA 91746-3497

Ms Carol Williams Mr Ken Keaton
Mr Michael Drennan Main San Gabriel Basin Caltrans/Distdct 7
Montgomery Watson Watermaster Public TranslRaillStormwater
301 North Lake Ave #600 725 N Azusa Ave 120 South Spring Street
Pasadena CA 911014126 Azusa CA 91702-2507 Los Angeles CA 90012-3684

Mr Joseph G Johns Mr Steven W Vawter Mr Bret E. Williams
Envicom Corporation Innovative Consultants P O Box 18462
28328 Agoura Road 3740 Campus Ddve Ste 200 Bevedy Hills CA 90209-4462
Agoura Hills CA 91301-2406 Newport Beach CA 92660-2661

Mr John J Hards Mr Carlos Urrunaga Ms Mitzi Taggart
Richard Watson & Gershon LA Regional Water Quality Control Board
333 South Hope Street Watershed Regulatory Section

Heal The Bay
2701 Ocean Park Blvd Ste 150

Los Angeles CA 90071-1469 320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 Santa Monica CA 90405-3523
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Ms Sheila James Kuehl
Mr David Beckman Ms Janice Lee California State Assembly
N R D C 5420 Parkmor State Capitol
6310 San Vicente Blvd Ste 250 Calabasas, CA 91302 P O Box 942849
Los Angeles, CA 90048-5426 Sacramento, CA 94249-0001

Mr Paul Tantet Mr. Richard Watson Ms Joyce Clark
Source Control Program R. Watson & Associates M W D Suite 305
500 W Los Angeles Ave 21922 Viso Lane 13191 Crossroads Parkway N
Simi Valley, CA 93065-1644 Mission Viejo, CA 92691 City Of Industry, CA 91746-3497

Mr David Belasco Ms Lenora Kirby
General Manager Resource Conservation Dist Ms Bettye J M Werthman
Wastewater Remediation Of Santa Monica Mountains S C A G Planning & Policy
442 S Montgomery Way 122 North Topanga Canyon Blvd 818 West 7th St 12 Floor
Orange, CA 926684015 Topanga, CA 90290-3836 Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435

Marianne Yamaguchi Mr Steve Fleischli Mr John Klaussen

Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project Santa Monica Baykeeper California Environmental

320 W. 4th St., Ste. 200 P O Box 10096 Associates

Los Angeles, CA 90013 Madna Del Rey, CA 90295-6096 423 Washington St 3rd FI
San Francisco, CA 94111-2339

Stephanie Love John Claussen Susie Stokes
Tishman Construction Corp,,eiths Company Calif. Environmental Assoc. 11400 Olympic Blvd Ste 15002955 Red Hill Avenue 423 Washington St., 3rd Fir. Los Angeles, CA 90064-1579Costa Mesa, CA 92626-5976 San Francisco, CA 94111
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Paul Case Mr. Robert QuinteroSam Ramirez Urban Building Contractors & Consultants Asst. Director Of Public Services - ~Turner Construction Co 11835 W Olympic Blvd Ste 800 City Of Commerce~55 W Th St 37 Floor Los Angeles CA 90064-1145 2535 Commerce Way
s Angeles CA 90013-1007 Commerce, CA 90040

Roger Soneja
John Kuprenas Soonja Viniegra Simplex Construction
Vanier Construction Management Vinigra & Viniegra Architecture Management Inc
3435 Wilshire Blvd Ste 250 1314 Wilshire Blvd 970 N Tustin Ave Ste 208Los Angeles, CA 90020-2019 Los Angeles, CA 90502-1705 Anaheim, CA 92807-1726

Fred Saldana                             Art HartnellKelly Needham Oconnor Construction Parsons BdnckerhoffWic Architects Management tnc 7070 Wilshire Blvd Ste290010470 Foothill Blvd 19600 Fairchild Ste 300Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730-3754 Irvine, CA 92612-2511 Los Angeles, CA 90017-3501

Fred Pearson Paul Murdoch Leo Simone
Parsons Bdnckerhoff Paul Murdoch Architects L S A Associates444 S Flower St Ste 1850 1250 S Lucerne Blvd
Los Angeles, CA 90071-2925 Los Angeles, CA 90071-6804 1 Park Plaza, Suite 500

Irvine, CA 92614

Lani Sakoda Stephen Wen Dave Wetzler
Sr Consultants Stephen Wen & Associates Sterling Construction Inc
2698 Mataro Street 77 N Mentor Ave 8291 Utica Ave Ste 100
Pasadena, CA 91107-3416 Pasadena, CA 91106-1767 Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730-3847

Lynell Washington Nelson Tong John BeginTec Management Consultants Inc Intel Construction JB Development735 S Figueroa St Ste 566 P O Box 71067 559 W Covina BlvdLos Angeles, CA 90017-2571 Los Angeles, CA 90071-0041 San Dimas, CA 91733-2911

Jeff Dun Michael L Maxwell Doug Sereno
Koll Construction Maxwell Consulting Group Montgomery Watson
4343 Von Karmen 5855 Naples Plaza Ste 216 301 N Lake Ave Ste 600
Newport Beach, CA 92660-2083 Long Beach, CA 90803-5080 Pasadena, CA 91101-4126

Gert Koerner William Cook
Morse Diesel International Obrein Kreitzberg Inc Fernando Calderon
450 Sansome St Ste 900 911 Wilshire Blvd Ste 1800 Gateway Science & Engineering
San Francisco, CA 94111-3317 Los Angeles, CA 90017-3447 300 N Lake Ave Suite 520

Pasadena, CA 91101-4119

Robert Denham Martin R Graves James Thurber
Dci Construction Degenkolb Engineers Geotechnical Consultant Inc12100 Wilshire Blvd Suite 480                1533 E Fourth Street2698 Dawson Ave Los Angeles, CA 90025-7119Long Beach, CA 90806 Santa Ana, CA 92701-

nry Brown Terri Grant Hansel Phelps Constructon Co.ab Construction Los Angeles County 2415 Campus Drive Suite 10117732 Darlinton Av E Suit E 9 Department Of Public Works Irvine, CA 92715-1596Los Angeles, CA 90049-5227 P.O. Box 1460
Alhambra, CA 91802-1460
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Hdr Engineering Inc Robert Hale Barton Anderson
1 W. City Blvd Alameda Countywide Clean HMC Group Architects r _
Suite 900 Water Program 3280 East Foothill Blvd

~nge, CA 92868-3610 951 Tumer Court, Room 300 Pasadena, CA 91107-3147
Hayward, CA 94545

Richard Whittington George A Romero Enrique Riutort
Abacus Project Management ACG Environment Agra Earth & Environmental Inc
20201 SW Birch Street Suite 240 1750 14th Street Suite C 4201 Santa Ana Street Suite F
Newport Beach, CA 92660-1773 Santa Monica, CA 90404 Ontario, CA 91761

Lydia Vian Allen Davidson Chris Cooper
Agra Earth & Environmental Inc Alcon Construction Analytical Planning Services Inc
1290 North Hancock St 9581 Business Center Ddve Suite F 15707 Rockfield Suite 225
Anaheim, CA 92817- Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 Irvine, CA 92618

Ralph Eberts Terry LysekJeff Fromhertz Black & Veatch Bovis Construction IncASL Consulting Engineering 800 Wilshire BIv D Suite 6003280 E Foothill Blvd Suite 350 Los Angeles, CA 90017-2611 11755 Wilshire Blvd Suite 2450
Pasadena, CA 91107 Los Angeles, CA 90025-1543

Dawn Francis David GrovesCamp Dresser McKee Cbm Consulting IncBurgess Consultantas Inc 18881 Von Karman Ave Suite 1200900 E Main St Suite 104 17601 S Denver Ave
Santa Mada, CA 93454 Irvine, CA 92714-4918 Gardena, CA 90248

Stephen Barnes Blair Seibert Lindy Beard
Ch2m/Hill Chelsea Design Group CMM Cnstructors
3 Hutton Circle Dr Suite 200 3415 S Sepulveda 2431 Chico Ave
Santa Ana, CA 92707 Los Angeles, CA 90034-6060 El Monte, CA 91733

Cliff Muller Richard Ziebell
Construction Management & Continental Construction Sy Exter

CRSS Construction IncSupervision Management Inc
14200 Ventura Blvd Unit 206 21730 Devonshire St 2500 Michelson Dr Suite 100
Sherman Oaks, CA 91423 Chatsworth, CA 91311 Irvine, CA 92715-1545

Bruce Kuch Edward Putz Jeff Dierck
CRSS Constructors Department Of Public Works Safeway Vonsn Company Inc
5015 Eagle Rock BIvd Suite 100 City Of Long Beach P O Box 3338
Los Angeles, CA 90041-1900 333 W. Ocean Boulevard Los Angeles, CA 90051-1338

Long Beach, CA 90802

Margret Leong Ferdinand Davis Norman B Houston
Shapell Housing Inc Stovall Development Corp
8383 Wilshire Blvd 700 Sharper Design Group
Beverly Hills, CA 90211 5471 Valley Ridge 4000 E Fairmont St

Los Angeles, CA 90043-2257               Los Angeles, CA 90063-3349

:ilia Jackson CMGT Construction Co
~,Jnflower Family Developments Jimmy Blackman Tan Chor
P O Box 50667 Office Of Assemblyman Antonio Villaraigosa 535 W Colorado Blvd 3rd Fir
Pasadena, CA 91105 300 S. Spring St., Ste. 16505

Los Angeles, CA 90013                      Glendale, CA 91204-
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Alex Rose Shelby L Jordan Mr. Ted Morton
Contenental Development Corp. The Jordan Developmentgroup Amedcan Oceans Campaign
"q61 Rosecrans Ave., Ste. 200 29108 Posey Way 600 Pennsylvania Ave., Ste. 210

Segundo, CA 90245 Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90274 Washington DC 20003

Howard Ruby Melinda Marks Ron Prechtl
R & B Development Co Swqff, Fresno Metropolitan R Prechtl Real Estate DevIpmt
2222 Corinth Ave Flood Control District P O Box 33755 -5469 E. Olive StreetLos Angeles, 90064-1600 Fresno, CA 93727 Granada Hills,CA 91344

Steve Holgate Myron LiebermanRealtech Development & Const Rivco Communities Inc. Riverside Drive Development CoJeff Buttikoffer P O Box 3292 6043 Tampa Ave2080 Century Park E Penthouse Palm Desert, CA 92261 ¯ Tarzana, CA 91356Los Angeles, CA 90067-2001

Jeffery S Levine Terrence Redd
Ronald Levine Const & Invest S & L Constructuion John Mysterly
9350 Wilshire Blvd 250 P O Box 83635 3914 Hunbold Street
Beverly Hills, CA 90210 Los Angeles, CA 90045 Huntington Beach, CA 92649

Tom Stoll Nicholas M Brown
Dee Zink Weinstein Development Co West America Construction Corp
B I A Of Southern California 13462 Valley Vista Blvd 8929 Wilshire Blvd 400
24005 Ventura Boulevard Sherman Oaks, CA 91423 Beverly Hills, CA 90211
Calabasas, CA 91302

Abraham AssilVirginia Parker Westland Development Group Jim OgburnWestern Family Homes Inc 11816 Gorham Ave 9607 S San Pedro Street8530 Wilshire Blvd 404
Beverly Hills, CA 90211 Los Angeles, CA 90049-5483 Los Angeles, CA 90003-4324

Edwin Woll Ann Trelease Ronnie JonesTomko Woll Group Architects Inc Trelease Architect Tumohr Construction Co8563 Venice BIvd 1060 20th St 18 1122 N La Brea AveLos Angeles, CA 90034-2548
Santa Monica, CA 90403 Inglewood, CA 90302-1213

Steven Matthews Jim Pedergast
U $ Builders Inc Acting Director, Permits Division Lucas Advocates

Attn: Bob11333 Moorepark St 507 USEPA 1121 "L" Street, Suite 407Touca Lake, CA 91602 401 M Street, SW Sacramento, CA 95814
Washington D.Cl 204

Marva Smiht Battle Bey Robert Reisinger
John Stucki Vermont Slauson Eco Devl Corp Nelle Reisinger DevelopmentStucki Automotive 5918 S Vermont P O Box 118 31842 S Robertson Blvd Los Angeles,CA 90044-3791 Del Mar, CA 92014-1183Los Angeles, CA 90035-4317

Gary Steffens~gory Norman
,,orman Development Co Charlies Auto Maintenance Pacific West Redevelopment

P 0 Box 6008 1058 N Avolon Blvd Group
Beverly Hills, CA 90212 Wilmington, CA 90744-4506 2072 Oakwood St

Pasadena, CA 91109-
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Mark Dupee Mark Gold Jeffrey Monical
Panegea Development Co Heal The Bay Nova Development

3641 Lavell Dr1127 10th St 102 2701 Ocean Park BIvd, Suite 150 Los Angeles, CA 90065-3442nta Monica, CA 90403 Santa Monice, CA 90405

Patrick Obi Michael Tansey
Patco Builders Peterson & Tansey Development Phillip Kozely Designs
14623 Hawthorne BIvd 206 688 S Santa Fe Ste 100 8524 Alcott St
Lawndale, CA 90260 Los Angeles, CA 90021- Los Angeles, CA 90035

Marvin Sachse Dave Brent Mr. Maurice Olillataguerre
Brash Industries Chair, Swtf U.C. - Los Angeles
13442 Bali Way City Of Sacramento Environmental Health & Safety
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292-6913 1395 35th Avenue 10920 Wilshire Blvd., Ste. 1850

Sacramento, CA 95822 Los Angeles, CA 90024

Micahel Frazio Jeff Nadel Marilyn Levin
Government Affairs Deputy Nadel Family Properties Deputy Attorney General
980 Ninth Street Ste 1480 11111 Jefferson Blvd 5191 Department Of Justice
Sacramento, CA 95814-2720 Culver City, CA 90231-5191 300 S. Spring St., Ste. 500

Los Angeles, CA 90013

Norman Robichau Jacqueline Lambrichts Jacqueline Lambrichts
Robichau Automotive Friends Of Los Angeles River
7822 Alhambra Ave 115 W. California Blvd., #183
Canoga Park, CA 91304-6605 Pasadena, CA 91105 P.O. Box 292134

Los Angeles, CA 90029

Mellisa Clack Jorge Lebn, Esq.
California Environmental Serv. Mr. David B. Brearley, Esq. Office Of Chief Counsel
423 Washington St., 3rd Fir. 2440 S. Hacienda Blvd., Ste. 223 State Water Resources Control Board

Hacienda Heights, CA 91745-4770 901 P StreetSan Francisco, CA 94111-2339 Sacramento, CA 95814

Alfonson Sanchez Ms. Leonora Kirby Catherine Kuhlman
Storm Water Manager R C D of Santa Monica Mountains Watershed Management Division
Dept. Of Transportation USEPA, Region IX
120 S. Spring St., Distdct 7 122 N. Topanga Canyon Blvd. 75 Hawthorne Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012 Topanga, CA 90290-3836 San Francisco, CA 94105

Bruce Fujimoto Lisa Peskay Malmsten
Water Quality Div.-Storm Water Deputy City Attorney Richard A. Watson

R. Watson & Associates, LLcState Water Resources Control Board City Of Long Beach 21922 Viso Lane901 P Street 333 W. Ocean Blvd., 11th Floor Mission Viejo, CA 92691-!318Sacramento, CA 95814 Long Beach, CA 90802-4664

Ray Pearl Christopher Bertelli
Building Industry Association Building Industry Association Ross Pistone

Newhall Land Land & Farming Co.Greater L.A. & Ventura Chapter Of Southern California 23823 Valencia Boulevard24005 Ventura Boulevard 1330 S. Valley Vista Drive Valencia, CA 91355-2194Calabasas, CA 91302 Diamond Bar, CA 91765

~e Nelson A. Laurence Tuma III Rufus Young Jr.
.whall Land Land & Farming Co. Land Tech Engineering Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP

23823 Valencia Boulevard 611 W. 6th St., Ste. 2500
Valencia, CA 91355-2194 14555 Erwin Street Los Angeles, CA 90017

Van Nuys, CA 91411
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Ron Green Mr. Eugene Bromley Mr. Dan Meer, Chief Permits Branch
Sempra Energy U.S. EPA Region IX Region 9 WTR-7
P.O. Box 513249
~55 W. Fifth St., Gt17g3 75 Hawthorne Street U.S. EPA
)s Angeles, CA 90013-1011 San Francisco, CA 94105 75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Rod Larang, Esq.
Steve Sturgess, Editor Office of County Counsel
Newport Roadstar 1600 Pacific Hwy Room 355
38 Executive Park San Diego, CA 92101
Suite 300
Irvine, CA 92614
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State Water Resources Control Board @
Winston H. Hickox Office of Chief Counsel

Secretary for 901 P Street ¯ Sacramento, California 95814 ¯ (916) 657-215~1 Gray Davis
Environmental Mailing Address: P.O. Box 100 ¯ Sacramento, California 95812-01,00 , . ¯ Governor

Protection FAX (916) 653-0428 ¯Intemet Address: http://www.s~rcb.ca.gov ¯

Xavier Swamikannu David Beckman
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality National Resources Defense Council

Control Board 6310 San Vicente Blvd. Suite 250
320 West 4t~ Street, Suite 200 Los Angeles, CA 90048
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Dear Messrs. Swamikannu and Beckman:

PETITIONS OF THE CITIES OF BELLFLOWER, ET AL., CITY OF ARCADIA, AND
WESTERN STATES PETROLEUM ASSOCIATION (REVIEW OF JANUARY 26, 2000 ACTION
OF THE REGIONAL BOARD, AND ACTIONS AND FAILURES TO ACT BY BOTH THE
REGIONAL BOARD AND ITS EXECUTIVE OFFICER PURSUANT TO ORDER NO. 96-054,
PERMIT FOR MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND URBAN RUN-OFF DISCHARGES WITHIN
LOS ANGELES COUNTY [NPDES NO. CAS614001]), LOS ANGELES REGION: EXTENSION
OF TIME TO RESPOND
SWRCB/OCC FILES A-1280, A-1280(a), and A-1280(b)

Pursuant to your requests, the administrative record of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB) and all responses to these petitions and amendments thereto are now
due on May 2, 2000. The RWQCB and interested persons may submit responses to the petition
and amendments by that date.

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me at (916) 657-2421 or CALNET
8-437-2421.

Sincerely,

Ehzabeth M. Jenmngs
Senior Staff Counsel

cc: Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality

Control Board
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Interested Persons Mmiling List

California Environmental Protection Agency
, R0072401
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Petitions of
b~e Cities, ofArtesia, et~aL,i~the City of SWRCB LosAngeles

Arcadia, and Western States Petroleum Office of Chief Counsel Regional,Wat~rQuailty Control Board
Association INTERESTED~ PERSONS OrdsrNo.,.96;054;. Permit for Municipal Storm

MAILING LIST Waterand:iUrban Run-off Discharges
RCI~IOCC Files A-1280, A,1280a ~A-1280b REVISED: 04-17-00 [NPDES~NO~ C;KS614001]
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State Water Resources Control Board
Winston H. Hickox Executive Office

Secretaryfor 901 P Steer ¯ Sacrament~, Caiifomia 95814 ¯ (916) 657-0941 ~" ~ ~:" f~ ~fT ~ ~,’ : Gray Davi~
Environmental Mailing Address: P.O. Box 100 ¯ Sacramento, California 95812-0100 ......." :- ~ Governor

Protection FAX (916) 657-0932 ¯ lntemet Address: http://www.swrcb.ca.gov, ~ ....
! ,., ~, ..

MAY .... ,
CERTIFIED MAIL

Richard Montevideo, Esq. Lyman C. Welch, Esq.
Rutan & Tucker Mayer, Brown & Platt
611 Anton Boulevard, 14± Floor 190 S. La Salle Street
Costa Mesa, CA 92626-1950 Chicago, IL 60603-3441

Stephen P. Deitsch, Esq.
Best, Best & Krieger
3750 University Avenue, Suite 400
P.O. Box 1028
Riverside, CA 92502-1028

Dear Messrs. Montevideo, Welch, and Deitsch:

PETITIONS OF THE CITIES OF BELLFLOWER, ET AL., THE CITY OF ARCADIA, AND
WESTERN STATES PETROLEUM ASSOCIATION (REVIEW OF JANUARY 26, 2000 ACTION OF
THE REGIONAL BOARD, AND ACTIONS AND FAILURES TO ACT BY BOTH TI-IE REGIONAL
BOARD AND ITS EXECUTIVE OFFICER PURSUANT TO ORDER NO. 96-054, PERMIT FOR      .
MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND URBAN RUN-OFF DISCHARGES WITHIN LOS ANGELES
COUNTY [NPDES NO. CAS614001]), LOS ANGELES REGION: DISMISSAL OF STAY REQUEST
SWRCB/OCC FILES A-1280, A-1280(a), and A-1280(b)

Review of the above-referenced requests for stay is complete. This review indicates that the request for
stay in this matter fails to produce proof of all three of the prerequisites for a stay as specified in
California Code of Regulations, title 23, section 2053. Accordingly, your request is denied. The petition
you filed with the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) concerning the above-
mentioned matter is still under review. As described in a separate Notice, the State Water Board will hold
a hearing on the merits of the petitions. You will also be notified of any further action on your petitions.

If you have any questions about this matter, please contact Elizabeth Miller Jennings, Senior Staff
Counsel, in the Office of Chief Counsel, at (916) 657-2421.

Sincerely,

Edward C. Anton
¯ Acting Executive Director                         .: .

cc: See next page

California Environmental Protection Agency
R0072404



Messrs. Momevideo, Welch, and Deitsch - 2 -

cc: Mr. Dennis Diekerson
Executive Officer
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality

Control Board
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Interested Persons Mailing List

California Environmental Protection Agency
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State Water Resources Control Board

Office of Chief Counsel
901 P Street ¯ Sacramento, California 95814 ¯ (916) 657-2154

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 100 ¯ Sacramento, California 95812-0100
FAX (916) 653-0428 ¯lntemet Address: http:/twww.swrcb.ca.gov

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

Petitions of the Cities of Bellflower, et al., the City of Arcadia, and
Western States Petroleum Association

(Review of January 26, 2000 Action of the Regional Board, and
Actions and Failures to Act by Both the Regional Board and

its Executive Officer Pursuant to Order No. 96-054,
Permit for Municipal Storm Water and Urban Run,O.e" Discharges

within Los Angeles County [NPDES NO. CAS61’~O01]).
SWRCB/OCC FILES A-1280, A-1280(a) and A-1280(b)

Wednesday, June 7, 2000 -- 10:00 a.m.
and, if necessary,

Thursday, June 8, 2000 -- 9:00 a.m.~--- ~-

Community Meeting Hall
Torrance Cultural Arts Center ~ -~-

3350 Civic Center Drive
Torrance, CA 90503

PURPOSE OF HEARING The State Water Board may meet in closed
session to deliberate on a decision to be made

The State Water Resources Control Board based on evidence taken at the hearing, either
(State Water Board) has scheduled a hearingimmediately following the hearing or at a
on the above petitions at the time and placesubsequent time. The closed session is
noted above. The hearing will take place onauthorized under Government Code section
3une 7, 2000 at 10:¢,0 a.m. if necessary, thel i i26, subdivision tc)l,-~). ,~� ~,tate Water
State Water Board will continue the hearingBoard may consider taking further action on
on June 8, 2000, at 9:00 a.m. The purpose ofthese petitions. If so, a draft decision will be
the hearing is to receive oral and written circulated to the public, prior to adoption at a
testimony and policy statements that will subsequent public meeting. As described in a
assist the State Water Board in reviewing theseparate letter, the State Water Board will not
actions of the Los Angeles Regional Waterhold a hearing on the stay request in this
Quality Control Board (Regional Water matter.
Board) and its Executive Officer in approving
and issuing the Standard Urban Storm WaterHEARING PROCEDURES
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP).

A copy of the procedures governing State
Water Board hearings may be found at

R0072408



Public Hearing for A-1280 et al. -2-

Title 23, California Code of Regulations, why the above parties do not adequately
section 648 and following, and is available atrepresent the person’s interests.
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/cawtrede/adcov.doc
or upon request. The heating will not be To ensure that all participants have an
conducted as a formal hearing under Chapter 5opportunity to participate in the hearing, the
of the Administrative Procedure Act following time limits will apply. Each of the
(commencing at Government Code section four parties listed above, and any other parties
11500). that are designated, will have 60 minutes to

testify. Each interested person will have
HEARING PARTICIPATION 3 minutes to present a policy statement.

Participants with similar cormn, ents are
Participants at the hearing are either "parties"requested to make joint presentations, and
or "interested persons." Parties to the heatingparticipants are requested to avoid redundant
may present evidence and are subject to cross-comments. Additional time may be provided
examination. Parties may also cross-examineupon a showing that additional time is
witnesses for other parties. Interested personsnecessary..
may present non-evidentiary policy
statements, and are not subject to cross- WRITTEN TESTIMONY~ EXHIRITS
examination. Interested persons may not AND POLICY STATEMENTS
cross-examine parties.

The administrative record before the Regional
The following participants are hereby Water Board in this matter will be made a part
designated as parties at the heating: of the record before the State Water Board.

Therefore, documents and evidence already in
1. All cities named as petitioners in Files the record should not be submitted. A brief

A-1280 and A-1280(a), Building Industry summary of earlier submissions is acceptable,
Association of Southern California, if it is received by the deadlines below.
Building Industry Legal Defense
Foundation All written evidence and exhibits must be

2. xxr~o,.,, ~,~oo t~o,~,!,,,,m Ao~,,,-;~;,,, received nc later t~a_-. Mav 3!, 2000. ~,~,~,,-
3. Natural Resources Defense Council, Santaevidentiary policy statements must be received

Monica BayKeeper, Heal the Bay by the close of the hearing.
4. Los Angeles Regional Water Quality

Control Board Each party proposing to present testimony and
exhibits on factual or other evidentiary matters

All other persons who wish to participate in at the hearing must submit the testimony and
the heating as a party must request party statusexhibits in writing. Oral testimony that goes
by submitting a request no later than beyond the scope of written testimony may be
May 19, 2000. The request must explain theexcluded. Persons who propose to offer
basis for status as a party, the evidence thatexpert testimony must include a statement of
will be presented, and a statement explainingqualifications of the expert witness. Parties

must submit 8 copies of written testimony and

R0072409



Public Hearing for A-1280 et al. -3-

must submit 8 copies of written testimony and
exhibits to the State Water Board, and must
send one copy to each of the other parties at
the addresses listed below. Interested persons
may submit one copy of policy statements in Materials submitted to the State Water Board
advance to the State Water Board only. should be addressed as follows:

Cities of Bellflower, et al. Elizabeth Miller Jennings, Esq.
Richard Montevideo, Esq. Office of Chief Counsel
Rutan & Tucker State Water Resources Control Board
61 i Aaron Bou~eva~d, 14’h "’~ ~’~’, P.O. Box ! O0
Costa Mesa, CA 92626-1950 Sacramento, CA 95812-0100

City of Arcadia IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS
Stephen P. Deitsch, Esq.
Best, Best & Krieger Questions concerning the hearing may be
3750 University Avenue, Suite 400 addressed to Elizabeth Miller Jennings. Senior
P.O. Box 1028 Staff Counsel, at (916) 657-2421.
Riverside, CA 92502-1028

LOCATION AND ACCESSIBILITY
Western States Petroleum Association
Lyman C. Welch, Esq. The enclosed map shows the location of the
Mayer, Brown & Platt Torrance Cultural Arts Center. The
190 S. La Salle Street Community Meeting Hall is accessible to
Chicago, IL 60603-3441 persons with disabilities.

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control
Board
Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
Los Angeles Reg~onai W’ater Quality

Ma~re’ho, March-~Control Board Administrative Assistant to the Board320 West 4’h Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013 Dated: May 11, 2000

National Resources Defense Council, Santa
Monica BayKeeper, Heal the Bay
David Beckman, Esq.
National Resources Defense Council
6310 San Vicente Blvd., Suite 250
Los Angeles, CA 90048

R00724~0
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State Water Resources Control Board
Winston H. Hickox Office of Chief Counsel

~ecretaryfor 901 P Street- Sacramento, Czlifornia 95814 ¯ (916)657-2154 .,            Gray Davis
n̄~ironmental Mailing Adch’�~: P.O. Box 100 ¯ Sacramento, Caiifomia95g12-0100 ~... ~. C’D GovernorProtection FAX (916) 653-0428 - Interact Address: http://www.~.ca.gov

Richard Montevideo, Esq.
Rutan & Tucker
611 Anton Boulevard, 14a’ Floor
Costa Mesa, CA 92626-1950

Dear Mr. Montevideo:

PETITIONS OF THE CITIES OF BELLFLOWER, ET AL., CITY OF ARCADIA, A~ND
WESTERN STATES PETROLEUM ASSOCIATION (REVIEW OF JANUARY 26, 2000 ACTION
OF THE REGIONAL BOARD, AND ACTIONS AND FAILURES TO ACT BY BOTH THE
REGIONAL BOARD AND ITS EXECUTIVE OFFICER PURSUANT TO ORDER NO. 96-054,
PERMIT FOR MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND URBAN RUN-OFF DISCHARGES WITHIN
LOS ANGELES COUNTY [NPDES NO. CAS614001]), LOS ANGELES REGION: RESPONSE
TO LETTER DATED MAY 23, 2000
SVv’RCB/OCC FILES A-1280, A-1280(a), and A-1280(b)

In response to your letter dated May 23, 2000, the State Water Resources Control Board (State
Water Board) considers the issues in your petition to be very important, and therefore, in
response to your request, is hearing the matter at its earliest opportunity. In light of the
petitioners’ interest in resolving these issues quickly, and the requirement that a petitioner who
requests a heating must describe in detail the evidence that it will provide in making that request
(California Code of Regulations (CCR), title 23, section 2050(b)), the timing of the notice for the
hearing and the hearing itself appears appropriate. I am aware that two comment letters in the
14-volume administrative record were not included, but I have requested staff at the Los Angeles
Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Water Board) to provide these.

Regarding your questions about the heating process, I believe the heating notice is clear, and it is
in compliance with the Administrative Procedure Act (APA) (Government Code section 11400
et seq.; APA).

The State Water Board has complied with the procedures set forth in Title 23, CCR section 648. l
for designating parties. If you wish to contest those designations, you may make those arguments
during your presentation to the Board at the hearing. The time for cross-examination will not be
included in your 60-minutes presentation. The chairman will determine amount of time for
cross-examination in the proceedings. The allowance for a closing statement is discretionary..
(Id., at section 648.5(d).) If the Board members allow closing statements, they will not be

California Environmental Protection Agency
R0072412
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Richard Montevideo, Esq.                - 2 -                     ~ 2 5 ~

deducted from the 60 minutes. Regarding your question about subpoenas, the rule regarding
their use is in California Code of Regulations, title 23, section 649.6.

You question the authority of the State Water Board to meet in closed session following the
conclusion of the hearing. The Open Meeting Act allows for closed session "to deliberate on a
decision to be reached in a proceeding required to be conducted pursuant to Chapter 5
(commencing with section 11500) or Part 1 of Division 3 of title 2 [formal hearings under the
APA] or similar provisions oJ~aw." (Government Code section 11126(c)(3); emphasis added.)
In this matter, the State Water Board is holding a formal hearing pursuant to Chapter 4.5 .           -
(commencing with section 11400) of the APA. This heating, which includes notice and cross-
examination, is similar to the Chapter 5 formal hearing, and a closed session is authorized by
section 11126(c)(3). Finally, you state that you reserve the right to object of holding an
"informal heating." This is not an informal hearing, and California Code of Regulations, title 23,
section 648.7 is not applicable.

If you have any questions, you may contact me at 916-657-2421.

Sincerely,

ElizAbeth M. Jennings~.
. "

Senior Staff Counsel

cc: Lyman C. Welch, Esq. Stephen P. Deitsch, Esq.Mayer, Brown & Platt
190 S. La Salle Street Best, Best & Ka-ieger
Chicago, IL 60603-3441 3750 University Avenue, Suite 400

P.O. Box 1028
Riverside, CA 92502-1028

~h’. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality

Control Board
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200                                                       -
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Interested Persons Mailing List

California Environmental Protection Agency
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State Water Resources Control Board
Office of Chief Counsel

901 P Strut ¯ Sacramento, California 95814 ¯ (916) 657-2154Winston H. Hickox Mailing Addr~s: P.O. Box 100 ¯ Sacramento, California 95812-O100
Secretary for FAX (916) 653-0428 ¯ lntcrnct Address: http://www.swrcb.ca.gov Gray DavisEnvironmental
Protection Governor

CERTIFIED MAIL

Richard Montevideo, Esq.
Lyman C. Welch, Esq.Rutan & Tucker

611 Anton Boulevard, 14t~ Floor Mayer, Brown & Platt
Costa Mesa, CA 92626-1950 190 S. La Salle Street

Chicago, IL 60603-3441
Stephen P. Deitsch, Esq.
Best, Best & K.rieger
3750 University Avenue, Suite 400
P.O. Box 1028
Riverside, CA 92502-1028

Dear Messrs. Montevideo, Welch, and Deitsch:

PETITIONS OF THE CITIES OF BELLFLOWER, ET AL, THE CITY OF ARCADIA, AND
WESTERN STATES PETROLEUM ASSOCIATION (REVIEW OF JANUARy 26, 2000
ACTION OF THE REGIONAL BOARD, AND ACTIONS AND FAILURES TO ACT BY
BOTH THE REGIONAL BOARD AND ITS EXECUTIVE OFFICER PURSUANT TO
ORDER NO. 96-054, PERMIT FOR MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND URBAN RUN-OFF
DISCHARGES WITHIN LOS ANGELES COUNTY [NPDES NO. CAS614001 ]),
LOS ANGELES REGION: BOARD MEETING NOTIFICATION
SWRCB/OCC FILES A-1280, A-1280(a), and A-1280(b)

Enclosed is a copy of the proposed order in the above-entitled matter. The State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) will consider this order at a special meeting which will be
held during its workshop session on Thursday, October 5, 2000, commencing at 10.’00 a.m. in
the First Floor Hearing Room of the Bonderson Building, 901 P Street, Sacramento.

The SWRCB has already held a hearing in this matter. Evidence relating to this matter will not
be heard at the meeting or accepted before the meeting. You may submit written comments on
the order so long as they are received at the SWRCB no later than
Thursday, September 28, 2000, at 5.’OO pm.

At the meeting, interested persons will be allowed to comment orally on the draft order, subject
to the following time limits. Each designated party will be allowed up to five minutes for oral
comment, with an additional reasonable time for questions by the SWRCB members. Other
interested persons will be allotted a lesser amount oftime to address the SWRCB as time
permits. The order may be adopted at the special meeting as proposed or may be modified as
determined by the SWRCB.

California Environmental Protection Agency
R0072416
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Mssrs. Montevideo, Welch, and Deitsch     - 2 -                                              "

If there are any questions or comments, please call Elizabeth Miller Jermings, Senior Staff
Counsel, of the Office of Chief Counsel, at (916) 657-2421.

Sincerely,

Wilson
Chief Counsel

Enclosure

cc: Mr. Dennis Dickerson
Executive Officer
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality

Control Board
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Interested Persons Mailing List

California Environmental Protection Agency                  ROO72& ’l 7
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D . R. A. F ¯ T  .ooo

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

ORDER: WQ 2000-

In the Matter of the Petitions of
THE CITIES OF BELLFLOWER, ET AL.~ THE CITY OF ARCADIA, AND

WESTERN STATES PETROLEUM ASSOCIATIONReview of January 26, 2000 Action of the Regional Board
and

Actions and Failures to Act
by both the

California Regional Water Quality Control Board,
Los Angeles Region and Its Executive Officer

Pursuant to Order No. 96-054,
Permit for Municipal Storm Water and Urban Run-OffDischarges Within

- Los Angeles County
[NPDES NO. CAS614001]

SWRCB/OCC FILES A-1280, A-1280(a) and A-1280(b)

BY THE BOARD:

On July ! 5, 1996, the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional

Water Board) issued a revised national pollutant discharge elimination system (NPDES) permit

in Order No. 96-054 (permit) to the 85 incorporated cities and the county within Los Angeles

County (the County). ~ The permit covers storm water discharges from municipal separate storm

sewer systems throughout the County.2

t This was the second storm water permit adopted for Los Angeles County and its cities. The first permit was the

subject of an earlier Order. (In the Matter of Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc., Order WQ 91-04). In this
permit, the County is designated as the Principal Permittee, and each city is designated as a permittee. The County
is required to submit various documents on behalf of all of the permittees.
2 The Regional Water Board has since issued a separate permit for one city, Long Beach. The relevant provisions of

the Long Beach permit are similar to those in Order No. 96-054.

R0072418



D. R. A. F. T  ooo
The permit contains provisions for the regulation of storm water discharges from

development planning and construction.3 Pursuant to these provisions, the County was required

to submit Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs).4 The SUSMPs are plans

that designate best management practices (BMPs) that must be used in specified categories of

development projects. The County submitted SUSMPs, but the Regional Water Board approved

the SUSMPs only after making revisions. The Executive Officer issued the revised SUSMPs on

March 8, 2000.5

On February 25, 2000, the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board or

Board) received a petition for review of the actions and failures to act regarding the SUSMPs

from a number of cities, the Building Industry Association of Southern California and the

Building Industry Legal Defense Foundation (jointly referred to as Cities). A second petition

was received from the City of Arcadia. And a third petition was received from the Western

States Petroleum Association (WSPA). On April 7, 2000, the petitioners filed amendments to

their petitions, concerning the March 8, 2000 issuance of the SUSMPs. The Cities’ amendment

also revised the list of cities included in the petition. The Cities’ petition now includes 32 cities.

The petitions are legally and factually related, and have therefore been consolidated for purposes

of review.6 The petitioners also requested a stay of the SUSMPs. This request was denied by

letter, dated May 11, 2000.

3 Permit, Part 2.II1. These provisions focus more on post-construction impacts of development than on discharges

from conslruction activities.
4 Permit, Part 2.III.A. 1 .c.
s These are referred to herein as the Final SUSMPs. The Final SUSMPs also apply to Long Beach, even though it is

subject to a separate permit.
6 Cal. Code of Regs., tit. 23, section 2054.                                                                         :.
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D ¯ R. A. F. T =4,  ooo
On June 7 and 8, 2000, the Board held a hearing in Torrance. Several entities, including

the petitioners, the Regional Water Board, and several environmental groups7, were designated

parties. The evidence from that hearing has been included in the record before the Board. The

record for comments on the petition was kept open until the end of the hearing. The parties were

allowed to submit post-hearing briefs,s

I. BACKGROUND

In prior Orders9 this Board has explained the need for the municipal storm water programs

and the emphasis on BMPs in lieu of numeric effluent limitations. The emphasis for preventing

pollution from storm water discharges is still on the development and implementation of

effective BMPs, but with the expectation that the level of effort will increase over time. In its

Interim Permitting Approachm, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA)

stated that first-round permits should include BMPs, and expanded or better-tailored BMPs in

subsequent permits where necessary to attain water quality standards. Dischargers, consultants,

and academic institutions in California and nationwide have conducted numerous studies on the

effectiveness of BMPs and appropriate design standards. While many questions are still

~ The environmental groups are Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc., Santa Monica BayKeeper, and Heal the
Bay.
s There are several documents that were not timely received and, therefore, are not made a part of the record before

the Board. The hearing notice specified that all evidence from parties must be received by May 3 I, 2000. The
Regional Water Board submitted documents on June 6, 2000. The hearing notice specified that policy statements
were due by the close of the hearing. Several comment letters were received June 12, 13, and 19, 2000. None of
these submittals are a part of the record. The post-hearing briefs were subject to a 10-page limit. The environmental
groups submitted objections to the post-heating brief submitted by the Cities. First, the environmental groups
challenge the length of the brief. All briefs were subject to a 10-page limit. The Cities submitted a 10-page brief,
with a 22-page attachment showing extensive proposed revisions to the SUSMPs. This submittal violates the page
limit, and only the brief is considered part of the record. Second, the environmental groups claim that an e-mail
message referred to by the petitioners is subject to attorney-client privilege and should not have been used in this
hearing. This e-mail message, from the Regional Water Board’s counsel to one of its engineers, was placed in the
Regional Water Board’s administrative record and submitted to the State Water Board. Any privilege that may have
attached to the message has been waived and no longer exists. Finally, the post-hearing brief from the City of
Arcadia was received late and will not be considered. Documents submitted late for interim deadlines (such as the
deadline for submitting responses to the petitions), have been included in the record.
9 See, especially Orders WQ 91-03 (In the Matter of Citizens for a Better Environment et al.) and WQ 91-04.
~o Interim Permitting Approach for Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations in Storm Water Permits. (61 Federal

Register 57425.)
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outstanding, more is expected of municipal dischargers, and many are implementing more             ..

effective programs.

While storm water management plans are improving, our knowledge of the impacts is

also growing. Urban runoffhas been determined to be a significant contributor of impairment to

waters throughout the state. In Los Angeles specifically, beach closures are sometimes

associated with urban runoff. In adopting the SUSMPs, the Regional Water Board took note of

the urgent need for preventing further pollution from urban runoff and storm water discharges.

It is important to emphasize the role of the SUSMPs within the totality of regulating

storm water discharges, and the purpose of these particular control measures. The requirement to

prepare SUSMPS was part of the development controls in the permit. In addition to

development controls, the permit requires education, public outreach, programs to restrict illicit

connections and discharges, and controls on public facilities. In the context of the entire effort

required by the permit, the development controls can be seen as preventing the existing situation

from becoming worse.

The Final SUSMPs include a list of mandatory BMPs for nine categories of development.

There are provisions that are applicable to all categories and lists of BMPs for individual

categories. Requirements applicable to all categories include provisions to limit erosion from

new development and redevelopment, requirements to conserve natural areas, protection of

slopes and channels, and storm drain stenciling. Examples of BMPs specific to categories of

discharge include design of loading docks for commercial projects and design of fueling areas

for retail, gasoline outlets. In most respects, the Final SUSMPs were similar to those proposed by

the County. The significant departures were the inclusion of a numeric design standard for

structure! or treatment control BMPs, and the inclusion of certain types of projects that were not
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covered in the County’s proposal. The design standard creates objective and measurable criteria

for the amount of runoff that must be treated or infiltrated by BMPs.

The record indicates that the purpose of the development controls, including the

SUSMPs, is not simply to prevent pollution associated with construction runoff. As the

petitioners point out, construction discharges are already subject to this Board’s Statewide

Construction Permit. The development controls in the SUSMPs, on the other hand, focus on

post-construction runoff. They are aimed at limiting not just the pollutants in runoff from the

new development, but also the volume ofrunoffthat enters the municipal storm sewer system.

By limiting runoff from new development, the SUSMPs prevent increased impacts from urban

runoff generally. There is adequate technical information in the record to show that by

controlling the volume of runoff from new development, BMPs can be effective in reducing the

discharge of pollutants in storm water runoff.

The Procedure for Adopting the SUSMP~

The permit requires a program for controls on Development Planning and Construction.

It involved a number of submissions by the County in consultation with the Cities. The first step

was submission of a checklist for determining priority projects and exempt projects. The

checklist was due on January 30, 1998. A list of recommended BMPs for development projects

was also due on that date. The SUSMPs were due within six months of approval of the BMP

list, and were to incorporate BMPs for certain categories of development. Following approval of

the SUSMPs, the cities and County were to implement development programs for priority

projects, consistent with the BMP list and the SUSMPs.

The BMP list was not approved until April 22, 1999. Thereafter, the County submitted

proposed SUSMPs on July 22, 1999. The Regional Water Board held a public workshop on
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August 10, 1999. Following the workshop, the County submitted revisions to the SUSMPs on

August 12, 1999. On August 16, 1999, the Regional water Board gave notice that it would

discuss the SUSMPs in a public meeting on September 16, 1999. There was significant

discussion at that meeting regarding the intent of the Executive Officer to approve the SUSMPs,

but with revisions including a numeric design standard. At the conclusion of the meeting, the

Regional Water Board members asked the Executive Officer to revise the SUSMPs and bring

them back to another meeting. On December 7, 1999, the Executive Officer circulated revised

SUSMPs for public review. This document incorporated a numeric design standard and made

other revisions to the permittces’ proposal. The Regional Water Board held a hearing on the

SUSMPs on January 26, 2000. At that meeting, the Regional Water Board endorsed the

SUSMPs revised by the Executive Officer, but directed him to make further changes. The

Executive Officer issued the Final SUSMPs on March 8, 2000.

The Contents of the Final SUSMP,~

The permit provides that the SUSMPs must incorporate the appropriate elements of the BMP

list and, at a minimum, apply to seven development categories: 100-plus home subdivisions;

10-plus home subdivisions; 100,000-plus square foot commercial developments; automotive

repair shops; retail gasoline outlets; restaurants; and hillside single-family dwellings.

The SUSMPs proposed by the County applied to these seven categories. Various BMPs

applied to the different categories, and the SUSMPs contained narrative mitigation requirements

for source control and treatment. The July proposals stated:

"The development must be designed so as to mitigate (infiltrate and/or treat) the
site runoff generated from impervious directly connected areas that may
contribute pollutants of concern to the storm water conveyance system."
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There were no numeric design criteria for mitigation. According to various participants, earlier

County drafts had included design standards to mitigate flows from 0.6-inch storm events. But

any numeric criteria had been removed from the version that was submitted.

In its re~’ised SUSMPs, submitted on August 12, the County explained in its cover letter

that the mitigation language did not mean that all runoff must be mitigated. Rather, the County’s

intent was to omit a numerical standard from the SUSMPs. The revised SUSMPs no longer

referred to mitigation at all. Instead, the following language replaced the mitigation requirement:

"The development must be designed so as to minimize, to the maximum extent
practicable (MEP), the introduction of pollutants of concern that may result in
significant impacts, generated from site runoff of directly connected impervious
areas (DCIA), to the storm water conveyance system as approved by the building
official."

The Final SUSMPs, as approved by the Executive Officer and the Regional Water Board,

included several revisions from the County’s submittal. The revision that is of greatest concern

to the petitioners is the addition of Design Standards for Structural or Treatment Control

BMPs.~ ~ The design standards require that developments subject to the SUSMPs shall be

designed to mitigate storm water runoff (by treatment or infiltration) from one of the following:

"1. The 85th percentile 24-hour runoff event determined as the maximized capture
storm water volume for the area..., or

2. The volume ofarmual runoff based on unit basin storage water quality
volume, to achieve 80 percent or more volume treatment..., or

3. The volume of runoff produced from a 0.75 inch storm event, prior to its
discharge to a storm water conveyance system, or

4. The volume ofrunoffproduced from a historical-record based reference 24-
hour rainfall criterion for "treatment" (0.75 inch average for the Los Angeles
County area) that achieves approximately the same reduction in pollutant
loads achieved by the 85th percentile 24-hour runoffevent."

The Final SUSMPs also include the narrative language quoted from the County’s August 22, 1999 proposal.
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The Final SUSMPs also applied to two additional categories of development: parking lots over

5,000 square feet or with 25 or more spaces and exposed to storm water, and to developments in

environmentally-sensitive areas. Other revisions included application to all projects in the

categories instead of discretionary projects only and the definition of redevelopment.

II. CONTENTIONS AND FINDINGSt2

Contention: The petitioners contend that the Regional Water Board erred in not

complying with the Administrative Review Process within the permit, and acted arbitrarily and

capriciously and in violation of the Clean Water Act and state law.

Finding: The permit required the County, in consultation with the cities subject to the

permit, to submit SUSMPs. The permit includes some general minimum requirements for the

SUSMPs. ~3 The Executive Officer is granted authority to approve the SUSMPs.~4

The permit also contains an administrative review process. ~5 The permit states that the

administrative review process "formalizes the procedure for review and acceptance of reports

and documents’" and "’provides a method to resolve any differences in compliance expectations

between the Regional Board and Permittees, prior to initiating enforcement action.’’~6 Following

this introductory statement, the permit includes two procedures. The first is for review and

approval or disapproval of reports and documents. The second is the dispute resolution section

that must be followed prior to enforcement action.

~2 This Order does not address all of the issues raised by the petitioners. The Board finds that the issues that are not

addressed ~re insubstantial and not appropriate for State Water Board review. (See People v. Barry (1987) 194
Cal.App.3d 158, [239 Cai.Rptr. 349], Cal. Code Regs., tit. 3, § 052.)
~3 Permit, Part 2, III.A.l.c.
~4 Permit, Part 2, III.A.2.

~ Permit, Pan 2, I.G.
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The process for review of documents that are subject to the Executive Officer’s approval

is that the Executive Officer will notify the permittees of the results of the review and approval

or disapproval within 120 days. If the Executive Officer does not do so, the permittees must

notify the Regional Water Board of their intent to implement the documents without approval.

The Executive Officer then has 10 days to respond, or the permittees may implement the

program and the Executive Officer may not make modifications.

The dispute resolution procedure is to be used when the Executive Officer determines

that a permittee’s storm water program is insufficient to meet the permit’s provisions. The

Executive Officer must send a "Notice of Intent to Meet and Confer" with the permittee. A meet

and confer period then ensues, resulting in a written "Storm Water Program Compliance

Amendment (SWPCA)." The permit-tee is provided time to comply with the SWPCA. The

Executive Officer is not allowed to take enforcement action against a permittee until the

Executive Officer notifies the permittee in writing that the administrative review process has

been exhausted and that a violation exists warranting enforcement.

The petitioners contend that the Executive Officer failed to notify the permittees that their

SUSMPs were inadequate within 120 days of its submittal. The petitioners also argue that, by

revising the SUSMPs without pursuing the dispute resolution process, the Regional Water Board

"violated" the terms of the permit.

The provision for review of documents, which clearly includes the SUSMPs, requires that

the Executive Officer notify the permittees of the results of the review and approval or

disapproval within 120 days. The County submitted the revised SUSMPs on August 12, 1999.

Within 120 days, the Regional Water Board held a workshop where staff expressed their

concerns with the SUSMPs. Also within 120 days the Regional Water Board itself held a public
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meeting where there was extensive discussion and concern by board members that the SUSMPs

did not include a numeric standard. And, prior to any notification by the permittees that they

would proceed with implementing their SUSMPs, the Regional Water Board held a heating

January 26, 2000, where it directed the Executive Officer to issue the SUSMPs with revisions.

The Executive Officer did so on March 8, 2000.

It is clear from the record that the Executive Officer, and the Regional Water Board itself,

did inform the permittees that the SUSMPs were inadequate. There was no requirement for a

specific form for expressing disapproval of documents. The extensive discussion and meetings

on the need for revisions to the SUSMPs, and the Executive Officer’s approval of revised

SUSMPs, plainly refutes.the allegation that the Regional Water Board never notified the

permittees of its disapproval of the County’s proposed SUSMPs.

The permittees also claim that the Regional Water Board "violated" the permit by failing

to institute the meet and confer process.17 The dispute resolution process, which includes meet

and confer, did not apply to the decision to disapprove the proposed SUSMPs. That process is

only required when the Regional Water Board ultimately takes an enforcement action against a

permittee. It is separate from the process for review and approval or disapproval of documents,

and does not even appear to relate to possible enforcement actions for submission of inadequate

documents. This is illustrated by the fact that the provision regarding documents refers to

submittals from both the Principal Permittee and the individual permittees, while the dispute

resolution provision refers only to the permittees. This distinction is relevant because the County

is charged with submitting the documents, while the individual permittees are responsible for

compliance. A fair reading of the entire section on the administrative review process is that the

17 We note that permits are issued to permit’tees to allow discharges to waters of the state. It is only permittees, and .....

not Regional Water Boards, who can be charged with violating permits.
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review and approval or disapproval of documents applies to submission of documents by the

County on behalf of the cities, while the dispute resolution process applies to enforcement

actions against any permittees for failing to implement adequate programs.

Contention: The petitioners contend that the Regional Water Board was not authorized

to revise the SUSMPs to add more stringent requirements.

Finding: The petitioners contend that the mitigation standards in the SUSMPs are more

stringent than the requirement in the permit to reduce pollutants in storm water runoffto the

maximum extent practicable (MEP)18. The issue of what level of protection constitutes MEP

will be discussed lnfra, in the discussion of the reasonableness of the numeric standards. But the

petitioners also make certain procedural claims on this point. They argue that in approving the

BMP list, the Regional Water Board determined that those BMPs constituted MEP and that the

Board could not add additional BMPs in the SUSMPs. They also contend the Regional Water

Board itself had no authority to "usurp" the Executive Officer’s role in reviewing the SUSMPs. 19

Finally, the petitioners contend that the Regional Water Board was not authorized to mandate a

program for the permittees without amending the permit.

The permit requires the County to submit a list of BMPs for approval. The Regional

Water Board approved this list. Following approval of the list, the County was required to

submit the SUSMPs, which must "incorporate the appropriate elements of the recommended

BMPs list.’’2° The petitioners contend that by approving the list, the Regional Water Board

determined that those BMPs constituted MEP, and that under the terms of the permit the

Regional Water Board could not require additional BMPs.

J8 The technology-based standard for controls under municipal storm water permits is MEP. For a fuller discussion

of this standard, see Order WQ 91-03.
t9 It is undisputed that, at its January 26, 2000 meeting, the Board directed the Executive Officer to make additional

revisions to the SUSMPs.
20        .Permit, Part 2, III.A.i.c.
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In addressing this contention, we face what appears to be a fundamental

misunderstanding of the numeric design standards on the part of the petitioners. The design

standards are objective criteria that developers must achieve in designing their BMPs. The design

standards are not separate BMPs. The standards tell what magnitude of storm event the BMPs

must be designed to treat or infiltrate. They do not specify the BMPs that must be employed.

The SUSMPs as submitted by the County specify BMPs for various categories of

development. Many of these BMPs are designed to minimize the pollutants in storm water

runoff, by reducing flow through infiltration or by treatment. Examples of BMPs proposed by

the County include infiltration basins and trenches, oil/water separators, and media filtration.

The County’s proposed SUSMPs also included language requiring minimizing the introduction

of pollutants to the storm water conveyance system. That language remains unchanged in the

Final SUSMPs. The only significant difference between the two versions of the SUSMPs was

that the Regional Water Board established numeric criteria for designing the BMPs.

In adopting the Final SUSMPs, the Regional Water Board based its decision on the MEP
standard.21 The Regional Water Board did not significantl2, i,., ~se :!::~ IqMP list o," specify

further the actions that developers must take to comply v~..

..... ¯ , 3. ¯,,,o, ~ c lind that the
Regional Water Board did not inappropriately revise its determination of what constituted MEP.

The Regional Water Board is the political body responsible for water quality control in

the Los Angeles region.22 While the Regional Water Board may delegate specified powers and

duties to its Executive Officer,23 it can at any time act on its own behalf. The fact that the Board

authorized its Executive Officer to approve the SUSMPs in the permit did not mean that the

Board thereby denied itself the opportunity to provide direction to the Executive Officer in his

2t
Resolution R-00-02.22Water Code sections 13200 and 13225.

2~Water Code section 13223.
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approval. Such an interpretation of its delegation authority would result in an improper failure of

the Board to assume responsibility for water quality in the region.

We also find that the Regional Water Board was authorized to revise the SUSMPs to

achieve compliance with the permit’s requirements. The SUSMPs are a part of implementation

of the permit. Because the permit regulates storm water discharges throughout the entire

Los Angeles region and it is implemented by 85 cities and the County, it is obvious that the

permit could not spell out every detail of the program for the five-year term of the permit.

Instead, the implementation is through the submission, review and approval, and implementation

of various programs, including the SUSMPs.24 Where it receives a submission that it finds is not

consistent with the requirements of the permit, it is reasonable for the Regional Water Board to

be able to require revisions. The Regional Water Board is not required to amend the permit each

time it approves a submittal or approves a submittal with revisions. On the other hand, if the

Regional Water Board’s action in requiring revisions is inconsistent with the terms of the permit,

then the Board should not act without first amending the permit. While the Regional Water

Board could have required the County to make the revisions rather than making them itself, we

see no harm in the Regional Water Board’s approach.

As will be discussed below, in most respects the Final SUSMPs are consistent with the

permit. But there are some portions of the SUSMPs that are not consistent, and in those cases

the SUSMPs provisions are further revised in this Order.

Contention: The petitioners make various procedural claims, including that they were

denied due process, and that the Regional Water Board violated the Administrative Procedure

24 A fuller discussion of the use of storm water management plans to incorporate a developing program is found in

Order No. WQ 91-03.
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Act, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and the California Constitution, Article

XIII B, section 6 (regarding state mandates).

Finding: The petitioners point out that at the January 26, 2000 Regional Water Board

hearing, there was some confusion over late changes to the SUSMPs and they contend they were

not provided adequate opportunity to comment. There was significant discussion of the

SUSMPs over several months. We do not agree with the petitioners that a program of this

magnitude must necessarily take years to develop. But we are concerned that at the

January 26, 2000 hearing, interested persons and permittees were not given adequate time to

review late revisions or to comment on them. Given the intense interest in this issue, the

Regional Water Board should have diverged fi’om its strict rule limiting individual speakers to

three minutes and should have allowed groups to make joint presentations.25 But to the extent

the Regional Water Board’s process caused any harm, this Board cured those harms. We held a

two-day heating in Los Angeles County, where all parties were allowed significant time to

present their positions and testimony. In addition, we allowed the introduction of new evidence

that had not been presented to the Regional Water Board. At this point, all parties have been

afforded a full opportunity to review the Final SUSMPs, to present their positions and evidence,

and to engage in cross-examination. The petitioners’ due process rights have been protected.

The Board has already addressed the contentions regarding compliance with other laws in

prior decisions. The Administrative Procedure Act exempts the adoption of permits from its

requirements.26 While the SUSMPs are not a permit, they are implementing documents for a

permit, and are therefore subject to the exemption. Moreover, they are relevant only to this

2s For future adjudicative proceedings that are highly controversial or involve complex factual or legal issues, we

encourage regional water boards to follow the procedures for formal hearings set forth in Cal. Code of Regs., tit. 23,
section 648 et seq.                                                                                         :
26 Government Code section I 1352; See, Order No. 95-4 (In the Matter of the City and County of San Francisco)_
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permit, and are not a general rule of application. The constitutional provisions regarding state

mandates also do not apply to NPDES permits.27 As will be explained below, the SUSMPs as

revised herein, are consistent with MEP and therefore are federally mandated. The provisions of

CEQA requiring adoption of environmental documents also do not apply to NPDES permits.2~

Again, as an implementing document for the permit, there is no requirement for a separate

CEQA analysis.29

Contention: The petitioners contend that the SUSMPs do not properly apply the

maximum extent practicable standard.

Finding: The permit, consistent with Clean Water Act s~ction 402(p)(3)(B)(iii), requires

controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, or MEP.3° In

approving the Final SUSMPs, the Regional Water Board acknowledged that one of the primary

objectives of the municipal storm water program is the requirement to reduce the discharge of

pollutants from storm water conveyance systems to the MEP.31 While all parties appear to agree

that the standard for the SUSMPs is MEP, they disagree about what level of effort is necessary to

comply with that standard.

The petitioners approach this issue from two angles. First, they contend that the SUSMPs

will not provide water quality benefits that reflect MEP. Second, they contend that there could

be adverse impacts on groundwater quality that have not been adequately evaluated.

27See, Order No. WQ 90-3 (In the Matter of San Diego Unified Port Disla’ict).
28Water Code section 13389.
29We do note with interest the environmental groups’ comment that if the permittees believed it was necessary to
comply with the APA and CEQA prior to adoption of the SUSMPs, then they themselves would have violated those
acts in tLeir submissions of the proposed SUSMPs.
30 Permit, Finding 13.
3, Final SUSMPs, at page 2; Resolution No. R-00-02, at page 3.
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Storm Water Design Standards as MEP

In adopting the Final SUSMPs, the Regional Water Board found that many rivers and

streams in Los Angeles County are impaired for pollutants found in storm water and urban

runoff’, and that storm water runoff.carries pollutants from nearly all types of developed

properties.32 Pollutant loading from the aggregate of development in the basin results in

impairments from sediments, metals, complex organic compounds, oil and grease, nutrients, and

pesticides)~ The Final SUSM~s reflect two goals: to reduce the amounts of’these pollutants in

runoff.and to reduce the ability of runoff.to act as a conveyance system to deliver more

pollutants to receiving waters. The Final SUSMPs, which include lists of BMPs and design

standards requiring treatment or infiltration, address these two goals.

Clean Water Act section 402(p)(3)(B)(iii), which sets forth the requirements for

establishing MEP in municipal storm water permits, provides that such permits "shall require

controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, including

management practices, control techniques and system, design and engineering methods, and such

other provisions as the Administrator or the State determines appropriate for the control of such

pollutants." The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), in a guidance

document, explains that BMPs should be used in first-round storm water permits, and "expanded

or better-tailored BMPs in subsequent permits, where necessary, to provide for the attainment of

water quality standards.,,34 The Clean Water Act, as interpreted by U.S. EPA, does require that,

in a second-round permit,3s expanded BMPs may be appropriate. In light of the number of water

32 Resolution No. R-00-02.

~ Interim Permitting Approach for Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations in Storm Water Permits, 61 Federal
Register 57425 (1996).3s The original permit was issued in 1990. The 1996 permit is a second-round permit.                                    -
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bodies impaired by runoffin Los Angeles County, it was appropriate to expand the scope of

BMPs during the permit term.

The regulations implementing section 402(p) specifically require municipalities to have

controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants from their storm sewer systems that "receive

discharges from areas of new development and significant redevelopment," including post-

construction discharges.36 Clearly, it was appropriate for the Regional Water Board to require

BMPs for new development and significant redevelopment. The permittees, who submitted their

own version of SUSMPs with listed BMPs for categories of development, appear to have no real

quarrel with this general mandate.

This Board has already endorsed requirements to limit the flow of the "first flush" of

storm water, which may contain more significant pollutants.37 The Permittees’ own version of

the SUSMPs required mitigation of storm water runoff by treatment or infiltration, thus

conceding the propriety of these two approaches to lessening the impact of storm water

discharges. The crux of the disagreement is that the Regional Water Board added numeric

design standards to establish the amount of runoff that must be treated or infiltrated, and required

the mandatory application of these standards to categories of development.

The addition of measurable standards for designing the BMPs provides additional

guidance to developers and establishes a clear target for the development of the BMPs. The U.S.

EPA guidance manual suggests the use of design criteria and performance standards for post-

construction BMPs.38 The numeric criteria the Regional Water Board adopted essentially

J6
40 CFR section 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(A)(2).37In the Matter of National Steel and Shipbuilding Company, et al., Or,’er WQ 98-07, at slip opinion 7.J8Guidance Manual for the Preparation of Part 2 of the NPDES Permit Applications for Discharges from Municipal

Separate Strom Sewer Systems, at page 6-4 (’November 1992).
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requires that 85 percent of the runoff from the development be infiltrated or treated.39 In

adopting these standards, the Regional Water Board based its decision on a research review of

standards in other states and a statistical analysis of the rainfall in the area. The standard was set

to gain the maximum benefit in mitigation while imposing the least burden on developers.’~° In

light of the evidence of the use of this or more stringent standards in other states, the expert

testimony supporting this standard, the endorsement by U.S. EPA in its comments, and the cost-

effectiveness of its implementation (discussed below), the Regional Water Board acted

appropriately in determining that the standards reflect MEP.4~

We also find that the Regional Water Board appropriately applied these standards to

seven of the categories listed in the SUSMPs: single-family hillside residences, 100,000 square

foot commercial developments, automotive repair shops, restaurants, home subdivisions with 10

to 99 housing units, home subdivisions with 100 or more housing units, and parking lots with

5,000 square feet or more or with 25 or more parking spaces and potentially exposed to storm

water rtmoff.’u These categories, except for parking lots, were already targeted for special

treatment in the permit. The evidence shows that each listed category can be a significant source

of pollutants and/or runoff following development. It is appropriate that the design standards

apply so that BMPs for these categories of development result in the infiltration or treatment of a

significant about of the runoff.

Four d~fferent methods of ealculatton are permitted, so the percentage of capture may vary slightly.
4o At the hearing in this matter, Regional Water Board staff explained that the standard was set at the bottom of the

"knee" of the curve where the benefits of the mitigation requirements decrease and the cost increases. Other states
have ~t the standard higher nlong this curve, requiring 90 to 95 percent mitigation.
41 This conclusion in no way departs from our acceptance of BMPs in lieu of numeric effluent limitations in storm

water permits. (See, e.g., Order WQ 91-03 and Order WQ 91-04.) The numeric standard is a design standard for
BMPs. It does not quantify or limit the pollutants in the effluent. It also does not specify which of the listed BMPs
must be employed.
42 As discussed below, this Board is revising the SUSMPs to delete the application of the design standards to retail

gasoline outlets and to locations within or directly adjacent to or discharging directly to environmentally-sensitive
areas.
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Potential Impacts on Ground Water

The petitioners contend that infiltration ofrunoffmay lead to ground water pollution, and

that the Regional Water Board did not properly consider such potential impacts. The mitigation

standards provide for a waiver where there is a risk of ground water contamination because a

known unconfined aquifer lies beneath the land surface or an existing or potential underground

source of drinking water is less than ten feet from the soil surface.43 The Final SUSMPs also

include a discussion on how to use infiltration so that the risk of contamination of groundwater is

reduced, and where infiltration is not appropriate.4~

The Regional Water Board did consider the potential impacts to groundwater from

infiltration, and included appropriate limitations and guidance on its use as a BMP. These

provisions will ensure adequate protection of groundwater from any adverse impacts due to

infiltration.

Contention: The petitioners contend the Regional Water Board failed to show that the

SUSMPs as adopted are cost-effective and that the benefits to be obtained outweigh the costs.

Finding: The petitioners refer to the Preamble to the Phase II storm water regulations45

as the basis for their economic argument. The quoted language, however, does not wholly

support the petitioners’ contention. The Preamble states that President Clinton’s Clean Water

Initiative clarifies "that the maximum extent practicable standard should be applied in a site-

specific, flexible manner, taking into account cost considerations as well as water quality

effects.’’46 It is clear that cost should be considered in determining MEP; this does not mean that

43 Final SUSMP, page 14.

’~’~ ld., at page 15.
4~ 64 Federal Register 68722 and following. These regulations do not apply to the permit, but the general language
on MEP is relevant to EPA’s interpretation of the standard.
~6 64 Federal Register 68722, 68732 (December 8, 1999).
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2000the Regional Water Board must demonstrate that the water quality benefits outweigh the

economic costs.

While the standard of MEP is not defined in the storm water regulations or the Clean

Water Act, the term has been defined in other federal rules. Probably the most comparable law

that uses the term is the Superfund legislation, or CERCLA, at section 121 (b). The legislative

history of CERCLA indicates that the relevant factors, to determine whether MEP is met in

choosing solutions and treatment technologies, include technical feasibility, cost, and state and

public acceptance.’~7 Another example of a definition of MEP is found in a regulation adopted by

the Department of Transportation for onshore oil pipelines. MEP is defined as to "the limits of

available technology and the practical and technical limits on a pipeline operator .... ,,~8

These definitions focus mostly on technical feasibility, but cost is also a relevant factor.

There must be a serious attempt to comply, and practical solutions may not be lightly rejected.

If, from the list ofBMPs, a permittee chooses only a few of the least expensive methods, it is

likely that MEP has not been met. On the other hand, ifa permittee employs all applicable

BMPs except those where it can show that they are not technically feasible in the locality, or

whose cost would exceed any benefit to be derived, it would have met the standard. MEP

requires permittees to choose effective BMPs, and to reject applicable BMPs only where other

effective BMPs will serve the same purpose, the BMPs would not be technically feasible, or the

cost would be prohibitive. Thus while cost is a factor, the Regional Water Board is not required

to perform a cost-benefit analysis.

In reviewing the record, it is apparent that the Regional Water Board did evaluate the cost
of the SUSMPs. While the petitioners claim there is no evidence in the record to show the

47 132 Cong. Rec. H 9561 (Oct. 8, 1986).
48 49 CFR section 194.5.
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 oooSUSMPs are necessary and cost effective, the opposite is true. The record is replete with

documentation of costs of pilot mitigation projects, studies from similar programs in other states,

and research studies. The Regional Water Board complied with the requirement to consider cost.
The Regional Water Board found that the cost to include BMPs that will meet the

mitigation criteria will be one to two percent of the total development cost. This amount appears

reasonable, especially in light of the amount of impervious surface already in Los Angeles

County and the impacts on impaired water bodies. In considering the cost of compliance, it is

also important to consider the costs of impairment. The beach closures in the Los Angeles

region, well documented in the evidence, have reached critical proportions. These beach

closures clearly have a financial impact on the area, and should be positively affected by the

SUSMPs.

We do note that there could be further cost savings for developers if the permittees

develop a regional solution for the problem. We recommend that the cities and the County,

along with other interested agencies, work to develop regional solutions so that individual

dischargers are not forced to create numerous small-scale projects. While the SUSMPs are an

appropriate means of requiring mitigation of storm water discharges, we also encourage

innovative regional approaches.

Contention: The petitioners have raised contentions regarding details of the SUSMPs,

including the amount of time allowed for inclusion of SUSMPs in local ordinances, and their
application to both" "    ¯ ,,d~scretlonary and "non-discretionary" projects. In addition, during the

hearing certain ambiguities in the wording of the Final SUSMPs became apparent, including the

provisions regarding redevelopment and environmentally-sensitive areas. In this portion of the
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Order we address these issues and also the application of the design standards to retail gasoline

outlets (RGOs) and the waiver funding requirements.

Finding: The testimony at the hearing in this matter revealed that there are specific

provisions of the SUSMPs that create confusion as to the types of development projects subject

to the mitigation design standards. The petitioners also contend that application of the standards

to specific types of development either is unreasonable or is inconsistent with the terms of the

permit. The specific requirements are discussed below.

Retail Gasoline Outlete

Petitioner WSPA contends that RGOs should be excluded from the SUSMPs. Its petition

raised the same general contentions as the other petitioners, but at the hearing WSPA presented

evidence specific to RGOs. In particular, WSPA raised questions about the propriety of applying

the design standards for BMPs to RGOs. In considering this issue, we conclude that construction

of RGOs is already heavily regulated and that owners may be limited in their ability to construct

infiltration facilities. Moreover, in light of the small size of most RGOs, treatment also may not

be feasible, or safe. The mandatory BMPs that are included in the SUSMPs should be adequate

to achieve MEP at RGOs.’19 We conclude that RGOs should not be subject to the BMP design

standards because they are already heavily regulated and may be limited in their ability to

construct infiltration facilities or to perform treatment.

R__edevelopment Prolect~

The SUSMPs were written to apply to new development and to some types of

redevelopment in nine categories of projects. The definition of"redevelopment" reflected the

intent of the Regional Water Board to define the scope of redevelopment projects subject to the

49 WSPA also refers to the list ofBM/s

¯
. in a. publication of the California Storm Water Quality Task Force. (Bes.___~t

Manap.ement Practice Grade - Retail Ga,-oline Outlets. March 1997.) This publication includes BMPs in addition to
those listed in the SUSMPs, which should be considered for inclusion therein¯
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requirements. That definition5°, however, was somewhat confusing, and it was apparent from

testimony at the hearing that the parties had different understandings of the scope of

redevelopment subject to the SUSMPs. In their post-hearing briefs, the various parties appeared

to agree on the actual intent of the Regional Water Board in including redevelopment in the

SUSMPs. This intent was to include redevelopment that adds or creates at least 5,000 square

feet of impervious surface to the original development and, where the addition constitutes less

than 50 percent of the original development, to limit the application of the BMP design standards

to the addition.

While some parties requested further requirements for development, it appears that the

Regional Water Board’s original intent was relatively simple to apply and results in a fair and

appropriate application of the SUSMPs’ requirements to redevelopment. Therefore, we will

revise the definition in the SUSMPs accordingly.

Environmentally-Sensitive Arez~

The permit required that the SUSMPs address at least seven development categories.51

The final SUSMPs added two more categories: parking lots of 5,000 square feet or more or with

25 or more parking spaces and potentially exposed to storm water runoff; and location within or

directly adjacent to an environmentally-sensitive area (ESA). The petitioners contend that the

~o The SUSMPs state: "Redevelopment" means, on an already developed site, the creation or addition of at least

5,000 square feet of impervious surfaces or the creation or addition of fifty percent or more of impervious surfaces
or the making of improvements to fifty p~c~nt or more of the existing structure. Redevelopment includes, but is not
limited to: the expansion of a building footprint or addition or replacement of a structure; structural development
including an increase in gross floor area and/or exterior construction or remodeling; replacement of impervious
surface that is not pan of a routine maintenance activity; and land disturbing activities related with slrucrural or
impervious surfaces.
~t The categories listed in the permit are: single-family hill residences, 100,000. quare-foot commercial

developments, automotive repair shops, retail gasoline outlets, restaurants, home subdivisions with 10 to 99 housing
units, and home subdivisions with 100 or more housing units. Permit, Pan 2, III.A. 1 .c.
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addition of ESAs was inappropriate because the permit refers only to "development categories’’52

.and ESA is a location category.

Whether or not the Regional Water Board went beyond the permit’s terms in including

this category, we find a fundamental problem with the language of the SUSMPs regarding ESAs.

All of the other categories are relatively simple to apply because they describe the types of

development that fall within the category. For instance, the threshold for a commercial

development is I00,000 square feet. If the development is smaller, it is not subject to the

SUSMPs. But for developments within ESAs, the SUSMPs contain no threshold. This absence

led to speculation by the petitioners that something as small as a new patio on a home in an ESA

would make the SUSMPs applicable. The Regional Water Board, at the hearing and in its post-

he.aring brief, conceded that there should be some threshold. While the Regional Water Board

did reecommend a specific threshold, we believe that it is inappropriate for this Board to add a

threshold that has not been fully discussed by all interested persons.

While it may be appropriate to include more stringent controls for developments in ESAs,

we also note that such developments are already subject to extensive regulation under other

regulatory programs. Moreover, in light of the permit language limiting the SUSMPs to

development categories, ESAs are not an appropriate category within the SUSMPs. The

Regional Water Board may choose to consider the issue further when it reissues the permit.

Discretionary and Non-Discretionary, or Ministerial, Proiect.~

The petitioners contend that the SUSMPs should apply only to projects that are

considered "discretionary" within the meaning of California Environmental Quality Act
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(CEQA).s3 They argue that the inclusion of non-discretionary, or ministerial, projects is

inconsistent with the terms of the permit.

The permit provisions on development projects do refer to "discretionary" projects in

several places. The permittecs are directed to develop a checklist for determining priority and

exempt projects.54 Priority projects are defined as development and redevelopment projects

requiring discretionary approval, which may have a potential significant effect on storm water

quality.5s The permittees are also required to develop a BMP list.s6 In developing the SUSMPs,

the permittees are required to incorporate appropriate elements of the BMP list.~7 Next, the

permittees must develop a program on planning control measures for priority projects (which are

limited to projects requiring discretionary approval), consistent with the list of BMPs and the

SUSMPs.s8 The permit further states that, in order to assure compliance with these

requirements, the permittees must develop guidelines on preparing CEQA documents that link

mitigation conditions to "local discretionary project approvals.’’s9

Taken as a whole, the provisions of the permit appear to link the development

requirements for SUSMPs to developments that receive discretionary approval by local

governments, as defined in CEQA. The SUSMPs are an implementation tool for the permit and

must be consistent with the permit. While the limitation of the SUSMPs to discretionary projects

may not be sufficiently broad for an effective storm water control program, the Regional Water

Board acted inappropriately in expanding the SUSMPs to include non-discretionary projects.

The Regional Water Board may consider expanding the development controls beyond CEQA

Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq.
Permit, Part 2, III.A. 1.a.
ld.

Permit, Part 2, III.A. 1.b.
Permit, Part 2, III.A. 1 .c.
Permit, Part 2, III.a.2.
Permit, Part 2, III.a.3.b.
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discretionary projects when it reissues the permit. But at this time, the SUSMPs must be revised

so that they are limited to development projects requiring discretionary approval within the

meaning of CEQA.6°

_Waiver Fundin~ Requirement

Where a waiver is granted from the design standard requirements, the Final SUSMPs

provide that the permittee must require the project proponent to transfer the cost savings to a

storm water mitigation fund. The fund is to be operated by a public agency or a non-profit

entity, to promote regional or alternative solutions for storm water pollution in the same storm

watershed. The petitioners contend that the funding requirement will create an additional

administrative burden.

The concept of a mitigation fund or "bank" is a positive idea for obtaining regional

solutions to storm water runoff. As a long-term strategy, municipal storm water dischargers

should work to establish regional mitigation facilities, which may be more cost-effective and

more technically effective than mitigation structures at individual developments. But at this

point there are not sufficient resources in place to require all permittees to establish such funds or

to find appropriate non-profit organizations. Before mandating funding, preliminary questions

should be answered, including who will manage the fund, what types of projects it will be used

for, what entities can legally operate such funds, and how permittees will determine the amount

of the assessments. It would be appropriate for the County to consider developing a program

with the appropriate flood control agency, or as a model for the separate cities to develop. There

may be suitable agencies to administer such funds, but the development of programs may take

~ We note that the Final SUSMPs already include a definition of"discretionary project" consistent with the
definition in the CEQA guidelines. Final SUSMPs at page 4 of 25: Title 14, California Code of Regulations, section
15357. Apparently this definition was inadvertently retained after the Regional Water 8oarcl decided to expand the
SUSMPs beyond discretionary projects.

26                    R0072443



D ¯ R ¯ A. F ¯ T August 24, 2000

some time. The Regional Water Board should consider adopting such a program when it

reissues the permit, after consultation with the appropriate local agencies.

///

///

///
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Ill. CONCLUSIONS

Based on the discussion above, the Board concludes that:

I. The Regional Water Board complied with the procedural requirements of

the permit, including the Administrative Review Process, in approving the

Final SUSMPs.

2. The Regional Water Board was authorized to revise the SUSMPs by

including more stringent requirements than the permittees had proposed.

3. The Regional Water Board complied with did not violate the Administrative

Procedure Act, CEQA, or the Constitutional provisions on state mandates.

The petitioners’ due process rights have been protected

4. The Regional Water Board considered the costs of the SUSMPs, and acted

reasonably in requiring these controls in light of the expected benefits to

water quality.

5. The Final SUSMPs reflect a reasonable interpretation of development

controls that achieve reduction of pollutants in storm water discharges to the

maximum extent practicable.

6. The SUSMPs include adequate protections of groundwater quality from any
impacts from infiltration.

7. The SUSMPs will be revised to clarify the intent of the Regional Water

Board and to make them consistent with the permit. Specifically, retail

gasoline outlets should not be subject to the BMP design standards because

they are already heavily regulated and may be limited in their ability to

construct infiltration facilities or to perform treatment. Redevelopment

projects should be subject to the SUSMPs only if they result in creation or

addition of 5,000 square feet of impervious surfaces. Environmentally-

sensitive areas should not be listed as a category in the SUSMPs. The

SUSMPs should only apply to discretionary projects. The requirement for

funding by project proponents who receive waivers should be deleted. The

SUSMPs will be amended as shown in the attachment to this Order.
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8. In light of the revisions of the SUSMPs made by this Order, and to allow the

permittees adequate time to adopt implementing ordinances, the deadline for

adopting ordinances will be revised to January 15, 200 I, and the effective

date ofthe Final SUSMPs will be revised to February 15, 2001.

IV. ORDER

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans for Los

Angeles County and Cities in Los Angeles County is revised consistent with the amendments

attached hereto. In all other respects the petitions are dismissed.

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned, Administrative Assistant to the Board, does hereby certify that the foregoing is
a full, true, and correct copy of an order duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the State
Water Resources Control Board held on August 17, 2000.

AYE:

NO:

ABSENT:

ABSTAIN:

Maureen March6
Administrative Assistant to the Board
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AMENDMENTS TO SUSMPS

[These amendments are to the Final SUSMP, as published March 8, 2000]

Page 3 of 25

First full paragraph:

All discretionary development and redevelopment projects that fall into one of~wven the
following categories ......................... e, ......... ~, ..... P ...... t ,~ rcqm~,ng
subject to these SUSMPs. These categories are:

¯ Single-family Hillside Residences
¯ 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Developments
¯ Automotive Repair Shops
¯ Retail Gasoline Outlets
¯ Restaurants
¯ Home Subdivisions with I 0 to 99 housing units
¯ Home Subdivisions with 100 or more housing units
¯ Parking lots 5,000 square feet or more or with 25 or more parking spaces and

potentially exposed to storm water runoff

Second full paragraph:

¯ T ....: .....:,t.:_ ^_ .~: ....!_ ..~: ..........~:._t..__:__ di tly t ......: ........ "’"

Fourth full paragraph:

Permittees shall amend codes not later than ~" ..... ,.^. o -~r,r~n,.,,,,,, January 15, 2001, to give
legal effect to the SUSMP requirements. The SUSMP requirements for projects identified
herein shall take effect not later than Octc, bcr ~o, 2999 February 15, 2001.

Page 4 of 25

Delete definition of "Environmentally Sensitive Area"

Revise Definition of"Redevelopment":
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"Redevelopment" means, on an already developed site, the creation or addition of at least
5,000 square feet of impervious surfaces or "~-

Redevelopment includes, but is not limited to: the expansion of a building
footprint or addition or replacement of a structure; structural development including an
increase in gross floor area and/or exterior construction or remodeling; replacement of
impervious surface that is not part of a routing maintenance activity; and land disturbing
activities related with structural or impervious surfaces. Where redevelopment results in
an increase of less than fifty percent of the impervious surfaces of a previously existing
development, and the existing development was not subject to these SUSMPs, the
Design Standards apply only to the addition, and not to the entire development.

Paze 10 of 25

Add to "Limited Exclusion": Retail Gasoline Outlets

Page 15 of 25

Delete the first full paragraph (storm water mitigation funding)
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September 25, 2000

STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD
BOARD MEETING SESSION -- OFFICE OF CHIEF COUNSEL

October 5, 2000

ITEM 16

SUBJECT

IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITIONS OF THE CITIES OF BELLFLOWER. ET AL., THE
CITY OF ARCADIA, AND WESTERN STATES PETROLEUM ASSOCIATION FOR
REVIEW OF THE JANUARY 26, 2000 ACTION OF THE REGIONAL BOARD AND
ACTIONS AND FAILURES TO ACT BY BOTH THE CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER
QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, LOS ANGELES REGION AND ITS EXECUTIVE OFFICER
PURSUANT TO ORDER NO. 96-054. PERMIT FOR MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND
URBAN RUN-OFF DISCHARGES WITHIN LOS ANGELES COUNTY [NPDES
NO. CAS614001]. SWRCB/OCC FILES A-1280, A-1280(a), and A-1280(b).

LOCATION

Los Angeles

DISCUSSION

The Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board adopted Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs) for certain development projects in Los Angeles County. Several
petitioners, including 32 cities, the Building Industry Association, and Western States Petroleum
Association, filed petitions challenging the SUSMPs. In particular, the petitioners seek review of
the requirements in the SUSMPs to mitigate storm water runoff from developments by treatment
or infiltration.

POLICY ISSUE

Should the Board approve the SUSMPs, while revising the types of development that are subject
to t~ r,~iti ,>atio~ :ec ,.:ir,~<r,.:~?
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Adopt the draft order approving the SUSMPs, but revising the types of development subject to
the mitigation requirements.

Policy Review:

Legal Review:

Fiscal Review:

R0072457



D R A F T 2ooo

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

ORDER: WQ 2000-

In the Matter of the Petitions of
THE CITIES OF BELLFLOWER, ET AL., THE CITY OF ARCADIA, AND

WESTERN STATES PETROLEUM ASSOCIATION
Review of January 26, 2000 Action of the Regional Board

and
Actions and Failures to Act

by both the
California Regional Water Quality Control Board,

Los Angeles Region and Its Executive Officer
Pursuant to Order No. 96-054,

Permit for Municipal Storm Water and Urban Run-Off Discharges Within
Los Angeles County

[NPDES NO. CAS614001]

SWRCB/OCC FILES A-1280, A-1280(a) and A-1280(b)

BY THE BOARD:

On July 15, 1996, the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional

Water Board) issued a revised national pollutant discharge elimination system (NPDES) permit

in Order No. 96-054 (permit) to the 85 incorporated cities and the county within Los Angeles

County (the County). 1 The permit covers storm water discharges from municipal separate storm

sewer systems throughout the County.2

1 This was the second storm water permit adopted for Los Angeles County and its cities. The first permit was the

subject of an earlier Order. (In the Matter of Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc., Order WQ 91-04). In this
permit, the County. is designated as the Principal Permittee, and each city is designated as a permit-tee. The County
is required to submit various documents on behalf of all of the permittees.
2 The Regional Water Board has since issued a separate permit for one city, Long Beach. The relevant provisions of

the Long Beach permit are similar to those in Order No. 96-054.
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The permit contains provisions for the regulation of stonn water discharges from

development planning and construction.3 Pursuant to these provisions, the County, was required

submit Standard Urban Stoma Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs).’~ The SUSMPs are plansto

that designate best management practices (BMPs) that must be used in specified categories of

development projects. The County submitted SUSMPs, but the Regional Water Board approved

the SUSMPs only after making revisions. The Executive Officer issued the revised SUSMPs on

March 8, 2000.5

On February 25, 2000, the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board or

Board) received a petition for review of the actions and failures to act regarding the SUSMPs

from a number of cities, the Building Industry Association of Southem California and the

Building hadustry Legal Defense Foundation (jointly referred to as Cities). A second petition

~vas received from the City of Arcadia. And a third petition was received from the Western

States Petroleum Association (WSPA). On April 7, 2000, the petitioners filed amendments to

their petitions, concerning the March 8, 2000 issuance of the SUSMPs. The Cities’ amendment

also revised the list of cities included in the petition. The Cities’ petition now includes 32 cities.

The petitions are legally and factually related, and have therefore been consolidated for purposes

of review.6 The petitioners also requested a stay of the SUSMPs. This request was denied by

letter, dated May 11, 2000.

3 Permat, Part 2.III. These provisions focus more on post-construction impacts of development than on discharges
from construction activities.
4 Permit, Part 2.III.A. 1 .c.
5 These are referred to herein as the Final SUSMPs. The Final SUSMPs also apply to Long Beach, even though it is      "

subject to a separate permit.
6 Cal. Code of Regs., tit. 23, section 2054.
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On June 7 and 8, 2000, the Board held a hearing in Torrance. Several entities, including

the petitioners, the Regional Water Board, and several environmental groups7, were designated

parties. The evidence from that hearing has been included in the record before the Board. The

record for comments on the petition was kept open until the end of the hearing. The parties were

allowed to submit post-hearing briefs,s

I. BACKGROUND

In prior Orders9 this Board has explained the need for the municipal storm water programs

and the emphasis on BMPs in lieu of numeric effluent limitations. The emphasis for preventing

pollution from storm water discharges is still on the development and implementation of

effective BMPs, but with the expectation that the level of effort will increase over time. In its

Interim Permitting Approach1°, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA)

stated that first-round permits should include BMPs, and expanded or better-tailored BMPs in

subsequent permits where necessary to attain water quality standards. Dischargers, consultants,

and academic institutions in California and nationwide have conducted numerous studies on the

effectiveness of BMPs and appropriate design standards. While many questions are still

7 The environmental groups are Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc., Santa Monica BayKeeper, and Heal the

Bay.
~ There are several documents that were not timely received and, therefore, are not made a part of the record before
the Board. The hearing notice specified that all evidence from parties must be received by May 31, 2000. The
Regional Water Board submitted documents on June 6, 2000. The hearing notice specified that policy statements
were due by the close of the hearing. Several comment letters were received June 12, 13, and 19, 2000. None of
these submittals are a part of the record. The post-hearing briefs were subject to a 10-page limit. The environmental
groups submitted objections to the post-hearing brief submitted by the Cities. First, the environmental groups
challenge the length of the brief. All briefs were subject to a 10-page limit. The Cities submitted a 10-page brief,
with a 22-page attachment showing extensive proposed revisions to the SUSMPs. This submittal violates the page
limit, and only the brief is considered part of the record. Second, the environmental groups claim that an e-mail
message referred to by the petitioners is subject to attorney-client privilege and should not have been used in this
hearing. This e-mail message, from the Regional Water Board’s counsel to one of its engineers, was placed in the
Regional Water Board’s administrative record and submitted to the State Water Board. Any privilege that may have
attached to the message has been waived and no longer exists. Finally, the post-hearing brief from the City of
Arcadia was received late and will not be considered. Documents submitted late for interim deadlines (such as the
deadline for submitting responses to the petitions), have been included in the record.
9 See, especially Orders WQ 91-03 (In the Matter of Citizens for a Better Environment et al.) and WQ 91-04.
~0 Interim Permitting Approach for Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations in Storm Water Permits. (61 Federal

Register 57425.)
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outstanding, more is expected of municipal dischargers, and many are implementing more

effective programs.

While storm water management plans are improving, our knowledge of the impacts is

also growing. Urban runoffhas been determined to be a significant contributor of impairment to

waters throughout the state. In Los Angeles specifically, beach closures are sometimes

associated with urban runoff. In adopting the SUSMPs, the Regional Water Board took note of

the urgent need for preventing further pollution from urban runoff and storm water discharges.

It is important to emphasize the role of the SUSMPs within the totality of regulating

storm water discharges, and the purpose of these particular control measures. The requirement to

prepare SUSMPS was part of the development controls in the permit. In addition to

development controls, the permit requires education, public outreach, programs to restrict illicit

connections and discharges, and controls on public facilities. In the context of the entire effort      ;.. ~

required by the permit, the development controls can be seen as preventing the existing situation

from becoming worse.

The Final SUSMPs include a list of mandatory BMPs for nine categories of development.

There are provisions that are applicable to all categories and lists of BMPs for individual

categories. Requirements applicable to all categories include provisions to limit erosion from

new development and redevelopment, requirements to conserve natural areas, protection of

slopes and channels, and storm drain stenciling. Examples of BMPs specific to categories of

discharge include design of loading docks for commercial projects and design of fueling areas

for retail gasoline outlets. In most respects, the Final SUSMPs were similar to those proposed by

the County. The significant departures were the inclusion of a numeric design standard for

structural or treatment control BMPs, and the inclusion of certain types of projects that were not
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covered in the County’s proposal. The design standard creates objective and measurable criteria

for the amount ofrunoffthat must be treated or infiltrated by BMPs.

The record indicates that the purpose of the development controls, including the

SUSMPs, is not simply to prevent pollution associated with construction runoff. As the

petitioners point out, construction discharges are already subject to this Board’s Statewide

Construction Permit. The development controls in the SUSMPs, on the other hand, focus on

posl-construction runoff. They are aimed at limiting not just the pollutants in runoff from the

new development, but also the volume of runoff that enters the municipal storm sewer system.

By limiting runoff from new development, the SUSMPs prevent increased impacts from urban

runoff generally. There is adequate technical information in the record to show that by

controlling the volume of runoff from new development, BMPs can be effective in reducing the

discharge of pollutants in storm water runoff.

The Procedure for Adopting the SUSMPs

The permit requires a program for controls on Development Planning and Construction.

It involved a number of submissions by the County in consultation with the Cities. The first step

was submission of a checklist for determining priority projects and exempt projects. The

checklist was due on January 30, 1998. A list of recommended BMPs for development projects

was also due on that date. The SUSMPs were due within six months of approval of the BMP

list, and were to incorporate BMPs for certain categories of development. Following approval of

the SUSMPs, the cities and County were to implement development programs for priority

projects, consistent with the BMP list and the SUSMPs.

The BMP list was not approved until April 22, 1999. Thereafter, the County submitted

proposed SUSMPs on July 22, 1999. The Regional Water Board held a public workshop on
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August 10, 1999. Following the workshop, the County submitted revisions to the SUSMPs on

August 12, 1999. On August 16, 1999, the Regional water Board gave notice that it would

discuss the SUSMPs in a public meeting on September 16, 1999. There was significant

discussion at that meeting regarding the intent of the Executive Officer to approve the SUSMPs,

but with revisions including a numeric design standard. At the conclusion of the meeting, the

Regional Water Board members asked the Executive Officer to revise the SUSMPs and bring

them back to another meeting. On December 7, 1999, the Executive Officer circulated revised

SUSMPs for public review. This document incorporated a numeric design standard and made

other revisions to the permittees’ proposal. The Regional Water Board held a hearing on the

SUSMPs on January 26, 2000. At that meeting, the Regional Water Board endorsed the

SUSMPs revised by the Executive Officer, but directed him to make further changes. The

Executive Officer issued the Final SUSMPs on March 8, 2000.

The Contents of the Final SUSMPs

The permit provides that the SUSMPs must incorporate the appropriate elements of the BMP

list and, at a minimum, apply to seven development categories: 100-plus home subdivisions;

10-plus home subdivisions; 100,000-plus square foot commercial developments; automotive

repair shops; retail gasoline outlets; restaurants; and hillside single-family dwellings.

The SUSMPs proposed by the County applied to these seven categories. Various BMPs

applied to the different categories, and the SUSMPs contained narrative mitigation requirements

for source control and treatment. The July proposals stated:

"The development must be designed so as to mitigate (infiltrate and/or treat) the
site runoff generated from impervious directly connected areas that may
contribute pollutants of concern to the storm water conveyance system."
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There were no numeric design criteria for mitigation. According to various participants, earlier

County drafts had included design standards to mitigate flows from 0.6-inch storm events. But

any numeric criteria had been removed from the version that was submitted.

In its revised SUSMPs, submitted on August 12, the County explained in its cover letter

that the mitigation language did not mean that all runoffmust be mitigated. Rather, the County’s

intent was to omit a numerical standard from the SUSMPs. The revised SUSMPs no longer

referred to mitigation at all. Instead, the following language replaced the mitigation requirement:

"The development must be designed so as to minimize, to the maximum extent
practicable (MEP), the introduction of pollutants of concern that may result in
significant impacts, generated from site runoff of directly connected impervious
areas (DCIA), to the storm water conveyance system as approved by the building
official."

The Final SUSMPs, as approved by the Executive Officer and the Regional Water Board,

included several revisions from the County’s submittal. The revision that is of greatest concern

to the petitioners is the addition of Design Standards for Structural or Treatment Control

BMPs.~ The design standards require that developments subject to the SUSMPs shall be

designed to mitigate storm water runoff (by treatment or infiltration) from one of the following:

"1. The 85th percentile 24-hour runoff event determined as the maximized capture
storm water volume for the area..., or

2. The volume of annual runoff based on unit basin storage water quality
volume, to achieve 80 percent or more volume treatment..., or

3. The volume ofrunoffproduced from a 0.75 inch storm event, prior to its
discharge to a storm water conveyance system, or

4. The volume ofrunoffproduced from a historical-record based reference 24-
hour rainfall criterion for "treatment" (0.75 inch average for the Los Angeles
County area) that achieves approximately the same reduction in pollutant
loads achieved by the 85th percentile 24-hour runoff event."

The Final SUSMPs also include the narrative language quoted from the County’s August 22, 1999 proposal.
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The Final SUSMPs also applied to two additional categories of development: parking lots over

5,000 square feet or with 25 or more spaces and exposed to storm water, and to developments in

environmentally-sensitive areas. Other revisions included application to all projects in the

categories instead of discretionary projects only and the definition of redevelopment.

II. CONTENTIONS AND FINDINGS~2

Contention: The petitioners contend that the Regional Water Board erred in not

complying with the Administrative Review Process within the permit, and acted arbitrarily and

capriciously and in violation of the Clean Water Act and state law.

Finding: The permit required the County, in consultation with the cities subject to the

permit, to submit SUSMPs. The permit includes some general minimum requirements for the

SUSMPs. I_~ The Executive Officer is granted authority to approve the SUSMPs. 14

The permit also contains an administrative review process.~5 The permit states that the

administrative review process "formalizes the procedure for review and acceptance of reports

and documents" and "provides a method to resolve any differences in compliance expectations

between the Regional Board and Permittees, prior to initiating enforcement action.’’16 Following

this introductory statement, the permit includes two procedures. The first is for review and

approval or disapproval of reports and documents. The second is the dispute resolution section

that must be followed prior to enforcement action.

t2 This Order does not address all of the issues raised by the petitioners. The Board finds that the issues that are not

addressed are insubstantial and not appropriate for State Water Board review. (See People v. Barry (1987) 194
Cal.App.3d 158, [239 Cal.Rptr. 349], Cal. Code Regs., tit. 3, § 052.)
]3 Permit, Part 2, III.A. 1.c.
t4 Permit, Part 2, III.A.2.

~s Permit, Part 2, I.G.
16 Id"
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The process for review of documents that are subject to the Executive Officer’s approval

is that the Executive Officer will notify the permittees of the results of the review and approval

or disapproval within 120 days. If the Executive Officer does not do so, the permittees must

notify the Regional Water Board of their intent to implement the documents without approval.

The Executive Officer then has 10 days to respondl or the permittees may implement the

program and the Executive Officer may not make modifications.

The dispute resolution procedure is to be used when the Executive Officer determines

that a permittee’s storm water program is insufficient to meet the permit’s provisions. The

Executive Officer must send a "Notice of Intent to Meet and Confer" with the permittee. A meet

and confer period then ensues, resulting in a written "Storm Water Program Compliance

Amendment (SWPCA)." The permittee is provided time to comply with the SWPCA. The

Executive Officer is not allowed to take enforcement action against a permittee until the

Executive Officer notifies the permittee in writing that the administrative review process has

been exhausted and that a violation exists warranting enforcement.

The petitioners contend that the Executive Officer failed to notify the permittees that their

SUSMPs were inadequate within 120 days of its submittal. The petitioners also argue that, by

revising the SUSMPs without pursuing the dispute resolution process, the Regional Water Board

"violated" the terms of the permit.

The provision for review of documents, which clearly includes the SUSMPs, requires that

the Executive Officer notify the permittees of the results of the review and approval or

disapproval within 120 days. The County submitted the revised SUSMPs on August 12, 1999.

Within 120 days, the Regional Water Board held a workshop where staff expressed their

concerns with the SUSMPs. Also within 120 days the Regional Water Board itself held a public
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meeting where there was extensive discussion and concem by board members that the SUSMPs

did not include a numeric standard. And, prior to any notification by the permittees that they

would proceed with implementing their SUSMPs, the Regional Water Board held a hearing

January 26, 2000, where it directed the Executive Officer to issue the SUSMPs with revisions.

The Executive Officer did so on March 8, 2000.

It is clear from the record that the Executive Officer, and the Regional Water Board itself,

did inform the permittees that the SUSMPs were inadequate. There was no requirement for a

specific form for expressing disapproval of documents. The extensive discussion and meetings

on the need for revisions to the SUSMPs, and the Executive Officer’s approval of revised

SUSMPs, plainly refutes the allegation that the Regional Water Board never notified the

permittees of its disapproval of the County’s proposed SUSMPs.

The permittees also claim that the Regional Water Board "violated" the permit by failing,i~.!i~i~-

to institute the meet and confer process.17 The dispute resolution process, which includes meet

and confer, did not apply to the decision to disapprove the proposed SUSMPs. That process is

only required when the Regional Water Board ultimately takes an enforcement action against a

permittee. It is separate from the process for review and approval or disapproval of documents,

and does not even appear to relate to possible enforcement actions for submission of inadequate

documents. This is illustrated by the fact that the provision regarding documents refers to

submittals from both the Principal Permittee and the individual permittees, while the dispute

resolution provision refers only to the permittees. This distinction is relevant because the County

is charged with submitting the documents, while the individual permittees are responsible for

compliance. A fair reading of the entire section on the administrative review process is that the

~-.
~7 We note that permits are issued to permittees to allow discharges to waters of the state. It is only permittees, and      - -

not Regional Water Boards, who can be charged with violating permits.
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review and approval or disapproval of documents applies to submission of documents by the

County on behalf of the cities, while the dispute resolution process applies to enforcement

actions against any permittees for failing to implement adequate programs.

Contention: The petitioners contend that the Regional Water Board was not authorized

to revise the SUSMPs to add more stringent requirements.

Finding: The petitioners contend that the mitigation standards in the SUSMPs are more

stringent than the requirement in the pennit to reduce pollutants in storm water runoff to the

maximum extent practicable (MEP)~8. The issue of what level of protection constitutes MEP

will be discussed Infra, in the discussion of the reasonableness of the numeric standards. But the

petitioners also make certain procedural claims on this point. They argue that in approving the

BMP list, the Regional Water Board determined that those BMPs constituted MEP and that the

Board could not add additional BMPs in the SUSMPs. They also contend the Regional Water

Board itself had no authority to "usurp" the Executive Officer’s role in reviewing the SUSMPs.~9

Finally, the petitioners contend that the Regional Water Board was not authorized to mandate a

program for the permittees without amending the permit.

The permit requires the County to submit a list of BMPs for approval. The Regional

Water Board approved this list. Following approval of the list, the County was required to

submit the SUSMPs, which must "incorporate the appropriate elements of the recommended

BMPs list.’’2° The petitioners contend that by approving the list, the Regional Water Board

determined that those BMPs constituted MEP, and that under the terms of the permit the

Regional Water Board could not require additional BMPs.

Is The technology-based standard for controls under municipal storm water permits is MEP. For a fuller discussion

of this standard, see Order WQ 91-03.19 It is undisputed that, at its January 26, 2000 meeting, the Board directed the Executive Officer to make additional

revisions to the SUSMPs.
2o Permit, Part 2, III.A. 1 .c.
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In addressing this contention, we face what appears to be a fundamental

misunderstanding of the numeric design standards on the part of the petitioners. The design

standards are objective criteria that developers must achieve in designing their BMPs. The design

standards are not separate BMPs. The standards tell what magnitude of storm event the BMPs

must be designed to treat or infiltrate. They do not specify the BMPs that must be employed.

The SUSMPs as submitted by the County specify BMPs for various categories of

development. Many of these BMPs are designed to minimize the pollutants in storm water

runoff, by reducing flow through infiltration or by treatment. Examples of BMPs proposed by

the County include infiltration basins and trenches, oil/water separators, and media filtration.

The County’s proposed SUSMPs also included language requiring minimizing the introduction

of pollutants to the storm water conveyance system. That language remains unchanged in the

Final SUSMPs. The only significant difference between the two versions of the SUSMPs was      .::

that the Regional Water Board established numeric criteria for designing the BMPs.

In adopting the Final SUSMPs, the Regional Water Board based its decision on the MEP

standard.2~ The Regional Water Board did not significantly revise the BMP list or specify

further the actions that developers must take to comply with the SUSMPs. Thus, we find that the

Regional Water Board did not inappropriately revise its determination of what constituted MEP.

The Regional Water Board is the political body responsible for water quality control in

the Los Angeles region.22 While the Regional Water Board may delegate specified powers and

duties to its Executive Officer,23 it can at any time act on its own behalf. The fact that the Board

authorized its Executive Officer to approve the SUSMPs in the permit did not mean that the

Board thereby denied itself the opportunity to provide direction to the Executive Officer in his

2~ Resolution R-00-02. ". ¯
22 Water Code sections 13200 and 13225.
23 Water Code section 13223.
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approval. Such an interpretation of its delegation authority would result in an improper failure of

the Board to assume responsibility for water quality in the region.

We also find that the Regional Water Board was authorized to revise the SUSMPs to

achieve compliance with the permit’s requirements. The SUSMPs are a part of implementation

of the permit. Because the permit regulates storm water discharges throughout the entire

Los Angeles region and it is implemented by 85 cities and the County, it is obvious that the

permit could not spell out every detail of the program for the five-year term of the permit.

Instead, the implementation is through the submission, review and approval, and implementation

of various programs, including the SUSMPs.24 Where it receives a submission that it finds is not

consistent with the requirements of the permit, it is reasonable for the Regional Water Board to

be able to require revisions. The Regional Water Board is not required to amend the permit each

time it approves a submittal or approves a submittal with revisions. On the other hand, if the

Regional Water Board’s action in requiting revisions is inconsistent with the terms of the permit,

then the Board should not act without first amending the permit. While the Regional Water

Board could have required the County to make the revisions rather than making them itself, we

see no harm in the Regional Water Board’s approach.

As will be discussed below, in most respects the Final SUSMPs are consistent with the

permit. But there arc some portions of the SUSMPs that arc not consistent, and in those cases

the SUSMPs provisions are further revised in this Order.

Contention: The petitioners make various procedural claims, including that they were

denied due process, and that the Regional Water Board violated the Administrative Procedure

24 A fuller discussion of the use of storm water management plans to incorporate a developing program is found in

Order No. WQ 91-03.
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Act, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and the California Constitution, Article

XIII B, section 6 (regarding state mandates).

Finding: The petitioners point out that at the January 26, 2000 Regional Water Board

hearing, there was some confusion over late changes to the SUSMPs and they contend they were

not provided adequate opportunity to comment. There was significant discussion of the

SUSMPs over several months. We do not agree with the petitioners that a program of this

magnitude must necessarily take years to develop. But we are concerned that at the

January 26, 2000 heating, interested persons and permittees were not given adequate time to

review late revisions or to comment on them. Given the intense interest in this issue, the

Regional Water Board should have diverged from its strict rule limiting individual speakers to

three minutes and should have allowed groups to make joint presentations.-~s But to the extent

the Regional Water Board’s process caused any harm, this Board cured those harms. We held a

two-day hearing in Los Angeles County, where all parties were allowed significant time to

present their positions and testimony. In addition, we allowed the introduction of new evidence

that had not been presented to the Regional Water Board. At this point, all parties have been

afforded a full opportunity to review the Final SUSMPs, to present their positions and evidence,

and to engage in cross-examination. The petitioners’ due process tights have been protected.

The Board has already addressed the contentions regarding compliance with other laws in

prior decisions. The Administrative Procedure Act exempts the adoption of permits from its

requirements.26 While the SUSMPs are not a permit, they are implementing documents for a

permit, and are therefore subject to the exemption. Moreover, they are relevant only to this

25 For future adjudicative proceedings that are highly controversial or involve cor~plex factual or legal issues, we

encourage regional water boards to follow the procedures for formal hearings set forth in Cal. Code of Regs., tit. 23,
section 648 et seq. -:-26 Government Code section 11352; See, Order No. 95-4 (In the Matter of the City and County of San Francisco). " ....

14 R0072471



D R A F T
permit, and are not a general rule of application. The constitutional provisions regarding state

mandates also do not apply to NPDES permits.27 As will be explained below, the SUSMPs as

revised herein, are consistent with MEP and therefore are federally mandated. The provisions of

CEQA requiring adoption of environmental documents also do not apply to NPDES permits.28

Again, as an implementing document for the permit, there is no requirement for a separate

CEQA analysis.29

Contention: The petitioners contend that the SUSMPs do not properly apply the

maximum extent practicable standard.

Finding: The permit, consistent with Clean Water Act section 402(p)(3)(B)(iii), requires

controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, or MEP.3° In

approving the Final SUSMPs, the Regional Water Board acknowledged that one of the primary

objectives of the municipal storm water program is the requirement to reduce the discharge of

pollutants from storm water conveyance systems to the MEP.31 While all parties appear to agree

that the standard for the SUSMPs is MEP, they disagree about what level of effort is necessary to

comply with that standard.

The petitioners approach this issue from two angles. First, they contend that the SUSMPs

will not provide water quality benefits that reflect MEP. Second, they contend that there could

be adverse impacts on groundwater quality that have not been adequately evaluated.

27 See, Order No. WQ 90-3 (In the Matter of San Diego Unified Port District).
2g Water Code section 13389.
z9 We do note with interest the environmental groups’ comment that if the permittees believed it was necessary to

comply with the APA and CEQA prior to adoption of the SUSMPs, then they themselves would have violated those
acts in their submissions of the proposed SUSMPs.
30 Permit, Finding 13.
3~ Final SUSMPs, at page 2; Resolution No. R-00-02, at page 3.
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Storm Water Design Standards as MEP

In adopting the Final SUSMPs, the Regional Water Board found that many rivers and

streams in Los Angeles County are impaired for pollutants found in storm water and urban

runoff, and that storm water runoff carries pollutants from nearly all types of developed

properties.3z Pollutant loading from the aggregate of development in the basin results in

impairments from sediments, metals, complex organic compounds, oil and grease, nutrients, and

pesticides.33 The Final SUSMPs reflect two goals: to reduce the amounts of these pollutants in

runoff and to reduce the ability of runoff to act as a conveyance system to deliver more

pollutants to receiving waters. The Final SUSMPs, which include lists of BMPs and design

standards requiring treatment or infiltration, address these two goals.

Clean Water Act section 402(p)(3)(B)(iii), which sets forth the requirements for

establishing MEP in municipal storm water permits, provides that such permits "shall require

controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, including

management practices, control techniques and system, design and engineering methods, and such

other provisions as the Administrator or the State determines appropriate for the control of such

pollutants." The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), in a guidance

document, explains that BMPs should be used in first-round storm water permits, and "expanded

or better-tailored BMPs in subsequent permits, where necessary, to provide for the attainment of

water quality standards.’’a4 The Clean Water Act, as interpreted by U.S. EPA, does require that,

in a second-round permit,35 expanded BMPs may be appropriate. In light of the number of water

s2 Resolution No. R-00-02.
33 ld.

34 Interim Permitting Approach for Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations in Storm Water Permits, 61 Federal

Register 57425 (1996).
3s The original permit was issued in 1990. The 1996 permit is a second-round permit.
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bodies impaired by runoff in Los Angeles County, it was appropriate to expand the scope of

BMPs during the permit term.

The regulations implementing section 402(p) specifically require municipalities to have

controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants from their storm sewer systems that "receive

discharges from areas of new development and significant redevelopment," including post-

construction discharges.36 Clearly, it was appropriate for the Regional Water Board to require

BMPs for new development and significant redevelopment. The permittees, who submitted their

own version of SUSMPs with listed BMPs for categories of development, appear to have no real

quarrel with this general mandate.

This Board has already endorsed requirements to limit the flow of the "first flush" of

storm water, which may contain more significant pollutants.3; The permittees’ own version of

the SUSMPs required mitigation of storm water runoff by treatment or infiltration, thus

conceding the propriety of these two approaches to lessening the impact of storm water

discharges. The crux of the disagreement is that the Regional Water Board added numeric

design standards to establish the amount of runoff that must be treated or infiltrated, and required

the mandatory application of these standards to categories of development.

The addition of measurable standards for designing the BMPs provides additional

guidance to developers and establishes a clear target for the development of the BMPs. The U.S.

EPA guidance manual suggests the use of design criteria and performance standards for post-

construction BMPs.38 The numeric criteria the Regional Water Board adopted essentially

3640 CFR section 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(A)(2).
3vIn the Matter of National Steel and Shipbuilding Company, et al., Order WQ 98-07, at slip opinion 7.
38Guidance Manual for the Preparation of Part 2 of the NPDES Permit Applications for Discharges from Municipal
Separate Strom Sewer Systems, at page 6-4 (November 1992).
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requires that 85 percent of the runoff from the development be infiltrated or treated.39 In

adopting these standards, the Regional Water Board based its decision on a research review of

standards in other states and a statistical analysis of the rainfall in the area. The standard was set

to gain the maximum benefit in mitigation while imposing the least burden on developers.4° In

light of the evidence of the use of this or more stringent standards in other states, the expert

testimony supporting this standard, the endorsement by U.S. EPA in its comments, and the cost-

effectiveness of its implementation (discussed below), the Regional Water Board acted

appropriately in determining that the standards reflect MEP.41

We also find that the Regional Water Board appropriately applied these standards to

seven of the categories listed in the SUSMPs: single-family hillside residences, 100,000 square

foot commercial developments, automotive repair shops, restaurants, home subdivisions with 10

to 99 housing units, home subdivisions with 100 or more housing units, and parking lots with

5,000 square feet or more or with 25 or more parking spaces and potentially exposed to storm

water runoff.42 These categories, except for parking lots, were already targeted for special

treatment in the permit. The evidence shows that each listed category can be a significant source

of pollutants and/or runoff following development. It is appropriate that the design standards

apply so that BMPs for these categories of development result in the infiltration or treatment of a

significant about of the runoff.

39 Four different methods of calculation are permitted, so the percentage of capture may vary slightly.
40 At the hearing in this matter, Regional Water Board staffexplained that the standard was set at the bottom of the

"knee" of the curve where the benefits of the mitigation requirements decrease and the cost increases. Other states
have set the standard higher along this curve, requiring 90 to 95 percent mitigation.
41 This conclusion in no way departs from our acceptance of BMPs in lieu of numeric effluent limitations in storm

water permits. (See, e.g., Order WQ 91-03 and Order WQ 91-04.) The numeric standard is a design standard for
BMPs. It does not quantify or limit the pollutants in the effluent. It also does not specify which of the listed BMPs
must be employed.
42 As discussed below, this Board is revising the SUSMPs to delete the application of the design standards to retail

gasoline outlets and to locations within or directly adjacent to or discharging directly to environmentally-sensitive
areas.
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Potential Impacts on Ground Water

The petitioners contend that infiltration of runoff may lead to ground water pollution, and

that the Regional Water Board did not properly consider such potential impacts. The mitigation

standards provide for a waiver where there is a risk of ground water contamination because a

known unconfined aquifer lies beneath the land surface or an existing or potential underground

source of drinking water is less than ten feet from the soil surface.43 The Final SUSMPs also

include a discussion on how to use infiltration so that the risk of contamination of groundwater is

reduced, and where infiltration is not appropriate.44

The Regional Water Board did consider the potential impacts to groundwater from

infiltration, and included appropriate limitations and guidance on its use as a BMP. These

provisions will ensure adequate protection of groundwater from any adverse impacts due to

infiltration.

Contention: The petitioners contend the Regional Water Board failed to show that the

SUSMPs as adopted are cost-effective and that the benefits to be obtained outweigh the costs.

Finding: The petitioners refer to the Preamble to the Phase II storm water regulations45

as the basis for their economic argument. The quoted language, however, does not wholly

support the petitioners’ contention. The Preamble states that President Clinton’s Clean Water

Initiative clarifies "that the maximum extent practicable standard should be applied in a site-

specific, flexible manner, taking into account cost considerations as well as water quality

effects.’’46 It is clear that cost should be considered in determining MEP; this does not mean that

43Final SUSMP, page 14.
44Id., at page 15.
4564 Federal Register 68722 and following. These regulations do not apply to the permit, but the general language
on MEP is relevant to EPA’s interpretation of the standard.
46 64 Federal Register 68722, 68732 (December 8; 1999).
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the Regional Water Board must demonstrate that the water quality benefits outweigh the

economic costs.

While the standard of MEP is not defined in the stoma water regulations or the Clean

Water Act, the term has been defined in other federal rules. Probably the most comparable law

that uses the term is the Superfund legislation, or CERCLA, at section 121(b). The legislative

history of CERCLA indicates that the relevant factors, to determine whether MEP is met in

choosing solutions and treatment technologies, include technical feasibility, cost, and state and

public acceptance.47 Another example of a definition of MEP is found in a regulation adopted by

the Department of Transportation for onshore oil pipelines. MEP is defined as to "the limits of

available technology and the practical and technical limits on a pipeline operator ....

These definitions focus mostly on technical feasibility, but cost is also a relevant factor.

There must be a serious attempt to comply, and practical solutions may not be lightly rejected.

If, from the list ofBMPs, a permittee chooses only a few of the least expensive methods, it is

likely that MEP has not been met. On the other hand, ifa permittee employs all applicable

BMPs except those where it can show that they are not technically feasible in the locality, or

whose cost would exceed any benefit to be derived, it would have met the standard. MEP

requires permittees to choose effective BMPs, and to reject applicable BMPs only where other

effective BMPs will serve the same purpose, the BMPs would not be technically feasible, or the

cost would be prohibitive. Thus while cost is a factor, the Regional Water Board is not required

to perform a cost-benefit analysis.

In reviewing the record, it is apparent that the Regional Water Board did evaluate the cost

of the SUSMPs. While the petitioners claim there is no evidence in the record to show the

132 Cong. Rec. H 9561 (Oct. 8, 1986).                                                                    " .
49 CFR section 194.5.
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SUSMPs are necessary and cost effective, the opposite is true. The record is replete with

documentation of costs of pilot mitigation projects, studies from similar programs in other states,

and research studies. The Regional Water Board complied with the requirement to consider cost.

The Regional Water Board found that the cost to include BMPs that will meet the

mitigation criteria will be one to two percent of the total development cost. This amount appears

reasonable, especially in light of the amount of impervious surface already in Los Angeles

County and the impacts on impaired water bodies. In considering the cost of compliance, it is

also important to consider the costs of impairment. The beach closures in the Los Angeles

region, well documented in the evidence, have reached critical proportions. These beach

closures clearly have a financial impact on the area, and should be positively affected by the

SUSMPs.

We do note that there could be further cost savings for developers if the permittees

develop a regional solution for the problem. We recommend that the cities and the County,

along with other interested agencies, work to develop regional solutions so that individual

dischargers are not forced to create numerous small-scale projects. While the SUSMPs are an

appropriate means of requiring mitigation of storm water discharges, we also encourage

innovative regional approaches.

Contention: The petitioners have raised contentions regarding details of the SUSMPs,

including the amount of time allowed for inclusion of SUSMPs in local ordinances, and their

application to both "discretionary" and "non-discretionary" projects. In addition, during the

hearing certain ambiguities in the wording of the Final SUSMPs became apparent, including the

provisions regarding redevelopment and environmentally-sensitive areas. In this portion of the

R0072478
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Order we address these issues and also the application of the design standards to retail gasoline

outlets (RGOs) and the waiver funding requirements.

Finding: The testimony at the hearing in this matter revealed that there are specific

provisions of the SUSMPs that create confusion as to the types of development projects subject

to the mitigation design standards. The petitioners also contend that application of the standards

to specific types of development either is unreasonable or is inconsistent with the terms of the

permit. The specific requirements are discussed below.

Retail Gasoline Outlets

Petitioner WSPA contends that RGOs should be excluded from the SUSMPs. Its petition

raised the same general contentions as the other petitioners, but at the hearing WSPA presented

evidence specific to RGOs. In particular, WSPA raised questions about the propriety of applying

the design standards for BMPs to RGOs. In considering this issue, we conclude that construction

of RGOs is already heavily regulated and that owners may be limited in their ability to construct

infiltration facilities. Moreover, in light of the small size of most RGOs, treatment also may not

be feasible, or safe. The mandatory BMPs that are included in the SUSMPs should be adequate

to achieve MEP at RGOs.49 We conclude that RGOs should not be subject to the BMP design

standards because they are already heavily regulated and may be limited in their ability to

construct infiltration facilities or to perform treatment.

Redevelopment Proiects

The SUSMPs were written to apply to new development and to some types of

redevelopment in nine categories of projects. The definition of"redevelopment" reflected the

intent of the Regional Water Board to define the scope of redevelopment projects subject to the

49 WSPA also refers to the list of BMPs in a publication of the California Storm Water Quality Task Force. (Best

Management Practice Guide - Retail Gasoline Outlets. March 1997.) This publication includes BMPs in addition to
those listed in the SUSMPs, which should be considered for inclusion therein.
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requirements. That definition5°, however, was somewhat confusing, and it was apparent from

testimony at the hearing that the parties had different understandings of the scope of

redevelopment subject to the SUSMPs. In their post-hearing briefs, the various parties appeared

to a~ee on the actual intent of the Regional Water Board in including redevelopment in the

SUSMPs. This intent was to include redevelopment that adds or creates at least 5,000 square

feet of impervious surface to the original development and, where the addition constitutes less

than 50 percent of the original development, to limit the application of the BMP design standards

to the addition.

While some parties requested further requirements for development, it appears that the

Regional Water Board’s original intent was relatively simple to apply and results in a fair and

appropriate application of the SUSMPs’ requirements to redevelopment. Therefore, we will

revise the definition in the SUSMPs accordingly.

Environmentalh’-Sensitive Areas

The permit required that the SUSMPs address at least seven development categories.51

The final SUSMPs added two more categories: parking lots of 5,000 square feet or more or with

25 or more parking spaces and potentially exposed to storm water runoff; and location within or

directly adjacent to an environmentally-sensitive area (ESA). The petitioners contend that the

50 The SUSMPs state: "Redevelopment" means, on an already developed site, the creation or addition of at least

5,000 square feet of impervious surfaces or the creation or addition of fifty percent or more of impervious surfaces
or the making of improvements to fifty percent or more of the existing structure. Redevelopment includes, but is not
limited to: the expansion of a building footprint or addition or replacement of a structure; structural development
including an increase in gross floor area and/or exterior construction or remodeling; replacement of impervious
surface that is not part of a routine maintenance activity; and land disturbing activities related with structural or
impervious surfaces.
5~ The categories listed in the permit are: single-family hill residences, 100,000 square-foot commercial
developments, automotive repair shops, retail gasoline outlets, restaurants, home subdivisions with 10 to 99 housing
units, and home subdivisions with 100 or more housing units. Permit, Part 2, III.A.l.c.

23                  R0072480



D R A F T September 21, :2000
addition of ESAs was inappropriate because the permit refers only to "development categories’’s2

and ESA is a location category.

Whether or not the Regional Water Board went beyond the permit’s terms in including

this category, we find a fundamental problem with the language of the SUSMPs regarding ESAs.

All of the other categories are relatively simple to apply because they describe the types of

development that fall within the category. For instance, the threshold for a commercial

development is 100,000 square feet. If the development is smaller, it is not subject to the

SUSMPs. But for developments within ESAs, the SUSMPs contain no threshold. This absence

led to speculation by the petitioners that something as small as a new patio on a home in an ESA

would make the SUSMPs applicable. The Regional Water Board, at the hearing and in its post-

hearing brief, conceded that there should be some threshold. While the Regional Water Board

did recommend a specific threshold, we believe that it is inappropriate for this Board to add a
":
:o.,~..- -.’;4

threshold that has not been fully discussed by all interested persons.

While it may be appropriate to include more stringent controls for developments in ESAs,

we also note that such developments are already subject to extensive regulation under other

regulatory programs. Moreover, in light of the permit language limiting the SUSMPs to

development categories, ESAs are not an appropriate category within the SUSMPs. The

Regional Water Board may choose to consider the issue further when it reissues the permit.

Discretionary and Non-Discretionary, or Ministerial, Projects

The petitioners contend that the SUSMPs should apply only to projects that are

considered "discretionary" within the meaning of California Environmental Quality Act
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(CEQA).53 They argue that the inclusion of non-discretionary, or ministerial, projects is

inconsistent with the terms of the permit.

The permit provisions on development projects do refer to "discretionary" projects in

several places. The permittees are directed to develop a checklist for determining priority and

exempt projects.~4 Priority projects are defined as development and redevelopment projects

requiring discretionary approval, which may have a potential significant effect on storm water

quality.~ The permittees are also required to develop a BMP list.~6 In developing the SUSMPs,

the permittees are required to incorporate appropriate elements of the BMP list.57 Next, the

permittees must develop a program on planning control measures for priority projects (which are

limited to projects requiring discretionary approval), consistent with the list of BMPs and the

SUSMPs.58 The permit further states that, in order to assure compliance with these

requirements, the permittees must develop guidelines on preparing CEQA documents that link

mitigation conditions to "local discretionary project approvals.’’~9

Taken as a whole, the provisions of the permit appear to link the development

requirements for SUSMPs to developments that receive discretionary approval by local

governments, as defined in CEQA. The SUSMPs are an implementation tool for the permit and

must be consistent with the permit. While the limitation of the SUSMPs to discretionary projects

may not be sufficiently broad for an effective storm water control program, the Regional Water

Board acted inappropriately in expanding the SUSMPs to include non-discretionary projects.

The Regional Water Board may consider expanding the development controls beyond Ct~QA

s3 Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq.
~4 Permit, Part 2, III.A. 1 .a.

56 Permit, Part 2, III.A. 1.b.
sT Permit, Part 2, III.A. 1.c.
ss Permit, Part 2, III.a.2.
~9 Permit, Part 2, III.a.3.b.
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discretionary projects when it reissues the permit. But at this time, the SUSMPs must be revised

so that they are limited to development projects requiring discretionary approval within the

meaning of CEQA.6°

Waiver Funding Requirement

Where a waiver is granted from the design standard requirements, the Final SUSMPs

provide that the permittee must require the project proponent to transfer the cost savings to a

storm water mitigation fund. The fund is to be operated by a public agency or a non-profit

entity, to promote regional or alternative solutions for storm water pollution in the same storm

watershed. The petitioners contend that the funding requirement will create an additional

administrative burden.

The concept of a mitigation fund or "bank" is a positive idea for obtaining regional

solutions to storm water runoff. As a long-term strategy, municipal storm water dischargers

should work to establish regional mitigation facilities, which may be more cost-effective and

more technically effective than mitigation structures at individual developments. But at this

point there are not sufficient resources in place to require all permittees to establish such funds or

to find appropriate non-profit organizations. Before mandating funding, preliminary questions

should be answered, including who will manage the fund, what types of projects it will be used

for, what entities can legally operate such funds, and how permittees will determine the amount

of the assessments. It would be appropriate for the County to consider developing a program

with the appropriate flood control agency, or as a model for the separate cities to develop. There

may be suitable agencies to administer such funds, but the development of programs may take

60 We note that the Final SUSMPs already include a definition of"discretionary project" consistent with the

definition in the CEQA guidelines. Final SUSMPs at page 4 of 25; Title 14, California Code of Regulations, section        .~:.
15357. Apparently this definition was inadvertently retained after the Regional Water Board decided to expand the        :.- -
SUSMPs beyond discretionary projects.
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some time. The Regional Water Board should consider adopting such a program when it

reissues the permit, after consultation with the appropriate local agencies.

III. CONCLUSIONS

Based on the discussion above, the Board concludes that:

1. The Regional Water Board complied with the procedural requirements of

the permit, including the Administrative Review Process, in approving the

Final SUSMPs.

2. The Regional Water Board was authorized to revise the SUSMPs by

including more stringent requirements than the permittees had proposed.

3. The Regional Water Board complied with did not violate the Administrative

Procedure Act, CEQA, or the Constitutional provisions on state mandates.

The petitioners’ due process rights have been protected.

4. The Regional Water Board considered the costs of the SUSMPs, and acted

reasonably in requiring these controls in light of the expected benefits to

water quality.

5. The Final SUSMPs reflect a reasonable interpretation of development

controls that achieve reduction of pollutants in storm water discharges to the

maximum extent practicable.

6. The SUSMPs include adequate protections of groundwater quality from any

impacts from infiltration.

7. The SUSMPs will be revised to clarify the intent of the Regional Water

Board and to make them consistent with the permit. Specifically, retail’

gasoline outlets should not be subject to the BMP design standards because

they are already heavily regulated and may be limited in their ability to

construct infiltration facilities or to perform treatment. Redevelopment

projects should be subject to the SUSMPs only if they result in creation or

addition of 5,000 square feet of impervious surfaces. Environmentally-

sensitive areas should not be listed as a category in the SUSMPs. The

SUSMPs should only apply to discretionary projects. The requirement for
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funding by project proponents who receive waivers should be deleted. The

SUSMPs will be amended as shown in the attachment to this Order.              -

8. In light of the revisions of the SUSMPs made by this Order, and to allow the

permittees adequate time to adopt implementing ordinances, the deadline for

adopting ordinances will be revised to January 15, 2001, and the effective

date of the Final SUSMPs will be revised to February 15, 2001.

IV. ORDER

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans for

Los Angeles County and Cities in Los Angeles County is revised consistent with the

amendments attached hereto. In all other respects the petitions are dismissed.

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned, Administrative Assistant to the Board, does hereby certify that the foregoing is
a full, true, and correct copy of an order duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the State
Water Resources Control Board held on October 19, 2000.

AYE:

NO:

ABSENT:

ABSTAIN:

Maureen March~
Administrative Assistant to the Board
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1~ l~ 1~ ~1~ September 21, 2000

AMENDMENTS TO SUSMPS

[These amendments are to the Final SUSMP, as published March 8, 2000]

Page 3 of 25
First full paragraph:

All discretionary development and redevelopment projects that fall into one of screen the
following categories are identified.. ;~ .~,.~ ~1        ,.,,,~" ,^~.~.,,,,-" ~1~ t--,,,.~,.,,.._,:.,,                           ,..~"~e’~,., ~ De_"lY;:*~ _._ ~ ........~,~...~:~ subject

to these SUSMPs. These categories are:
¯ Single-family Hillside Residences
¯ 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Developments
¯ Automotive Repair Shops
¯ Retail Gasoline Outlets
¯ Restaurants
¯ Home Subdivisions with 10 to 99 housing units
¯ Home Subdivisions with 100 or more housing units
¯ Parking lots 5,000 square feet or more or with 25 or more parking spaces and

potentially exposed to storm water runoff

Second full paragraph:

Fourth full paragraph:

Permittees shall amend codes not later than c=.,=~.~. ~ -,,~aa January 15, 2001 to give legal
effect to the SUSMP requirements. The SUSMP requirements for projects identified herein shall
take effect not later than ~,~oer-Sz~q~ February 15, 2001.

Page 4 of 25

Delete definition of "Environmentally Sensitive Area"

Revise Definition of"Redevelopment":
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"Redevelopment" means, on an already developed site, the creation or addition of at least 5,000
square feet of impervious surfaces cr *~’~ creatic.n ^- ..~a;,;~ ^,-~�, ........ ¯ ....... ~                ¯

~t,~cture. Redevelopment includes, but is not limited to: the expansion of a building foo~fint or
addition or replacement of a structure; structural development including ~ increase in goss
floor area an~or exterior construction or remodeling; replacement of imperious surface that is
not pa~ of a routing maintenance activity; and land disturbing activities related with structural or
imperious surfaces. Where redevelopment results in an increase of less than fif~ percent
of the impervious surfaces of a previously existing development, and the existing
development was not subject to these SUSMPs, the Design Standards apply only to the
addition, and not to the entire development.

Page 10 of 25

Add to "Limited Exclusion": Retail Gasoline Outlets

Page 15 of 25

Delete the first full paragaph (storm water mitigation funding)

R0072487
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STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD WORKSHOP & BOARD MEETING AGENDA

Wednesday, October 4, 2000 - 11:30 a.m.
Thursday, October 5, 2000 -- 9:00 a.m.

First-Floor Hearing Room
Paul R. Bonderson Building
901 P Street, Sacramento

Questions regarding this agenda call Maureen March~ (916) 657-0990 or fax 657-0932. This notice and
associated staff reports can be accessed electronically through our Intemet address: http://www.swrcb.ca.gov.
(Note: agenda items should be available electronically on September 27, 2000.)

Workshop includes informal discussion of items to be presented for action at a future business meeting. People
who are interested in items on the agenda are urged to attend workshops as they may miss valuable discussion
that will not be repeated at the Board meeting. NOTE: There is no voting at workshops. Items requiring Board

action must come to a Board meeting.

Please note time limitations on presentations may be imposed.
The State Board requests that oral testimony be summarized.

Submittal of written comments is encouraged to ensure
that all comments will be included in the

record before the Board.*

ITEM 1 WILL BE DISCUSSED STARTING AT 11:30 A.M., WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 4, 2000.

ITEMS 2-14 WILL BE DISCUSSED STARTING AT 1:00 P.M., WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 4, 2000

Workshop

PUBLIC FORUM
Any member of the public may address and ask questions of the Board relating to any matter within the Board’s
jurisdiction, provided the matter is not on the Board’s agenda or pending before the Board or a Regional Board.
Note: Presentations at the Public Forum will be limited to 5 minutes or otherwise at the discretion of the
Chairman.

WATER QUALITY
1. Presentation of the Assembly Bill 982 Public Advisory Group’s Ambient Surface Water Monitoring
Report. (Information Item - Assembly Bill 982 Public Advisory Group will present its Ambient Surface Water
Monitoring Report to the Board.)

2. Status Report of Current Priorities by Tri-TAC. (Inforf~mationitem.)

CLEAN WATER PROGR.aj~S PETITION
3. In the Matter of~te~etition of G.W. Singleta.,~,,fi::R Review of a Determinatio~:~of the Division of Clean
Water Progra~:~m~State Water Resources Co~l Board, Finding Petition,,esJd’eligible to Participate in the
Undergro~ Storage Tank Cleanup Fu~. SWRCBIOCC File UST-14j5~. (The Board will consider, at a Board
Meeting, whether to adopt the proposed,~rder upholding the Division’s d~cision.)

OCEAN PLAN
4. Consideration of a Resolution Approving Proposed Amendments to the California Ocean Plan (Ocean
Plan). (The Board will consider, at a Board meeting whether to adopt the proposed amendments to the Ocean
Plan.) As previously noticed, comments on the Draft Functional Equivalent Document dated September 1, 2000
are requested to be received by 5:00 p.m., September 28, 2000. Comments should be sent to Frank Palmer,
SWRCB, Division of Water Quality, P. O. Box 944213, Sacramento, CA 94244-2130. Electronic comments can
be sent to Chris Beegan at bee_~c~.dwq.swrcb.ca.gov.

-over-
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CLEAN WATER PROGRAMS
**5. Consideration of a Request from the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board for $600,000
From the State Water Pollution Cleanup and Abatement Account to Fund a Contract to Eradicate an
Infestation of an Invasive Marine Alga. (The Board will consider, at a Board meeting, whether to adopt the
proposed resolution approving the funding commitment for the proiect.)

**6. Consideration of a Request From the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board for $200,000
from the State Water Pollution Cleanup and Abatement Account to Fund a Contract to Study Causes of
Microbial Contamination at Huntington Beach. (The Board will consider, at a Board meeting, whether to adopt
the proposed resolution approving this request.)

**7. Consideration of Approval of a Small Community Grant (SCG) for the Sewage Treatment Plant
Improvements Project, Tomales Village Community Services District, SCG Project No. SCG - 638.
(The Board will consider, at a Board meeting, whether to adopt the proposed resolution approving the request.)

**8. Consideration of Approval of a Small Community Grant (SCG) for the Wastewater Treatment Facility
Upgrade Project, City of Angels, SCG Project No. SCG - 602. (The Board will consider, at a Board meeting,
whether to adopt the proposed resolution approving the grant.)

**9. Consideration of Approval of a Small Community Grant (SCG) for the Wastewater Treatment Facility
Upgrade Project, City of Calistoga, SCG Project No. SCG - 609. (The Board will consider, at a Board
meeting, whether to adopt the proposed resolution approving the grant.)

*’10. Consideration of Approval of a Small Community Grant (SCG) for the Northwest Regional
Infiltration/Inflow Reduction Measures Project, Lake County Sanitation District, SCG Project SCG - 678.
(The Board will consider, at a Board meeting, whether to adopt the proposed resolution approving the grant.)

*’11. Consideration of Approval of a Small Community Grant (SCG) for the Hilmar Wastewater Treatment
Facility Improvement Project, Hilmar County Water District, SCG Project SCG - 711. (The Board will
consider, at a Board meeting, whether to adopt the grant.)

*’12. Consideration of Approval of a Small Community Grant (SCG) for the Westmorland Wastewater
Treatment Plant Project, City of Westmorland, SCG Project SCG - 613. (The Board will consider, at a Board
meeting, whether to adopt the proposed resolution approving the grant.)

WATER QUALITY
*’13. Consideration Of Approval of a Resolution Authorizing the Executive Director to Execute Contracts
With the Lake Elsinore And San Jacinto Watersheds Authority for Specified Activities Authorized Under
the Costa-Machado Water Act Of 2000. (The Board will consider, at a Board meeting, whether to adopt the
proposed resolution.)

*’14. Consideration of a Proposed Resolution Authorizing the Executive Director to Negotiate, Execute,
and Amend, as Necessary, an Interagency Agreement With the University of California, Davis for a
Surface Water Quality Monitoring and Assessment Project and Report. (The Board will consider, at a Board
meeting, whether to adopt the proposed resolution.)

Closed Session Items
(Please note Closed Sessions are not open to the public.)

WATER QUALITY PETITION - The Board will be meeting in closed session to deliberate on a decision to be
reached following a formal hearing it conducted in the Matter of the Petitions of Tosco Corporation, et al. (Avon
Refinery Waste Discharge Requirements Order No. 00-011, as amended by Order No. 00-056 [NPDES
CA0004961] and Rodeo Refinery Waste Discharge Requirements Order No. 00-015 [NPDES CA0005053], San
Francisco Bay Region. SWRCB Files A-1283, A-1283(a)-(e), A-1289, A-1289(a)-(c). (This closed session is
authorized by Government Code section 11126, subdivision (c)(3).)

WATER RIGHTS - The Board will be meeting in closed session to deliberate on a proposed decision to be
reached regarding the protection of fishery resources and other issues relating to the diversion and use of water
from the lower Yuba River. This is authorized under Government Code section 11126(c)(3).

-2-
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ITEM 15 WILL BE DISCUSSED STARTING AT 9:00 A.M., THURSDAY, OCTOBER 5, 2000.

ITEM 16 WILL NOT BE DISCUSSED EARLIER THAN 10:00 a.m., THURSDAY, OCTOBER 5, 2000

Workshop

PUBLIC FORUM
Any member of the public may address and ask questions of the Board relating to any matter within the Board’s
jurisdiction, provided the matter is not on the Board’s agenda or pending before the Board or a Regional Board.
Note: Presentations at the Public Forum will be limited to 5 minutes or otherwise at the discretion of the
Chairman.

15. Status Report of Current Activities by CalFed. (Information item.)

Board Meeting

WATER QUALITY PETITION (Note: Item 16 will not be discussed earlier than 10:00 a.m.)
16. In the Matter of the Petitions of the Cities of Bellflower, et al., City of Arcadia, and Western States
Petroleum Association (Review of January 26, 2000 Action of the Regional Board, and Actions and
Failures to Act by Both the Regional Board and its Executive Officer Pursuant to Order No. 96-054, Permit
for Municipal Storm Water and Urban Run-Off Discharges With Los Angeles County [NPDES No.
CAS614001]), Los Angeles Region. SWRCB Files A-1280, A-1280(a), and A-1280(b). (The Board will
consider whether to adopt the proposed order approving the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans, with
revisions to the types of development subject to the mitigation requirements.)
Note: As previously noticed, the deadline for written comments is September 28, 2000.

*In order to be fully considered at the meeting, all written comments on items 1-3 and 5-15 must be received by
5:00 p.m., September 29, 2000. Mailing address: PO Box 100, Sacramento, CA 95812-0100; FAX 916-657-
0932.

**These items are expected to be routine and noncontroversial and there will be no discussion unless requested
by a Board Member, staff or interested party. If such a request is made, the item will be considered separately.

Note: On October 2-3, 2000 the Board will be taking a tour of the Mono Lake area.

-3-
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STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD
BOARD MEETING - OFFICE OF CHIEF COUNSEL

October 5, 2000
Item No. 16

ERRATA SHEET
REGARDING DRAFT ORDER FOR CITIES OF BELLFLOWER ET AL.

(FILES A-1280, A-1280(a) AND A-1280(b)

At page 21, at end of second full paragraph, add new footnote:

We note that the SUSMPs_as ~ritten do not in any way preclude the use ofregi~nalt
solutions as a eans to co~t~l,~’,with the BMP and design standard requireme~t_s~ |

At pages 22-23, revise paragraph on Retail...G~soline Outlets as fol|o~vs:

Retail Gasoline Outlets

Petitioner WSPA contends that RGOs should be excluded from the SUSMPs. Its
petition raised the same general contentions as the other petitioners, but at the hearing
WSPA presented evidence specific to RGOs. In particular, WSPA raised questions about
the propriety of applying the design standards for BMPs to RGOs. In considering this
issue, we conclude that construction of RGOs is already heavily regulated and that
owners may be limited in their ability to construct infiltration facilities. Moreover, in
light of the small size of mos~ man3~ RGOs and the proximity to underground tanks,
treatment also~2~_ .a~’ not be feasible, or safe. The mandatory BMPs that are included in the
SUSMPs ~adequate to achieve MEP at RGOs, but the Regional Water Board
should consider ad!4ing additional mandatory BMPs, such as use of dry cleanup methods
(e.g. sweeping) for removal of litter and debris, use of rags and absorbents for leaks and
spills, restricting the practice of washing down hard surfaces unless the wash water is
collected and disposed of properly, annual training of employees on proper spill cleanup
and waste disposal methods, and the inclusion of BMPs to address trash receptacle areas
and air/water supply_ areas,t We conclude that because RGOs

j are already heav re ated and may be limited in
their ability to construct infiltration facilities or to perform treatment, they should not be
subject to the BMP design standards at this time, and recommend that the Re~onal Water
Board undert~tke further consideration of a threshold rel~ttive to size of the R~tO, number
of ftaeling no~les, or som~,other rglevant factor. ~ P~J~

~ o~ ^ _~ .... ,= ......t.~ from a list of BMPs in a publication of the California StormW ....................These BMPs are
Water Quality Task Force. (Best Management Practice Guide - Retail Gasoline Outlets. March 1997.)
This publication includes BMPs in addition to those listed in the SUSMPs.
inclu~i~n
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region

Winston H. Hickox 320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200, Los Angeles, California 90013 Gray Davis
Secretary for Phone (213) 576-6600 FAX (213) 576-6640 Governor

Environmental Intemet Address: http://www.swrcb.ca_gov/-rwqcb4
Protection

March 8, 2000

Harry Stone
Director of Public Works,
County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works
900 South Fremont Avenue
Alhambra, CA 91802-1460

Ray Holland
Director of Public Works, City of Long Beach
333 West Ocean Boulevard
Long Beach, CA 90802

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLANS AND BOARD RESOLUTION
APPROVING POST-CONSTRUCTION BMP REQUIREMENTS FOR DEVELOPMENT
PLANNING AND CONSTRUCTION (Board Resolution No. R-00-02)

Dear Mr. Stone and Mr, Holland:

On January 26, 2000, the Regional Board at its hearing.adopted Board Resolution No. R-00-02
directing me to approve the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) with
changes noted. The Regional Board at the same time also adopted the SUSMP requirements
for the City of Long Beach under the City of Long Beach municipal separate storm sewer
system (MS4) permit (Board Order No. 99-060).

Copies of the Regional Board Executive Officer approved SUSMP, Board Directed Changes -
Supplement, and the Resolution adopted by the Regional Board are attached.

The City of Long Beach and all Los Angeles County Municipal Storm Water Permittees will
have until September 8, 2000, to promulgate ordinances or amend municipal codes to
implement the SUSMP requirements. The SUSMP requirements shall take effect no later than
October 8, 2000. All parties, including the City of Long Beach, will have 30 days from the date
of this letter to file a review of the action by the State Water Resources Control Board.

If you have any questions, please call me at (213) 576-6605 or Dr. Swamikannu at (213) 576-
6654.

Sincerely,

t_...._
Dennis A. Dickerson
Executive Officer

Cc: Permittees
Interested Parties

R0072492
California Environmental Protection Agency
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State of California
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, LOS ANGELES

REGION

Resolution No. R-00-02

APPROVING THE
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

FOR
MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND URBAN RUNOFF MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS

IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY

WHEREAS, THE CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD,
LOS ANGELES REGION FINDS:

1. On July 15, 1996, a municipal separate storm sewer system permit (Los Angeles County MS4 Permit)
was issued to the County of Los Angeles and 85 incorporated cities to control and minimize the
discharge of pollutants associated with storm water and urban runoff. This permit became Regional
Board Order No. 96-054, Waste Discharge Requirements for Municipal Storm Water and Urban
Runoff Discharges within the County of Los Angeles.

2. On June 30, 1999, a municipal storm water permit was issued to the City of Long Beach (City of Long
Beach MS4 Permit) which removed the City of Long Beach from Board Order No. 96-054, giving the
City of Long Beach its own distinct Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff NPDES permit,
Regional Board Order No. 99-060, "Waste Discharge Requirements for Municipal Storm Water and
Urban Runoff Discharges within the City of Long Beach".

3. On August 19, 1999, a statewide general storm water permit for construction activity (Statewide
Construction Storm Water Permit) was adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board (State
Board). This permit became State Board Order No. 99-08-DWQ, and applies to construction projects
that disturbs five acres or more or is part of a larger common plan of sale in the Los Angeles region.

4. Many of the rivers and streams in Los Angeles County are formally designated as impaired, pursuant
to Section 303 (d) of the federal Water Pollution Control Act, for specific pollutants that are commonly
found in storm water and urban runoff.

5. Storm water runoff carries with it many pollutants in varying concentrations that are suspended in, and
or dissolved, in the runoff. The sources of these pollutants include nearly all properties that have been
developed since the pollutants originate through the many diverse activities of habitation and land use.
Pollutants generated from individual property developments vary greatly in the concentration or
loading of each pollutant. Generally, the relative contribution of the pollutant from runoff from any
individual property development will represent only a small portion of the entire loading of a water
body given the many square miles of land upon which storm water runoff is generated. When the
individual contributions from tens of thousands of discrete property units are aggregated, the pollutant
loading becomes significant. The resultant pollutant loads results in the impairment of that water body
and the conveyance of pollutants, including sediments, metals, complex organic compounds, oil and
grease, nutrients, and pesticides to the ocean and harbors within Los Angeles County. The loading of
pollutants generated in the Los Angeles area are being measured through the monitoring program
being conducted by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works in conformance with its
obligations as the Principal Permittee under the Los Angeles CountyMS4 Permit.

Resolution No. R-00-02 ! of 4
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6. The nature of property use is related to the types and quantities of pollutants that are transported from
that property during a rainfall event.

7. As property is developed or redeveloped, the utilization of Best Management Practices provide an
opportunity to reduce the loading of pollutants to water bodies. This is accomplished by various
techniques and can be passive (source reduction) or active (treatment). As propen’y is developed from
undisturbed lands, the project can be designed to incorporate Structural or Treatment Control (Best
Management Practices (BMPs) that would normally not be available or practical to use on property
that has been in urban use.

8. BMPs are effective means of reducing pollutants and Structural or Treatment Control BMPs can be
"designed-into" a project in a cost effective way and in a manner that is either transparent to or which
enhances the use to which the property has been placed. Some BMPs encourage the setting aside of
areas as a greenbelt to allow storm water runoff to flow over areas which are permeable, thereby
allowing all or a portion of the runoff to infiltrate. Other BMPs can be designed and built into
structures such as catch basins that incorporate replaceable filters to absorb oily wastes or by installing
screens to prevent litter from passing through the system and into the water body.

9. Arrays of Structural or Treatment control BMPs are available to developers of both new and
redevelopment properties. The use of BMPs is already required by the terms of the Los Angeles
County and Long Beach Municipal Storm Water and Urban RunoffNPDES permits.

10. The ability of any BMP to be effective is limited by the volume of water that the BMP is exposed to in
any discrete period of time. A BMP that can only be effective for a small volume of storm water
runoff is inherently less effective than one sized to accommodate a larger volume of water.

11. Storm water runoff will normally convey a disproportionate loading of pollutants in the initial period
runoff is generated during a storm event. Storm events generating up to 0.75 inches of precipitation,
measured over a 24-hour period, constitute 85 percent of the total amount of runoff that can be
expected during an average wet season. Designing a BMP to be able to accommodate this amount of
runoff will result in the application of a BMP intervention to all but 15% of the total runoff during a
year, and usually all of the critical runoff that occurs in the early phase of the precipitation event,
commonly referred to as the "first Flush."

12. Both the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit (Part III.A.l.c) and the City of Long Beach MS4 Permits
contain provisions related to the adoption of Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs)
requiring their development and implementation.

13. Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans are required for a specified set of enumerated projects
and the permit specifically identifies seven distinct categories for which SUSMPs are required to be
prepared. The permit specifically states that the seven categories of projects are the minimum
categories requiring SUSMPs.

14. Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans are also required for development or redevelopment of
Parking Lots 5,000 square feet or greater and Locations in Environmentally Sensitive Areas. These
categories have been added to advance efforts to control storm water pollution beyond the minimum in
Los Angeles County.

15. Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans are required to be approved by the Regional Board
Executive Officer following which they are to be implemented by the Permittees and used by the
Permittees as the minimum criteria for the approval of project specific Urban Storm Water Mitigation
Plans and the issuance of grading or building permits to project applicants.

16. The Statewide Construction Storm Water Permit requires that Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans
(State SWPPPs) contain post-construction BMPs that will be implemented after construction is
complete.

Resolution No. R-00-02 2 of 4
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17. Section 402 (p) of the Clean Water Act requires the Administrator of the United States Environmental
Protection Agency or her designated agent, in this instance, the Regional Board, to require as part of
the storm water program "controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent
practicable, including management practices, control techniques and system, design and engineering
methods, and such other provisions as the Administrator or the State determines appropriate for the
control of such pollutants." [USC Section 1342 (p)(3)(B)].

18. A recent decision of the United States 9th Circuit Court of Appeals, Defenders of Wildlife v. Browner
(1999) Case No. 98-71080, provides additional support and clarification of the authority of the
Administrator and the Regional Board to impose additional controls on storm water pollution. The
Court in Defenders of Wildlife v. Browner said that the USEPA and the States have discretion under
the law to determine what pollution controls are appropriate to achieve compliance.

19. Pursuant to the requirements of Regional Board Order No. 96-054, Waste Discharge Requirements for
Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges within the County of Los Angeles, the Regional
Board Executive Officer received a proposal for Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans
submitted by the Principal Permittee.

20. Upon the review of the Regional Board Executive Officer, the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation
Plan submitted for the seven applicable categories was deemed inadequate. A revised SUSMP
proposal was developed subsequent to a discussion of the proposal’s conceptual foundation at a public
workshop held on August 10, 1999. This workshop was well attended with over 80 municipal
representatives and interested parties participating.

21. On August 16, 1999, a public notice was issued indicating that the Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plans proposed by the Principal Permittee would be augmented by the addition of criteria
related to specifying numerical design criteria for BMP construction. The matter was noticed for the
Regional Board’s September meeting to allow the issue to be discussed before the Board although no
formal action of the Regional Board itself is required for SUSMP approval.

22. On September 16, 1999, the Regional Board conducted a public hearing on the Standard Urban Storm
Water Mitigation Plan proposal as amended by the Executive Officer. At that hearing, the Regional
Board Executive Officer suggested additional time would be necessary to develop a more
comprehensive proposal incorporating the comments received at the public hearing.

23. Between September 16, 1999 and January 25, 2000, the Regional Board Executive Officer met with
interested parties to discuss comments and concerns from interested parties.

24. The Southern California Council of Governments (SCAG) has indicated its interest in obtaining
funding to prepare a regional plan(s) to address storm water pollution and identify regional treatment
solutions for implementation.

25. On December 7, 1999, the Regional Board Executive Officer released a revised Standard Urban Storm
Water Mitigation Plan document to interested parties.

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT:

1. The Regional Board endorses the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan prepared by the
Regional Board Executive Officer and noticed to the public on December 7, 1999 and the concepts
therein relating to numerical storm water mitigation standards for Best Management Practices; and

2. The Regional Board directs the Regional Board Executive Officer to approve the Standard Urban
Storm Water Mitigation Plan at the earliest opportunity incorporating changes made and formally
approved by the Regional Board at the January 26, 1999 Board Hearing;

Resolution No. R-00-02 3 of 4
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3. The Regional Board adopts the approved requirements as provisions applicable to the SUSMP
requirements for the City of Long Beach.

4. The Regional Board adopts the numerical mitigation standards for storm water, endorsed herein, as the
minimum design criteria for review of post-construction BMPs in the Los Angeles Region for
construction projects subject to coverage under the Statewide Construction Storm Water Permit.

5. The Regional Board encourages the Permittees and all interested parties to work together in a spirit of
cooperation to effect the implementation of the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan at the
earliest possible date, and

6. The Regional Board encourages the efforts by the Southern California Council of Governments and
area Council of Governments (COGs) to develop regional plans and identify regional solutions to
address storm water pollution from new development and redevelopment.

I, Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true and correct copy
of a Resolution adopted by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region, on
January 26, 2000.

DENNIS A. DICKERSON
Executive Officer

Resolution No. R-00-02 4 of 4
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CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

LOS ANGELES REGION

STAFF REPORT AND RECORD OF DECISION

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLANS

AND

NUMERICAL DESIGN STANDARDS FOR BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

SUPPLEMENT

BOARD DIRECTED CHANGES

The Regional Board at its January 26, 2000, meeting directed the Regional Board
Executive Officer to amend the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs)
as indicated by the change sheet presented at the meeting (dated January 25, 2000), and
changes directed by the Regional Board during the meeting. The Regional Board also
adopted the same SUSMP requirements for the City of Long Beach under its separate
municipal storm water permit (Board Order No. 99-060) for project categories that require
SUSMPs.

Regional Board Counsel designated the record for the proceeding to include: (i) all staff
files and the transcript of proceedings for the January 26, 2000, Hearing; (ii) all staff files
and transcript of proceedings for the September 16, 1999, Board Information Item
Discussion; (iii) all staff files for the August 10, 1999, Workshop, (iv) all SUSMP Proposals
circulated by the Permittees, (v) all SUSMP Proposals circulated by the Regional Board
Staff, (vi) all comments received and responses; (vii) and all exhibits presented to the
Board.

This "Supplement" document enumerates the significant changes made to the SUSMP
that were directed by the Board at the hearing and the bases for the changes in the
"Transcript of Proceedings", testimony presented or materials submitted to the Regional
Board, and other relevant documents.

Applicability of the SUSMP

The SUSMP requirements apply to all projects in the nine enumerated categories for the
Los Angeles County MS4 Program. While some development planning/ construction
requirements in the permit are made applicable only to "Discretionary Projects", this
limitation does not cover the seven "enumerated project categories" in Board Order No.
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96-054, and the two additionally designated "enumerated project categories" by the
Regional Board Executive Officer and affirmed by the Regional Board.1

Applicability to Cate,qories for the City of Lon,q Beach

A statement has been added to clarify that SUSMP requirements adopted by the
Regional Board apply to the City of Long Beach MS4 Program for only: (i) 10-99 home
subdivisions; (ii) 100 or more subdivisions; (iii) 100,000 or more square foot commercial
developments; and (iv) projects located adjacent to or discharging to environmentally
sensitive areas. For the remaining five categories, equivalent requirements have been
included directly in or are expected to be developed shortly under the City of Long
Beach Storm Water Management Plan.2

Effective Date for SUSMP Requirements

A statement has been included to provide Permittees 6 months from the date of Regional
Board Executive Officer’s approval of the SUSMP to amend ordinances and codes to be
consistent with the adopted SUSMP requirements, and thence 30 days thereafter for the
requirements to take effect.3

Definition of Commercial Development

The definition of "Commercial Development" has been reworded to be inclusive of all
developments that are not considered "Residential" or "Heavy Industrial" based on the
categorization of the federal storm water regulations.4

Definition of Environmentally Sensitive Areas

A new "Table 3" has been added to the SUSMP to list areas presently covered under the
definition of "environmentally sensitive areas" based on readily ascertainable designations
by the State Water Resources Control Board, the California Resources Agency, and the
County of Los Angeles.s

~ Transcript of Proceedings, January 26, 2000 (CSR No. 10992 and 11568) at 228. Discussion by
Regional Board Counsel Leon and direction by Board Member Cloke.

2 Ibid. at 289. Clarification by Dr. Swamikannu and request by Board Member Cloke to include

clear text to explain its applicability to the City of Long Beach.

~ Ibid at 76 and 300. Recommendation by Mr. Dickerson responding to a question by Regional
Board Chairman Nahai and affirmation by Board.

41bid at 66 and 285. Discussion by Board Members on the scope of the definition and response by
Dr. Xavier Swamikannu.

s Ibid. at 206, 280, and 305. Discussion with Chairman Nahai and Dr. Coe of the ready

ascertainibility of the designated sites, and agreement to provide a listing in the SUSMP.

March 8, 2000.                          2 of 4
R0072498



Definition of Parkinq Lots

The definition of "Parking Lots " has been reworded to eliminate the "stand alone"
limitation, so that it now applies to all parking lots with 5,000 square feet or more or with 25
parking spaces or more and exposed to storm water.6

Definition of Redevelopment

The definition of "Redevelopment" has been reworded to include a minimum threshold
of at least 5,000 square feet of impervious area addition to an existing property in order
for the SUSMP requirements to apply. The threshold value is consistent with other
threshold values in the SUSMP, such as Parking Lots and Restaurants.7

Definition of Restaurant

The definition of "Restaurant" has been reworded to limit applicability to "stand-alone"
facilities and exclude co-located stalls or food counters in general purpose
establishments such as markets and grocery stores.8

Definition of Retail Gasoline Outlet

The definition of "Retail Gasoline Outlet" has been reworded to include all retail gasoline
outlets that sell gasoline and lubricating oils without consideration of the proportion of
receipts derived from such sales?

Conflict with Local Practices

The paragraph has been reworded to allow local ordinances to differ from the SUSMP
so long as they are more stringent.1°

Responsibility and Conditions for BMP Transfer

The language has been modified to ensure that the responsibility for the maintenance of
Structural or Treatment Control BMPs is properly transferred with the sale of a property
and is mandatory.11

6 Ibid. at 301 and 306. Board Members Cloke and Diamond discuss and direct staff to eliminate

the "stand-alone" limitation.

~ Ibid. at 67 and 302. Board Chairman Nahai discusses the absence of a minimum threshold and
directs staff to set a minimum value to address his concerns of proportionality aberrations.

8 Ibid. at 68. Board Chairman interprets applicability and Dr. Swamikannu confirms the
interpretation.

9 Ibid. at 46, 49, 308. Board Members discuss the staff proposed definition based on primary
activity and direct staff to extend the definition to include all gas stations that pump gas.

J0 Ibid. at 308. Board Members discuss the language and provide specific language for the
purpose of local program consistency and to ensure adherence to the SUSMP requirements.
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Roofin,q Surface Area Exclusion from Miti,qation Standard

The roofing surface credit for calculation of storm water runoff volume for mitigation has
been eliminated.12

Limited Exclusion for Small Restaurants from Miti.qation Standard

The sentence has been clarified to state to exempt restaurants less than 5,000 square
feet from the requirement to mitigate storm water only. All other requirements for
restaurants apply.13

Waiver Provision

The paragraph has been modified to recognize proximity to an unconfined water table as
one basis for the granting of a waiver.14

A sentence has been added to require that all other BMPs be considered and rejected
before a waiver from the numerical mitigation standard is granted.1~

A statement has been added to require that non-enumerated bases for waiver be
brought to the Regional Board for consideration. The Regional Board can delegate the
approval authority for a class of waivers to the Regional Board Executive Officer.TM

11 Ibid. at 63 and 313 Board Members discuss the significance of ensuring proper transfer of BMP

maintenance responsibility and provide firm enabling language.

12 Ibid. at 48 and 314. Board Members discuss the elimination of the rooftop exemption with the

possibility of reconsideration in the future if Permittees affirmatively demonstrate that rooftop
runoff is not a source of pollutants.

13 Ibid. at 322. Board Members discuss the limited exclusion and agree with Dr. Swamikannu’s

rationale for the exclusion threshold from numerical design standards.

~4 Ibid. at. 60 Board Member Coe suggests the change to address the issue and Dr. Swamikannu

accepts the suggestion.

~s Ibid. 74 and 326 Board Members discuss the Waiver provision and provide language to ensure
that all options for mitigation are considered.

~6 Ibid. at 75 and 328. Board Chairman Nahai provides direction to staff to require any new waiver

bases to be brought to the Regional Board to ensure public discussion and consideration.
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STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEVELOPMENT PLANNING

CHANGE SHEET (Revised)

Summary

The Change Sheet lists proposed changes to the Final Tentative - Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation
Plan, (December 7, 1999). In general, the proposed changes respond to commenters’ suggestions on
improving clarity, format, and implementability of the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan.

Noteworthy changes include, the addition of a definition for ’storm event’ and the requirement of
professional registration for certifying persons under the "Alternative Certification’ option. Two new
references have been added to augment implementation guidance. These are, (i) National Stormwater Best
Management Practices (BMP) Database, Version 1.0, and (ii) Denver Urban Storm Drainage Criteria
Manual, Volume 3 - Best Management Practices.

In the Change Sheet, cross-reference to pages and paragraphs are for the ’Clean Version’ dated December
7, 2000. New text added to a sentence is indicated by underline.

Background

1. Pagb 2 paragraph three, Clarify that a City has to adopt same requirements for the Citywide SUSMP

Sentence changed to read, "The Permittees are required to adopt the requirements set herein in their
own SUSMP."

2. Page 2 paragraph 3, Delete reference to Urban Storm Water Mitigation to avoid confusion

Sentence changed to read, "Each Permittee will approve the proiect plan as part of the development
plan approval process ....

3. Page 3 paragraph 2, Clarify the environmentally sensitive area category.

Sentence changed to read, "Location within or directly adjacent to or discharging ~ to an
environmentally sensitive area.

4. Page 3 paragraph 2, Make requirement applicable to stand-alone parking lots only

Sentence changed to read, "Commercial stand-alone parking lots 5,000 square feet or more .....

Definitions

5. Order definitions alphabetically

Definitions reordered alpha-numerically

6. Page 3, Modify definition of hillsides to add specificity.

Definition changed to read, "property located in an area with known erosive soil conditions, where the
development contemplates grading on any natural slope that is twenty-five percent or greater."
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7. Page 3, Delete exceptions in the definition of Automotive Repair Shop

Exceptions deleted, now reads, "Automotive Repair Shop" means a facility that is categorized in any
one of the following Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codes: 5013, 5014, 5541, 7532-7534, or
7536-7539."

8. Page 3, Modify definition of 100,000 square foot commercial development for simplicity.

Definition changed to read, "an3, commercial development that creates at least 100,000 square feet of
impermeable area, including parking areas".

9. Page 4, Add references for definition of environmentally sensitive areas

References added for Areas of Special Biological Significance and Area of Ecological Significance.

10. Page 4,, Change definition to include a threshold trigger for requirements to apply to Redevelopment

Definition changed to read, "Redevelopment" means, on an already developed site, the creation or
addition of fifty percent or more of impervious surfaces or the making of improvements to fifty percent
or more of the existing structure. Redevelopment includes .....

11. Page 5,, Change definition for Retail gasoline outlets to clarify ’primarily engaged’.

Definition changed to read, ’"’Retail Gasoline Outlet" means a facility engaged in selling gasoline and
lubricating oils, which derives more than fifty percent of its annual gross receipts from the sale of
gasoline, lubricating oils tires~ batteries, automobile parts and other automotive services.

12. New Definition, Define a storm event

Defined storm event to mean, "a rainfall event that produces more than 0.1 inch of precipitation and
that, which is separated from the previous storm event by at least 72 hours of dry weather."

SUSMP Provisions Applicable to All Categories

13. Page 5, paragraph 3, Change sentence for clarity

Sentence changed to read, "....shall not exceed the estimated pre-development rate for developments
where it is reasonably foreseeable that the increased peak storm water discharge rate will result in
increased potential for downstream erosion."

14. Page 5, paragraph 4, Delete text that makes act dependent on effort

Sentence changed to read, "Concentrate or cluster Development on portions of a site while leaving the
remaining land in a natural undisturbed condition."

15. Page 6, paragraph 1, Change sentence for clarity

Sentence changed to read, "...or the detectable inputs of the pollutant are at a concentrations or loads
considered potentially toxic to humans and/or flora and fauna."

16. Page 6, paragraph 2, Add reference

Added reference, "Denver Urban Storm Drainage Criteria Manual Volume 3 - Best Management
Practices"
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17. Page 6, paragraph 3, Add text to enable BMP combination alternative

Added text to read, "However, it is possible that a combination of BMPs not s6 designated, may in a
particular circumstance, be better suited to maximize the reduction of the pollutants".

18. Page 6, paragraph 4, Delete text that is tentative

Text deleted to read, "Project plans must include BMPs consistent ..... "

19. Page 6, paragraph 4, Add text to promote use of natural drainage systems

Add text to read, "Utilize natural drainage systems to the maximum extent practicable"

19. Page 6, paragraph 4, Add text to minimize flow to natural drainage systems

Text added to read, "Control or reduce or eliminate flow to natural drainage systems to the maximum
extent practicable"

20. Page 7, paragraph 2, Change sentence for clarity

Sentence changed to read, "Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water must be: (1) placed
in an enclosure..."

21. Page 7, paragraph 3, Add text to exclude single family residences

Sentence added to read, " Individual single family residences are exempt from these requirements"

22. Page 8, paragraph 1, Change text for clarity

Text changed to read, "The transfer of property to a private or public owner must have conditions..."

23. Page 8, paragraph 1, Add text to require maintenance inspection and record.

Sentence added to read, "The condition of transfer may include a provision that the property owner
conduct maintenance inspection of all treatment control BMPs at least once a year and retain proof of
inspection."

24. Page 8, paragraph 3, Delete text for clarity

Text deleted, ":.--oh ~-’-n’cffe:’en*. ,-’-’~ tc ~d inc!u~!ng", Now reads, "the 85th percentile 24-hour runoff
event .... "

25. Page 8, paragraph 3, Correct based on revised chart treatment volume from 85 percent to 80 percent.

Text changed to read, "to achieve 80 percent or more volume treatment ..... "

26. Page 8, paragraph 3, Change text for clarity

Sentence changed to read, ". . . .runoff produced from a 0.75 inch storm event, prior..."

27. Page 8, paragraph 3, Change text for clarity

Sentence changed to read, "....volume of runoff produced from a historical-record based reference 24-
hour rainfall criterion .... "
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28. Page 9, paragraph 2, Change text to offer partial credit for roofing surfaces diversion

Sentence changed to read, "A proportional area of roofing surface may be excluded..."

29. Page 9, paragraph 2, Change text for clarity.

Sentence changed to read, "storm water conveyance system does not directly discharge to a natural
stream or channel segment scheduled for restoration".

30. Page 9, paragraph 3, Change text to clarify exemption from numerical standard only.

Sentence changed to read, "Restaurants, where the land area for development or redevelopment is less
than 5,000 square feet, are excluded from the numerical BMP design standard requirement.

Provisions Applicable to Individual Priority Projects

31. Page 10, paragraph 2, and Page 12, paragraph 1, Change text to eliminate mandatory cover.

Sentence change to read, "...area must be self-contained and/or covered, equipped with a clarifier,..."

32. Page 12, paragraph 3, Change text for clarity.

Text modified to read, "....hydrocarbons that are deposited on parking lot surfaces by motor vehicles"

33. Page 12, paragraph 3, Add introductory text.

Sentence added to read, "To minimize the offsite transport of pollutants, the following design criteria
are required".

Waiver

34. Page 13, paragraph 1, Add text for clarity

Text added to read, "....because an existing or potential underground source of drinking water..."

35. Page 13, paragraph I, Change text to clarify that Permittee is petitioner.

Sentence modified to read, "Any other justification for impracticability must be separately petitioned
by the Permittee and approved .... "

Alternative Certification

36. Page 13, paragraph 1, Change sentences to require professional registration and recommend training
verification.

Sentences added to read "...accept a signed certification from a Civil Engineer or a Licensed Architect
registered in the State of California. that the plan meets the criteria." And, "The Permittee is
encourazed to verifx that eerti~ have been trained on BMP de--water ~
more than two ),ears prior to the signature date."

Suggested Resources

37. Page 15, Add reference BMP database and on-line Texas Non-point Source Book

Reference added, "National Stormwater Best Management Practices (BMP) Database, Version 1.0" ;
and "Texas Non-Point Source Book".
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STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

FOR LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND CITIES IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY

Final
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY URBAN RUNOFF AND STORM WATER NPDES PERMIT

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

BACKGROUND
The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit (Los Angeles County Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities
(Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional
Board) on July 15, 1996, requires the development and implementation of a program
addressing storm water pollution issues in development planning for private projects.
The same requirements are applicable to the City of Long Beach under its separate
municipal storm water permit (City of Long Beach MS4 Permit), which was issued on
June 30, 1999.

The requirement to implement a program for development planning is based on, federal
and state statutes including: Section 402 (p) of the Clean Water Act, Section 6217 of
the Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments of 1990 ("CZARA"), and the
California Water Code. The Clean Water Act amendments of 1987 established a
framework for regulating storm water discharges from municipal, industrial, and
construction activities under the NPDES program. The primary objectives of the
municipal storm water program requirements are to:

1.    Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and
2. Reduce the discharge of pollutants from storm water conveyance systems

to the Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP statutory standard).

The Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of
the municipal storm water program to address storm water pollution from new
Development and Redevelopment by the private sector. This SUSMP contains a list of
the minimum required Best Management Practices (BMPs) that must be used for a
designated project. Additional BMPs may be required by ordinance or code adopted by
the Permittee and applied generally or on a case by case basis. The Permittees are
required to adopt the requirements set herein in their own SUSMP. Developers must
incorporate appropriate SUSMP requirements into their project plans. Each Permittee
will approve the project plan as part of the development plan approval process and prior
to issuing building and grading permits for the projects covered by the SUSMP
requirements.

Final Page 2 of 25Approved - Regional Board Executh, e Officer R0072506March 8, 2000



All projects that fall into one of seven categories are identified in the Los Angeles
County MS4 Permit as requiring SUSMPs. These categories are:

¯ Single-Family Hillside Residences
¯ 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Developments
¯ Automotive Repair Shops
¯ Retail Gasoline Outlets
¯ Restaurants
¯ Home Subdivisions with 10 to 99 housing units
¯ Home Subdivisions with 100 or more housing units

The Regional Board Executive Officer has designated two additional categories subject
to SUSMP requirements for the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit. These categories are:

¯ Location within or directly adjacent to or discharging directly to an environmentally sensitive area,
and

¯ Parking lots 5,000 square feet or more or with 25 or more parking spaces and potentially exposed
to storm water runoff

The City of Long Beach permit requires SUSMP for the following categories only: (i) 10-
99 home subdivisions; (ii) 100 or more subdivisions; (iii) 100,000 or more square foot
commercial developments; and (iv) Projects located adjacent to or discharging to
environmentally sensitive areas. For the remaining five categories, equivalent
requirements have been included directly in or are expected to be developed shortly
under the City of Long Beach Storm Water Management Plan.

Permittees shall amend codes and promulgate ordinances not later than September 8,
2000, to give legal effect to the SUSMP requirements. The SUSMP requirements for
projects identified herein shall take effect not later than October 8, 2000.

DEFINITIONS
"100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development" means any commercial development

that creates at least 100,000 square feet of impermeable area, including parking
areas."Automotive Repair Shop" means a facility that is categorized in any one of the
following Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codes: 5013, 5014, 5541, 7532-7534,
or 7536-7539.

"Best Management Practice (BMP)" means any program, technology, process, siting
criteria, operational methods or measures, or engineered systems, which when
implemented prevent, control, remove, or reduce pollution.

"Commercial Development" means any development on private land that is not heavy
industrial or residential. The category includes, but is not limited to: hospitals,
laboratories and other medical facilities, educational institutions, recreational facilities,
plant nurseries, multi-apartment buildings, car wash facilities, mini-malls and other
business complexes, shopping malls, hotels, office buildings, public warehouses and
other light industrial complexes.
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"Directly Connected Impervious Area (DCIA)" means the area covered by a building,
impermeable pavement, and/or other impervious surfaces, which drains directly into
the storm drain without first flowing across permeable land area (e.g. lawns).

"Discretionary Project" means a project which requires the exercise of judgement or
deliberation when the public agency or public body decides to approve or disapprove a
particular activity, as distinguished from situations where the public agency or body
merely has to determine whether there has been conformity with applicable statutes,
ordinances, or regulations.

"Environmentally Sensitive Area" means an area designated as an Area of Special
Biological Significance by the State Water Resources Control Board (Water Quafity
Control Plan, Los Angeles Region: Basin Plan for the Coastal Watersheds of Los
Angeles and Ventura Counties (1994) and amendments) or an area designated as an
Area of Ecological Significance by the County of Los Angeles (Los Angeles County
Significant Areas Study, Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning (1976)
and amendments) or an area designated as a significant natural area by the California
Resources Agency. Refer to Table 3 for a listing.

"Greater than (>) 9 unit home subdivision" means any subdivision being developed for
10 or more 10 single-family or multi-family dwelling units.

"Hillside" means property located in an area with known erosive soil conditions, where
the development contemplates grading on any natural slope that is twenty-five percent
or greater.

"Infiltration" means the downward entry of water into the surface of the soil.

"New Development" means land disturbing activities; structural development, including
construction or installation of a building or structure, creation of impervious surfaces;
and land subdivision.

"Parking Lot" means land area or facility for the temporary parking or storage of motor
vehicles used personally, for business or for commerce with a lot size of 5,000 square
feet or more, or with 25 or more parking spaces.

"Redevelopment" means, on an already developed site, the creation or addition of at
least 5,000 square feet of impervious surfaces or the creation or addition of fifty percent
or more of impervious surfaces or the making of improvements to fifty percent or more
of the existing structure. Redevelopment includes, but is not limited to: the expansion of
a building footprint or addition or replacement of a structure; structural development
including an increase in gross floor area and/ or exterior construction or remodeling;
replacement of impervious surface that is not part of a routine maintenance activity; and
land disturbing activities related with structural or impervious surfaces.
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"Restaurant" means a stand-alone facility that sells prepared foods and drinks for
consumption, including stationary lunch counters and refreshment stands selling
prepared foods and drinks for immediate consumption. (SIC code 5812).

"Retail Gasoline Outlet" means any facility engaged in selling gasoline and lubricating
oils.

"Source Control BMP" means any schedules of activities, prohibitions of practices,
maintenance procedures, managerial practices or operational practices that aim to
prevent storm water pollution by reducing the potential for contamination at the source
of pollution.

"Storm Event" means a rainfall event that produces more than 0.1 inch of precipitation
and that, which is separated from the previous storm event by at least 72 hours of dry
weather.

"Structural BMP" means any structural facility designed and constructed to mitigate the
adverse impacts of storm water and urban runoff pollution (e.g. canopy, structural
enclosure). The category may include both Treatment Control BMPs and Source
Control BMPs.

"Treatment" means the application of engineered systems that use physical, chemical,
or biological processes to remove pollutants. Such processes include, but are not
limited to, filtration, gravity settling, media adsorption, biodegradation, biological uptake,
chemical oxidation and UV radiation.

"Treatment Control BMP" means any engineered system designed to remove pollutants
by simple gravity settling of particulate pollutants, filtration, biological uptake, media
adsorption or any other physical, biological, or chemical process.

CONFLICTS WITH LOCAL PRACTICES
Where provisions of the SUSMP requirements conflict with established local codes,
(e.g., specific language of signage used on storm drain stenciling), the Permittee may
continue the local practice and modify the SUSMP to be consistent with the code,
except that to the extent that the standards in the SUSMP are more stringent than
those under local codes, such more stringent standards shall apply.
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SUSMP PROVISIONS APPLICABLE TO ALL CATEGORIES

REQUIREMENTS

Post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the
estimated pre-development rate for developments where the increased peak storm
water discharge rate will result in increased potential for downstream erosion.

2. CONSERVE NATURAL AREAS

If applicable, the following items are required and must be implemented in the site
layout during the subdivision design and approval process, consistent with applicable
General Plan and Local Area Plan policies:

¯ Concentrate or cluster Development on portions of a site while leaving the remaining land in a
natural undisturbed condition.

¯ Limit clearing and grading of native vegetation at a site to the minimum amount needed to
build lots, allow access, and provide fire protection.

¯ Maximize trees and other vegetation at each site by planting additional vegetation, clustering
tree areas, and promoting the use of native and/or drought tolerant plants

¯ Promote natural vegetation by using parking lot islands and other landscaped areas.
¯ Preserve riparian areas and wetlands.

Storm water runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended
solids, metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the storm water conveyance
system. The development must be designed so as to minimize, to the maximum extent
practicable, the introduction of pollutants of concern that may result in significant
impacts, generated from site runoff of directly connected impervious areas (DCIA), to
the storm water conveyance system as approved by the building official. Pollutants of
concern, consist of any pollutants that exhibit one or more of the following
characteristics: current Ioadings or historic deposits of the pollutant are impacting the
beneficial uses of a receiving water, elevated levels of the pollutant are found in
sediments of a receiving water and/or have the potential to bioaccumulate in organisms
therein, or the detectable inputs of the pollutant are at a concentrations or loads
considered potentially toxic to humans and/or flora and fauna.

In meeting this specific requirement, "minimization of the pollutants of concern" will
require the incorporation of a BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the
reduction of pollutant Ioadings in that runoff to the Maximum Extent Practicable. Those
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BMPs best suited for that purpose are those listed in the California Storm Water Best
Management Practices Handbooks; Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbook: Planning
and Design Staff Guide; Manual for Storm Water Management in Washington State;
The Maryland Stormwater Design Manual; Florida Development Manual. A Guide to
Sound Land and Water Management;, Denver Urban Storm Drainage Criteria Manual,
Volume 3 - Best Management Practices and Guidance Specifying Management
Measures for Sources of Nonpoint Pollution in Coastal Waters , USEPA Report No.
EPA-840-B-92-002, as "likely to have significant impact" beneficial to water quality for
targeted pollutants that are of concern at the site in question. However, it is possible
that a combination of BMPs not so designated, may in a particular circumstance, be
better suited to maximize the reduction of the pollutants.

Examples of BMPs that can be used for minimizing the introduction of pollutants of
concern generated from site runoff are identified in Table 2. Any BMP not specifically
approved by the Regional Board in Resolution No. 99-03, "Approving Best
Management Practices for Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Programs in Los
Angeles County", for development planning may be used if they have been
recommended in one of the above references.

4, PROTEGT SLOPES AND GH~~S

Project plans must include BMPs consistent with local codes and ordinances and the
SUSMP to decrease the potential of slopes and/or channels from eroding and
impacting storm water runoff:

¯ Convey runoff safely from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.
¯ Utilize natural drainage systems to the maximum extent practicable
¯ Control or reduce or eliminate flow to natural drainage systems to the

maximum extent practicable
¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.
¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.
¯ Install energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of new storm drains,

culverts, conduits, or channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with
applicable specifications to minimize erosion, with the approval of all
agencies with jurisdiction, e.g., the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the
California Department of Fish and Game

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly
adjacent to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the
dumping of improper materials into the storm water conveyance system. Graphical
icons, either illustrating anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are
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effective supplements to the anti-dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the project area must be
stenciled with prohibitive language (such as: "NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO
OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons, which prohibit illegal
dumping, must be posted at public access points along channels and creeks
within the project area.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

6. PROPERLY DESIGN.OU~OOR

Outdoor material storage areas refer to storage areas or storage facilities solely for the
storage of materials. Improper storage of materials outdoors may provide an
opportunity for toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals, nutrients, suspended
solids, and other pollutants to enter the storm water conveyance system. Where
proposed project plans include outdoor areas for storage of materials that may
contribute pollutants to the storm water conveyance system, the following Structural or
Treatment BMPs are required:

¯ Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water must be: (1) placed in
an enclosure such as, but not limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar structure
that prevents contact with runoff or spillage to the storm water conveyance
system; or (2) protected by secondary containment structures such as berms,
dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks
and spills.

¯ The storage area must have a roof or awning to minimize collection of storm
water within the secondary containment area.

A trash storage area refers to an area where a trash receptacle or receptacles are
located for use as a repository for solid wastes.

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into
nearby storm drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All trash container areas must meet
the following Structural or Treatment Control BMP requirements (individual single family
residences are exempt from these requirements):

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and
pavement diverted around the area(s).
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¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site
transport of trash.

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons why water quality controls
will not function as designed or which may cause the system to fail entirely. It is
important to consider who will be responsible for maintenance of a permanent BMP,
and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance properly. As part of project
review, if a project applicant has included or is required to include, Structural or
Treatment Control BMPs in project plans, the Permittee shall require that the applicant
provide verification of maintenance provisions through such means as may be
appropriate, including, but not limited to legal agreements, covenants, CEQA mitigation
requirements and/or Conditional Use Permits.

For all properties, the verification will include the developer’s signed statement, as part
of the project application, accepting responsibility for all structural and treatment control
BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred and, where applicable, a
signed agreement from the public entity assuming responsibility for Structural or
Treatment Control BMP maintenance. The transfer of property to a private or public
owner must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any Structural or Treatment Control BMP to be included in the sales or
lease agreement for that property, and will be the owner’s responsibility. The condition
of transfer shall include a provision that the property owners conduct maintenance
inspection of all Structural or Treatment Control BMPs at least once a year and retain
proof of inspection. For residential properties where the Structural or Treatment Control
BMPs are located within a common area which will be maintained by a homeowner’s
association, language regarding the responsibility for maintenance must be included in
the projects conditions, covenants and restrictions (CC&Rs). Printed educational
materials will be required to accompany the first deed transfer to highlight the existence
of the requirement and to provide information on what storm water management
facilities are present, signs that maintenance is needed, how the necessary
maintenance can be performed, and assistance that the Permittee can provide. The
transfer of this information shall also be required with any subsequent sale of the
property.

If Structural or Treatment Control BMPs are located within a public area proposed for
transfer, they will be the responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for
transfer by the County or other appropriate public agency. Structural or Treatment
Control BMPs proposed for transfer must meet design standards adopted by the public
entity for the BMP installed and should be approved by the County or other appropriate
public agency prior to its installation.
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Structural or Treatment control BMPs selected for use at any project covered by this
SUSMP shall meet the design standards of this Section unless specifically exempted.

Post-construction Structural or Treatment Control BMPs shall be designed to:

A.    mitigate (infiltrate or treat) storm water runoff from either:

1. the 85th percentile 24-hour runoff event determined as the maximized capture storm water
volume for the area, from the formula recommended in Urban Runoff Quafity Management,
WEF Manual of Practice No. 23/ASCE Manual of Practice No. 87, (1998), or

2. the volume of annual runoff based on unit basin storage water quality volume, to achieve 80
percent or more volume treatment by the method recommended in California Stormwater Best
Management Practices Handbook - Industrial/Commercial (1993), or

3. the volume of runoff produced from a 0.75 inch storm event, prior to its discharge to a storm
water conveyance system, or

4. the volume of runoff produced from a historical-record based reference 24-hour rainfall criterion
for "treatment" (0.75 inch average for the Los Angeles County area) that achieves
approximately the same reduction in pollutant loads achieved by the 85th percentile 24-hour
runoff event,

AND

B. control peak flow discharge to provide stream channel and over bank flood
protection, based on flow design criteria selected by the local agency.

Limited Exclusion

Restaurants, where the land area for development or redevelopment is less than 5,000
square feet, are excluded from the numerical Structural or Treatment Control BMP
design standard requirement only.
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B. RESTAURANTS

The activity of outdoor equipment/accessory washing/steam cleaning has the potential
to contribute metals, oil and grease, solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the
storm water conveyance system. Include in the project plans an area for the
washing/steam cleaning of equipment and accessories. This area must be:

¯ Self-contained, equipped with a grease trap, and properly connected to a sanitary sewer.
¯ If the wash area is to be located outdoors, it must be covered, paved, have secondary containment,

and be connected to the sanitary sewer.

C. RETAIL GASOLINE OUTLETS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN FUELING AREA

Fueling areas have the potential to contribute oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid,
coolant and gasoline to the storm water conveyance system. The project plans must
include the following BMPs:

¯ The fuel dispensing area must be covered with an overhanging roof structure or canopy. The
canopy’s minimum dimensions must be equal to or greater than the area within the grade break. The
canopy must not drain onto the fuel dispensing area, and the canopy downspouts must be routed to
prevent drainage across the fueling area.

¯ The fuel dispensing area must be paved with Portland cement concrete (or equivalent smooth
impervious surface), and the use of asphalt concrete shall be prohibited.

¯ The fuel dispensing area must have a 2% to 4% slope to prevent ponding, and must be separated
from the rest of the site by a grade break that prevents run-on of storm water to the extent practicable.

¯ At a minimum, the concrete fuel dispensing area must extend 6.5 feet (2.0 meters) from the corner of
each fuel dispenser, or the length at which the hose and nozzle assembly may be operated plus 1 foot
(0.3 meter), whichever is less.

D. AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR SHOPS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN FUE[.IN~ ARF~

Fueling areas have the potential to contribute oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid,
coolant and gasoline to the storm water conveyance system. Therefore, design plans,
which include fueling areas, must contain the following:

¯ The fuel dispensing area should be covered with an overhanging roof structure or canopy. The
cover’s minimum dimensions must be equal to or greater than the area within the grade break. The
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cover must not drain onto the fuel dispensing area and the downspouts must be routed to prevent
drainage across the fueling area.

¯ The fuel dispensing areas must be paved with Portland cement concrete (or equivalent smooth
impervious surface), and the use of asphalt concrete shall be prohibited.

¯ The fuel dispensing area must have a 2% to 4% slope to prevent ponding, and must be separated
from the rest of the site by a grade break that prevents run-on of storm water.

¯ At a minimum, the concrete fuel dispensing area must extend 6.5 feet (2.0 meters) from the corner of
each fuel dispenser, or the length at which the hose and nozzle assembly may be operated plus 1 foot
(0.3 meter), whichever is less.

2. PROPERLY DESIGN REPAI~MAINTENAN~ i

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and gasoline from the
repair/maintenance bays can negatively impact storm water if allowed to come into
contact with storm water runoff. Therefore, design plans for repair bays must include
the following:

¯ Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow storm water
run-on or contact with storm water runoff.

¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all wash-water, leaks and spills.
Connect drains to a sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the repair/maintenance
bays to the storm drain system is prohibited. If required by local jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial
Waste Discharge Permit.

3. PROPERLY DESIGN VEHICL~EQUIPMENT WASH AREAS

The activity of vehicle/equipment washing/steam cleaning has the potential to
contribute metals, oil and grease, solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the
storm water conveyance system. Include in the project plans an area for washing/steam
cleaning of vehicles and equipment. This area must be:

¯ Self-contained and/or covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment facility, and properly
connected to a sanitary sewer or to a permitted disposal facility.

4. PROPERLY DESIG N LOADiNG/U N~OA D|NG D~O~KA~S~

Loading/unloading dock areas have the potential for material spills to be quickly
transported to the storm water conveyance system. To minimize this potential, the
following design criteria are required:

¯ Cover loading dock areas or design drainage to minimize run-on and runoff of storm water.
¯ Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks (truck wells) are prohibited.
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If a waiver is granted for impracticability, the Permittee must require the project
proponent to transfer the savings in cost, as determined by the Permittee, to a storm
water mitigation fund to be used to promote regional or alternative solutions for storm
water pollution in the storm watershed and operated by a public agency or a non-profit
entity.

Three factors significantly influence the potential for storm water to contaminate ground
water. They are (i) pollutant mobility, (ii) pollutant abundance in storm water, (iii) and
soluble fraction of pollutant. The risk of contamination of groundwater may be reduced
by pretreatment of storm water. A discussion of limitations and guidance for infiltration
practices is contained in, Potential Groundwater Contamination from Intentional and
Non-Intentional Stomnwater Infiltration, Report No. EPA/600/R-94/051, USEPA (1994).

In addition, the distance of the groundwater table from the infiltration BMP may also be
a factor determining the risk of contamination. A water table distance separation of ten
feet depth in California presumptively poses negligible risk for storm water not
associated with industrial activity or high vehicular traffic.

Infiltration BMPs are not recommended for areas of industrial activity or areas subject to
high vehicular traffic (25,000 or greater average daily traffic (ADT) on main roadway or
15,000 or more ADT on any intersecting roadway) unless appropriate pretreatment is
provided to ensure groundwater is protected and the infiltration BMP is not rendered
ineffective by overload.

In lieu of conducting detailed BMP review to verify Structural or Treatment Control
BMPs adequacy, a Permittee m.ay elect to accept a signed certification from a Civil
Engineer or a Licensed Architect registered in the State of California, that the plan
meets the criteria established herein. The Permittee is encouraged to verify that
certifying person(s) have been trained on BMP design for water quality, not more than
two years prior to the signature date. Training conducted by an organization with storm
water BMP design expertise (e.g., a University, American Society of Civil Engineers,
American Society of Landscape Architects, American Public Works Association, or the
California Water Environment Association) may be considered qualifying.
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TABLE 1

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1999) by Bay Area Stormwater Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and    Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten 410-461-8323
different storm water-filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention Landover, MD 20785
facilities.

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management Practices Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of 626-458-6959
Structural BMPs, Treatment Control, BMPs and
Source Control BMPs
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TABLE 1 (Continued)

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Second Nature: Adapting LA’s Landscape for Tree People
Sustainable Living (1999) by Tree People 12601 M ullholland Drive

Beverly Hills, CA 90210
Detailed discussion of BMP designs presented to 818-753-4600 (?)
conserve water, improve water quality, and achieve
flood protection.

Florida Development Manual. A Guide to Sound Florida Department of the Environment 2600
Land and Water Management (1988) Blairstone Road, Mail Station 3570

Tallahassee, FL 32399
Presents detailed guidance for designing BMPs 850-921-9472

Stormwater Management in Washington State Department of Printing
(1999) Vols. 1-5 State of Washington Department of Ecology

P.O. Box 798
Presents detailed guidance on BMP design for new Olympia, WA 98507-0798
development and construction. 360-407-7529

Maryland Stormwater Design Manual (1999) Maryland Department of the Environment
2500 Broening Highway

Presents guidance for designing storm water BMPs Baltimore, MD 21224
410-631-3000

Texas Nonpoint Source Book- Online Module Texas Statewide Storm Water Quality Task Force
(1998)www.txnpsbook.or,q North Central Texas Council of Governments

616 Six Flags Drive
Presents BMP design and guidance information on- Arlington, TX 76005
line 817-695-9150

Urban Storm Drainage, Criteria Manual- Volume 3, Urban Drainage and Flood Control District
Best Management Practices (1999) 2480 West 26th Avenue, Suite 156-B

Denver, CO 80211
Presents guidance for designing BMPs 303-455-6277

Guidance Specifying Management Measures for National Technical Information Service U.S.
Sources of Nonpoint Pollution in Coastal Waters Department of Commerce
(1993) Report No. EPA-840-B-92-002. Springfield, VA 22161

800-553-6847
Provides an overview of, planning and design
considerations, programmatic and regulatory
aspects, maintenance considerations, and costs.

National Stormwater Best Management Practices American Society of Civil Engineers
(BMP) Database, Version 1.0 1801 Alexander Bell Drive

Reston, VA 20191
Provides data on performance and evaluation of 703-296-6000
storm water BMPs
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SUGGES~-ED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY
Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbook: P/anning California Department of Transportation
and Design Staff Guide (Best Management P.O. Box 942874
Practices Handbooks (1998) Sacramento, CA 94274-0001

916-653-2975
Presents guidance for design of storm water BMPs

Final
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TABLE 2

EXAMPLE BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (BMPs)

The following are examples of BMPs that can be used for minimizing the introduction of
pollutants of concern that may result in significant impacts, generated from site runoff to
the storm water conveyance system. (See Table 1 Suggested Resources for additional
sources of information):

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewalks
and streets. However, sidewalk widths must still comply with regulations for the Americans
with Disabilities Act and other life safety requirements.

¯ Design residential streets for the minimum required pavement widths needed to comply with
all zoning and applicable ordinances to support travel lanes; on-street parking; emergency,
maintenance, and service vehicle access; sidewalks; and vegetated open channels.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to minimize the number of residential street
cul-de-sacs and incorporate landscaped areas to reduce their impervious cover. The radius
of cul-de-sacs should be the minimum required to accommodate emergency and
maintenance vehicles. Alternative tumarounds should be considered.

¯ Use permeable materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or interior roadway
surfaces (examples: hybrid lots, parking groves, permeable overflow parking, etc.)~

¯ Use open space development that incorporates smaller lot sizes.
¯ Reduce building density.
¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce overall lot imperviousness by

promoting alternative driveway surfaces and shared driveways that connect two or more
homes together.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce the overall imperviousness
associated with parking lots by providing .compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions,
incorporating efficient parking lanes, and using pervious materials in spillover parking areas.

¯ Direct rooftop runoff to pervious areas such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas, and
avoid routing rooftop runoff to the roadway or the storm water conveyance system.

¯ Vegetated swales and strips
¯ Extended/dry detention basins
¯ Infiltration basin
¯ Infiltration trenches
¯ Wet ponds
¯ Constructed wetlands
¯ Oil/Water separators
¯ Catch basin inserts
¯ Continuous flow deflection/separation systems
¯ Storm drain inserts
¯ Media filtration
¯ Bioretention facility
¯ Dry-wells
¯ Cisterns
¯ Foundation planting
¯ Catch basin screens
¯ Normal flow storage/separation systems
¯ Clarifiers
¯ Filtration systems
¯ Primary waste water treatment systems
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TABLE 3

HABITAT PROTECTION IN THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY AREA

Agency:
State Water Resources Control Board

Designation:
Areas.of Significant Biological Significance (ASBS)

Definition:
Areas designated by the State Water Resources Control Board as requiring protection of species or
biological communities to the extent that alteration of natural water quality is undesirable.

Affected Area:
(See Table 1 & Figure 2)

Agency:
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning

Designation:
Significant Ecological Areas (SEA)

Definitions:
Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) are areas that have been identified by the Los Angeles County
General Plan as containing unique or unusual species assemblages, or areas of habitat that are rapidly
declining in the Los Angeles County. The SEAs were established to protect a special or sometimes
unique collection of habitats and species from loss due to encroachment and human disturbances.
However, SEAs are not intended to function as isolated preservation areas.

Affected Areas:
(See Table A & Figure 1)

Agency:
California Department of Fish & Game

Designation:
Natural Communities Conservation Plan Region (NCCP)

Definition:
Identifies and provides for the regional or area wide protection and perpetuation of natural wildlife
diversity, while allowing compatible and appropriate development and growth. The goal of the program is
to protect sufficient resources in regional preserves to assure the survival of the ecosystem and, at the
same time, permit compatible uses of less sensitive land.

Affected Area:
(See Table 1 & Figure 3)
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TABLE 3 A

HABITAT PROTECTION IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY AREA1

Figure 1 AFFECTED AREA DESIGNATION DESIGNATING AGENCY1. Malibu Coastline SEA LACDRP2. Point Dume SEA LACDRP3. Zuma Canyon SEA LACDRP4. Upper La Sierra Canyon SEA LACDRP5. Malibu Canyon and Lagoon SEA LACDRP5, Malibu Creek State Park Buffer Area SEA LACDRP6. Las Virgenes SEA LACDRP7, Hepatic Gulch SEA LACDRP9. Cold Creek SEA LACDRP10. Tuna Canyon SEA LACDRP11. TemescaI-Rustic-Sullivan Canyons SEA LACDRP12. Palo Comado Canyon SEA LACDRP13. Chatsworth Reservior SEA LACDRP14. Simi Hills SEA LACDRP15. Tonner Canyon/Chino Hills SEA LACDRP16. Buzzard Peak/San Jose Hills SEA LACDRP17. Powder Canyon/Punte Hills SEA LACDRP18. Way Hills SEA LACDRP19. San Francisquito Canyon SEA LACDRP20. Santa Susana Mountains SEA LACDRP21. Santa Susana Pass SEA LACDRP22. Santa Fe Dam Floodplain SEA LACDRP23. Santa Clara River SEA LACDRP24. Tujunga Vailey/Hansen Dam SEA LACDRP25. San Dimas Canyon SEA LACDRP26. San Antonio Canyon Mouth SEA LACDRP27. Portuguese Bend Landslide SEA LACDRP28. El Segundo Dunes SEA LACDRP29. Ballona Creek SEA LACDRP30. Alamitos Bay SEA LACDRP31. Rolling Hills Canyons SEA LACDRP32, Agua Amarga Canyon SEA LACDRP33. Terminal Island SEA LACDRP34. Palos Verdes Peninsula Coastline SEA LACDRP35. Harbor Lake Regional Park SEA LACDRP36. Madrona Marsh SEA LACDRP37. Griffith Park SEA LACDRP39. Encino Reservoir SEA LACDRP40. Verdugo Mountains SEA LACDRP

1 This list is a compilation of data from the Department of Fish & Game, State Water Resources Control Board, and the Los
Angeles County Department of Regional Planning as of February 29, 2000. Areas in this may changes, as area are added or
deleted by the designating agencies.
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AFFECTED AREA DESIGNATION DESIGNATING AGENCY42. Whittier Narrows Dam County SEA LACDRPRecreation Area
43. Rio Hondo College Wildlife Santuary SEA LACDRP44. Sycamore and Turnbull Canyons SEA LACDRP45. Dudleya Densiflora Population SEA LACDRP62. Galium Grande Population SEA LACDRP63. Lyon Canyon SEA LACDRP64. Valley Oaks Savannah, Newhall SEA LACDRPFig.2 Point Dume to Latigo Point ASBS SWRCBFig.3 Palos Verdes Peninsula NCCP DFG
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FIGURE 1
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IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region

Winston H. Hiekox
¯ -gecr~taryfor

320 W. 4th Strut, Sui~ 200, Los Angeles, California 90013
Gray Davis

Environmental
Phone (213) 576-6600 FAX (213) 5766640

Protection
lnternet Address: htlp~/www.swrcb.ca.gov/.-rwqcb4 Governor

May 4, 2000

Ms. Elizabeth Jennings
Senior Staff Counsel
Office of Chief Counsel
State Water Resources Control Board
P. O. Box 100
Sacramento, CA 995812-0100

DearMs. Jennings:

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD OF THE LOS ANGELES REGIONAL WATER QUALITY

i.O__NTROL BOARD- IN RE: THE CITIES OF BELLFLOWER, ET AL., CITY OF ARCADIA,
_N_D._W_ES=T_ERN STATES PETROLEUM ASSOCIATION (REVIEW OF JANUARY 26, 2000,
UTION OF THE REGIONAL BOARD AND IT EXECUTIVE OFFICER PURSUANT TO

ORDER NO. 96-0~4, PERMIT FOR MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND URBAN RUNOFF
DISCHARGES WITHIN LOS ANGELES COUNTY [NPDES NO. CAS614001]). [SWRCBIOCC
FILES A-1280, A-1280(a) AND A-1280 (b)]

We are transmitting, herein, the pertinent Administrative Record and Administrative Record
Index in response to the above named Petitions that are for review before the State Board.
Regional Board Counsel Leon submitted an advance copy of the Administrative Record Index
to you via e-mail on May 2, 2000.

Please note we reserve the right to introduce additional documents into the Administrative
Record, that may have been inadvertently omitted at this time.                                    -

Should you have any questions or need more information, please call me at (213) 576 -6654 or
Parvaneh Khayat at (213) 576 - 6740, or Regional Board Counsel, Jorge Leon at (916) 657-
2428.

Sincerely, ¯ t ~

Storm Water Program

Enclosure

cc: (Letter only) See mailing list

., California Environmental Protection Agency         R0072530
0 RccycledPaper

Our miszion is to preserve and enhance the quaffO, of California "x water resources for the benefit of present and future generations.



CERTIFICATION

State of California

County of Los Angeles

This is to certify that the enclosed materials, consisting of 14 volumes and 1000+, total

pages including exhibits, constitute, to the best of my knowledge, a true and correct copy

of the written administrative record and hearing tapes of the California Regional Water

Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region, in the matter of

Cities of Bellflower et al., Ci_ty of Arcadia, and Western State Petroleum Association

File No. SWRCB/OCC, A-1280, A-1280 (a), A-1280 (b)

Executed at 320 W. 4t~ Street, Los Angeles, in the County of Los Angeles,

This 4t~ day of Ma._~y._ 2000.

(Name and title) ~amik~lnu

Acting Chief- Storm Water Program

R0072531



California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region

Winston H. Hickox
Secretary for

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

Environmental Phone (213) 576-6600 FAX (213) 576-6640

Protection Interact Add~ss: http’J/www.swrcb.ca.gov/~wqcb4 Governor

May 5,2000

Ms. Elizabeth Jennings
Senior Staff Counsel
Office of Chief Counsel
State Water Resources Control Board
P. O. Box 100
Sacramento, CA ,95812-0100

Dear Ms. Jennings:

RESPONSE TO PETITION - IN RE: THE CITIES OF BELLFLOWER, ET AL., CITY OF
ARCADIA, AND WESTERN STATES PETROLEUM ASSOCIATION (REVIEW OF JANUARY
26, 2000, ACTION OF THE REGIONAL BOARD AND IT EXECUTIVE OFFICER PURSUANT
TO ORDER NO. 96-054, PERMIT FOR MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND URBAN RUNOFF
DISCHARGES WITHIN LOS ANGELES COUNTY [NPDES NO. CAS614001]). [SWRCB/OCC
FILES A-1280, A-1280(a) AND A-1280 (b)]

Please find enclosed our =Response" in opposition to the Petition in the above matter.

If you have any questions or need more information, please call me at (213) 576 - 6605 or Dr.
Xavier Swam ikannu at (213) 576 -6754, or Regional Board Counsel, Jorge Leon at (916) 657-
2428.

Sincerely,

Dennis A. Dickerson
Executive Officer

Enclosure

cc: Jorge Leon, OCC, State Water Resources Control Board
Richard Montivedo, Esq., Rutan & Tucker
Stephen P. Deitsch, Esq., Mayer, Brown & Platt
Lyman C. Welch, Esq., Best, Best, & Krieger
David Beckman / Alex Helperin, Natural Resources Defense Council
Steven Fleischli, Santa Monica Bay Keeper
Heather Hoecherl/Mark Gold, Heal the Bay
Interested Persons Mailing List (Letter only)                                R0072532
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JORGE A. LEON
Senior Staff Counsel
901 P Street
Sacramento, CA
Counsel for Regional Board

XAVIER SWAMIKANNU
Regional.Board Staff
320 W. 4~" Street
Los Angeles, CA

BEFORE THE

STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

9
THE CITIES OF BELLFLOWER, BURBANK, File Nos.: A-1280; A-1280(a); A-1280 (b)l0 CERRITOS, COMMERCE, DIAMOND BAR,
DOWNEY, IRWINDALE, LA-CANADA RESPONSE IN OPPOSITION TO11 FLINTRIDGE, LA MIRADA, LA VERNE, ISSUES IN PETITION BY
LAKEWOOD, LAWNDALE, MONROVIA, PETITIONERS ON ACTION BY THE12 PALOS VERDES ESTATES, PICO R!VERA, CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER
POMONA, RANCHO PALOS VERDES, QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, AND13 SANTA FE SPRINGS, SIGNAL HILL, SOUTHITS EXECUTIVE OFFICER, DENNIS
GATE, VERNON, WALNUT, AND DICKERSON, PURSUANT TO14 WHITTIER, municipal corporations; and THEBOARD ORDER NO. 96-054 (NPDES
BUILDING INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION OF No2 CAS614001) AND POINTS AND15 SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA, a Non-Profit AUTHORITIES
Mutual Benefit Corporation, and THE16 BUILDING INDUSTY LEGAL DEFENSE
FOUNDATION, a Non-Profit Mutual Benefit17 Corporation, AND

18 THE CITY OF ARCADIA, a municipal

19 corporation AND

WESTERN STATES PETROLEUM20
ASSOCIATION, a Trade Association

21 Petitioners,

22 v.

CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY23 CONTROL BOARD, LOS ANGELES REGION,
and DENNIS DICKERSON, Executive Officer,24 Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control
Board.

25

26 Respondents,

27
R0072533

28
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1
I. INTRODUCTION

2

3 Petitioners who include municipalities and trade associations for the building

4 industry and l~etroleum distributors, challenge the actions of the Regional Board and the

5 Regional Board Executive Officer in adopting requirements for new development and significant

6 redevelopment to control post-construction storm water pollution. Petitioners object to the

7 requirements for various substantive and procedural reasons. In essence, Petitioners contend that

8 the Regional Board has no basis in law or fact to adopt requirements for new development and

9 significant redevelopment, unless these requirements are the same as those presented by

10 Petitioner Permit’tees under the provisions of the Los Angeles County municipal separate storm

11 sewer system Permit (hereafter, the "LA Co _unty MS4 Permit"). Petitioners also contend that

12 they were denied due process because they were not provided additional notice and allowed

13 more time to review the action of the Regional Board.

14

15 Petitioners misunderstand the very nature of the regulatory process and thereby

16 invert the burden of proof in this case. Because they misunderstand the burden of proof,

17 petitioners misconstrue what evidence is needed to support the requirements. This is not an

18 enforcement action in which the Regional Board must show harm or violation. Rather, the

19 starting place for analysis is that storm water discharges fi’om large municipal separate storm

20 sewer systems, to waters of the United States without permits are illegal. Once such discharges

21 are regulated under an MS4 NPDES permit, the Permittees must implement a comprehensive

22 storm water management program to reduce pollutants in storm water to the maximum extent

23 practicable. The Regional Board need not demonstrate with empirical evidence that Petitioners

24 are actually harming surface waters or conduct a cost-benefit analysis in order to ensure

25 compliance with regulations, as Petitioners assert. Rather, the Regional Board must follow the

26 requirements of the federal and state law and exercise best professional judgment in adopting and

27 enforcing protective measures. The Regional Board, as the permit issuance and enforcement

28 authority, is fully granted the charge to enumerate objective measures of compliance, including

numerical mitigation criteria, to ensure enforceability of permit requirements.
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1

2 The question therefore before the State Water Resources Control Board (hereafter

3 "State Board") in this Petition is not whether the Regional Board carded its burden of evidence

4 but rather did it properly execute its legal duties. A careful review of the entire record shows the

5 Regional Board did so.

6

7

II. BACKGROUND
8

9 A. LOS ANGELES COUNTY MUNICIPAL STORM WATER PERMIT HISTORY

10

! !
On June 18, 1990, the Califomia Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles

12
Region (Los Angeles Regional Board) adopted the first NPDES permit for Stormwater/Urban

13
Runoff Discharged in Los Angeles County (Order No. 90-079). This Permit was issued on a

14
system-wide basis for all the cities in Los Angeles County and the County of Los Angeles. The

15
1990 permit was challenged regarding its alleged failure to include specific water quality

16
objectives and was upheld on May 16, 1991 in a decision issued by the State Water Resources

17 Control Board (Order No. WQ 91-04; See also, WQ 91-03)

18

19 The LA County MS4 Permit was reissued on July 15, 1996, and made consistent with

20 Federal Regulations for MS4s issued November 16, 1990. [55 Fed. Reg. 48073, Appendix F; 55

21 Fed. Reg. 48072)]. On June 10, 1997, the State Board dismissed a Petition filed by the City of

22 Long Beach." On July 9, 1997, the City of Long Beach filed a Petition for Writ of

23 Mandate/Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive Relief before Superior Court. The court case

24 was settled in May 1999, and under the terms of the settlement agreement the City of Long

25 Beach was issued a separate MS4 Permit ("LB MS4 Permit") on June 30, 1999. The LB MS4

26 Permit contains similar requirements to the LA County MS4 Permit including requirements for

27 Development Planning and Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs).

28
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2 B. NEW DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS
3 The Los Angeles County MS4 Permit and the Long Beach MS4 Permit contain
4 requirements that Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs) be prepared for
5 priority planning projects and that they include appropriate Best Management Practices (BMPs)
6 and guidelines to reduce pollutants in storm water to the maximum extent practicable (Permit Pt.
7 2. III.A.)

9
On April 22, 1999, the Regional Board approved a List of BMPs for MS4 Permittees to

10
select from and require implementation of the most effective BMPs in their Development

11
Planning and Development Construction programs (Board Resolution No. 99-03)(A.R. xx) The

12
Regional Board at that time also requested that the SUSMPs for Priority Planning Project

13
categories, which incorporate the BMPs, be brought before it for discussion. 1

14

15
Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LACDPW), on behalf of the Permittees,

16
submitted SUSMPs for Regional Board Executive Officer approval on July 22, 1999. These

17
SUSMPs were revised and resubmitted on August 12, 1999, after a joint SUSMP workshop held

18
on August 10, 1999, to clarify the meaning of some text. SUSMPs were submitted for: (i) 100+

19
home subdivisions; (ii) 10-99 home subdivisions; (iii) 100+ square-foot commercial

20

21
developments; (iv) automotive repair facilities; (v) retail gasoline outlets; (vi) restaurants; and

22
(vii) hillside located single-family dwellings. Prior to submittal to the Regional Board, draft

23
versions of the SUSMPs were distributed to environmental groups, contractors, developers,

consultants and trade industry groups for review and comment.
24

25

26
The Regional Board provided a Public Notice on August 16, 1999, that SUSMP

27
requirements will be discussed before it on September 16, 1999, and invited comments from

28
interested parties. Comments were received from mtmicipalities, environmental groups,

1 Transcript of Proceedings, April 22, 1999. at
R0072539
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1 businesses, environmental consultants, and the building industry. Before the conclusion of the

2 Hearing, the Regional Board Executive Officer requested that he be given more time to fully

3 consider the issue and hold discussions with all interested parties to hear their concerns. The

4 Regional Board authorized the Regional Board Executive Officer to proceed but directed him to

5 bring the issue back to the Regional Board because of the broad interest in the community that

6 the SUSMP requirements had generated.

7

8 On December 7, 1999, staff released a revised SUSMP (hereafter "Board SUSMP") for

9 public review and comment. A "Summary of Comments and Responses" and a "Tentative Board

10 Resolution" includedwere in the package mailed out with the Public Notice of Proposed Action
11 at a special hearing scheduled for January 6, 2000. The Hearing was rescheduled to January 26,

12 2000, in deference to numerous requests from local government officials, building industry

13
representatives, and others that it be postponed because of the intervening holiday season.

14

15
The Board SUSMP retained much of the language of the original SUSMPs submitted by

16
Permit-tees, eliminated redundant language, consolidated similar requirements, and added some

17
terms to ensure enforceability. As before the Board SUSMP included numerical design criteria

18
for BMPs. In addition two new categories of designated priority planning projects were listed: (i)

19
projects located adjacent to or discharging to environmentally sensitive areas, and (ii) parking

2o
lots with 25 or more parking spaces.

21

22
A week prior to January 26, 2000, Regional Board staff made available:(i) a Tentative

23

24
Change Sheet to the December 7, 2000~ Tentative SUSMP Draft, and (ii) the "Staff Report and

Record of Decision" (A.R. Vol. 02). On January 26, 2000, the Regional Board held a nine-hour
25

hearing and provided the opportunity for all parties to provide comments. All the same interested
26

27 parties again submitted comments as before. At the conclusion of the public comment period, the

28
Regional Board members discussed the issues, asked questions of staff, and provided direction to

the Regional Board Executive Officer to approve the SUSMP with the Regional Board directed

changes and staff proposed changes in the Change Sheet. At the same time, the Regional Board

7.
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1 adopted a Resolution to state that the SUSMP requirements are applicable to the City of Long

2 Beach (except as noted) and that the numerical mitigation criteria establishes the standard for

3 review in the Los Angeles Region for post-construction BMPs under the State General

4 Construction Storm Water Permit (Order 99-08-DWQ

5 The Regional Board Executive Officer issued the Final Board SUSMP on March 8, 2000,

6 together with a "Staff Report and Record of Decision - Supplement" and "Board Resolution"

7 (No. R-00-02) (A.R. Vol. 14). On or after February 24, 2000, Petitioners filed a petition with the

8 State Board requesting administrative review, challenging the actions of the Regional Board, and

9 the actions of the Regional Board Executive Officer in issuing the Board SUSMP.
10

11

12 C. WATER QUALITY AND STORM WATER IN THE LOS ANGELES REGION
13

14 The water quality impacts of urbanization and urban storm water discharges have been
15

summarized by several recent USEPA reports.2 Urbanization causes changes in hydrology and
16

increases pollutant loads which, adversely impact water quality and impair the beneficial uses of
17

receiving waters. Increases in population density and imperviousness result in changes to stream
18

hydrology including:
19

(i) increased peak discharges compared to predevelopment levels;
20

(ii) increased volume of storm water runoff with each storm compared to pre-
21

development levels;
22

(iii) decreased travel time to reach receiving water; (iv) increased frequency and severity
23

offioods;
24

(iv) reduced stream flow during prolonged periods of dry weather due to reduced level of
25

infiltration;
26

27

28

2 Storm Water Phase II Report to Congress (USEPA 1995); Report to Congress on the Phase II Storm Water Regulations
(USEPA1999); Coastal Zone Management Measures Guidance (USEPA 1992)

8. R0072541



~ (v) increased runoff velocity during storms due to a combination of effects of higher

2 discharge peaks, rapid time of concentration, and smoother hydraulic surfaces from

3 chanellization, and

4 (vi) decreased infiltration and diminish groundwater recharge.

5

6 The LA County MS4 program conducts monitoring to:

7 (i) quantify mass emissions for pollutants,
8 (ii) identify critical sources for pollutants of concern in storm water;
9 (iii) evaluate BMP effectiveness, and

10 ¯
(iv) evaluate receiving water impacts.

11

12 The monitoring indicates that instream concentrations of pathogen indicators (fecal
13 coliform and streptococcus), heavy metals (such as Pb, Cu, Zn,) and pesticides (such as diazinon)
14 exceed state and federal water quality criteria.3 The mass emissions of pollutants to the ocean are
15 significant from the urban Watershed Management Areas (WMAs) such as the Los Angeles
16

River WMA, Ballona Creek WMA, and Coyote Creek WMA with the Los Angeles River WMA
17

providing more than seventy percent of the loadings. Critical sources data for facilities (such as
18

auto-salvage yards, primary metal facilities, and automotive repair shops) showed that total and
19

dissolved heavy metals (Pb, Cu, Zn, and Cd), and total suspended solids (TSS) exceeded state
20

and federal water quality criteria by as much as a hundred times. The results are consistent with a
21

limited term study conducted by the Regional Board to characterize storm water runoff in the
22

Los Angeles region before the issuance of MS4 permits.4 Storm water runoff data from
23

predominant landuses showed similar patterns. Light-industrial, commercial and transportation
24

landuses showed the highest range of exceedances. A pesticide (diazinon) showed higher ranges
25

from residential landuse. The data for polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), a known
26

27
3 Los Angeles County 1998-1999 Stormwater Monitoring Report, Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (1999).

28 Data summarizes results of storm water monitoring for the most recent year and the past five years.

4 Storm Water Runoffin Los Angeles and Ventura Counties, Final Report (I 988), California Regional Water Quality Control
Board, Los Angeles, SCCWRP Contribution C292. This study found the highest mean concentrations of pollutants of concern
such as heavy metals in the urban watershed rivers and that they contributed significant loads to the ocean.
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1 pollutant of concern in urban storm water runoff, is inconclusive but improved analytical

2 methods may yield more definitive results next year. Receiving water impacts studies found that

3 storm water discharges from urban watersheds exhibit toxicity that are attributable to heavy

4 metals. Biosurveys of the sea-bottom showed bioaccumulation of toxicants. Sediment analysis

5 showed higher concentrations of pollutants such as Pb and PAHs than rural watersheds (2 to 4

6 times higher). In addition, toxicity of dry weather flows was observed with the cause of toxicity

7 undetermined.5 Previous studies have found chemical concentration of pollutants that exceed

8 state and federal water quality criteria in storm drains flowing to the ocean,6 and that there are

9 adverse health impacts from swimming near them.7
10

11 Treatment BMP requirements on new development and redevelopment offer the most cost
12 effective strategy to reduce pollutant loads to surface waters. Retrofit of existing development

13 willbeexpensive" and may be considered on a targeted basis. Studies on the economic impacts of
14 watershedprotection indicate that storm water quality management has a positive or at least
15

neutral economic effect while greatly improving the quality of surface waters.8
16

17
D. APPLICABLE FEDERAL AND STATE AUTHORITY

18

19
1.    Federal Authority_

20
The Federal Water Pollution Control Act was adopted in 1948, amended in 1972, and

21
amended in 1977 as the Clean Water Act of 1977 ("Clean Water Act"). Congress enacted the

22

Clean Water Act "to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the
23

Nations’s waters." 33 U.S.C. § 1251 (a). The Clean Water Act established the National Pollutant
24

25
5 Toxicity of Dry Weather Flow from the Santa Monica Bay Watershed, Bay, S. et al (1996), Bull. Southern California Acad. Sci.

5(I), pp. 33-45. The paper describes preliminary results on dry weather toxicity which have been confirmed by the MS426     monitoring program.

27 6 Chemical Contaminant Release into Santa Monica Bay, Final Report, American Oceans Campaign, Santa Monica (1993)

7 The Health Effects of Swimming in Ocean Water Contaminated by Storm Drain Runoff, Haile, R.W. et al. (1999),
28 Epidemiology 10: 355-363). The study found higher risks of respiratory and gastrointestinal symptoms from swimmers.

8 The Economics of Watershed Protection, T. Schuler (1999), Center for Watershed Protection, Endicott, MD. The article
summarizes nationwide studies to support the statement that watershed planning and storm water management provide positive
economic benefits.
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1 Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) that required permits for any discharge of pollutants

2 from a point source pursuant to section 402 of the Clean Water Act. 33 U.S.C. § 1342. The

3 Clean Water Act authorizes EPA or an authorized State to implement an NPDES permit

4 program. 33 U.S.C. § 1342(a)(1) and (b). In 1987, recognizing the threat from stormwater

5 runoff, Section 402 of the Clean Water Act was amended to add subsection 402(p) which

6 established a statutor~ scheme for storm water runoff through NPDES permit requirements for

7 municipal storm water discharges from Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems ("MS4s"). 33

8 U.S.C. §§ 1342(p). That section "established deadlines by which certain storm water dischargers

9 must apply for permits, the EPA or states must act on permits and dischargers must implement

l0 their permits. "Natural Resources Defense Council v. U.S. EpA, 966 F.2d 1292, 1296 (9th Cir.

11 1992). States may administer NPDES programs after they have submitted a description of the

12 program, a statement from the Attorney General to the Environmental Protection Agency

13 ("EPA") a Memorandum of Agreement with EPA, and the program is approved. (33 U.S.C.§

14
1342(b); 40 C.F.R. § 123.21 et seq.) The Administrator shall approve State programs which

15
conform to the applicable requirements. (40 C.F.R. § 123. l(c)).

16

17
2. The California NPDES PermittinE Authority

18
a. NPDES Memorandum between EPA and the State

19
The State of California is one of forty states with an approved State NPDES Program. This

20
program has been in effect since 1973. The latest NPDES Memorandum of Agreement between

21
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and The California State Water Resources Control

22
Board approved by EPA on September 22, 1989 states as follows:

23
"The Chairman of the State Board and the Regional Administrator of the EPA, Region 9

24
hereby affirm that the State Board and the Regional Boards have primary authority for

25
the issuance, compliance monitoring, and enforcement of all NPDES permits in

26

California including NPDES general permits and permits for federal facilities; and
27

...permits to dischargers for which EPA has assumed direct responsibility pursuant to 40
28 "

C.F.R. 123.44..."
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2 b. Attorney General’s Statement for the State National Pollutant

3 Discharge Elimination System Program

4 In May 1987, the Attorney General of the State of California submitted its Statement of

5 legal authority to implement a State National Pollutant Discharge elimination system program.

6 Chapter 5.5 of the Water Code, Sections 13370 et seq., sets forth the specific sections relating to

7 the NPDES program in California. Those sections were added to assure consistency with the

8 Clean Water Act. U.S. EPA has certified California’s NPDES programs and the Regional

9 Board’s authority to issue permits as part of the approved program. Water Code § 13377
10 specifically authorizes the Regional Board to issue NPDES permits:9 The EPA has approved the
1 ! entire regulatory scheme set forth in the Porter Cologne Act that establishes a comprehensive
12 statewide program for water quality administered regionally, through the State Water Resources
13 Control Board and the nine regional boards, within a framework of statewide coordination and
14 policy. (Water Code § 13000 et. seq)
15

16
c. Summary of Applicable California Regulatory Program

17
To obtain approval, a state must have adequate authority to implement requirements

18
enumerated in the Clean Water Act. 33 U.S.C. § 1342(b). The Porter Cologne Water Quality

19
Act is the controlling water quality law for California. The State Board and the nine Regional

20
Boards implement the Act. (Water Code §§ 174, 13200). The Porter Cologne Act and its

21
regulations include both general and specific sections for implementing the Clean Water Act

22
Programs. (See Water Code § 13370 et seq). The Regional Boards adopt Regional Water Quality

23
Control Plans ("Basin Plans") for each region. (Water Code § 13240). The Basin Plan covering

24
the area of this Permit, was adopted by the Regional Board on June 13, 1994, was approved by

25
the StateWaterResourcesControlBoardon November 17, 1994 and is a public document

26

27
9 "Notwithstanding any other provision of this division, the state board or the regional boards shall, as required or authorized by

28 the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as amended, issue waste discharge requirements ...which apply and insure compliance
with all applicable provisions of the act and acts amendatory thereof or supplemental thereto, together with any more stringent
effluent standards or limitations necessary to implement water quality control plans, or for the protection of beneficial uses, or to
prevent nuisance." Water Code § 13374 states: "The term "waste discharge requirements" as referred to in this division is the
equivalent of the term "permits" as used in the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as amended."
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generally available. The Basin Plan specifically discusses the NPDES permit program that

regulates storm water runoff from land surfaces that flow into storm drains or directly into

natural waterbodies during rainfall. The principal means of regulating activities, which may

affect water quality and the principal means of implementing water quality control plans, is

through issuance of waste discharge requirements.

7 Water Code § 13376 sets forth the Permittees duties to obtain waste discharge

s requirements. 10 Section 13376 is modeled on the provisions of the Clean Water Act. (Compare §

9 13376, with Clean Water Act sections 301, 402, 33 U.S.C. §§ 1311, 1342) By prohibiting the

10 "discharge of pollutants" except as in accordance with a state permit, in the form of waste

l l discharge requirements, section 13376 requires waste discharge requirements for all discharges

12 for which the Clean Water Act requires an NPDES permit. 11

13

14
State Board regulations provide that a report of waste discharge is the equivalent

15
of an NPDES Permit Application, and that reports of waste discharge for point source discharges

16

17 10. Section 13376 provides, in pertinent part: "Any person discharging pollutants or proposing to discharge pollutants to the
navigable waters of the United States within this state...shall file a report of such discharge in accordance with he procedures set

18 forth in section 13260....The discharge of pollutants...by any person except as authorized pursuant to waste discharge
requirements....is prohibited...." § 13376. The terms"discharge," pollutants," and "navigable waters," as used in section 13376 and

19 other provisions of Chapter 5.5 of the Porter-Cologne Act, have the same meaning as in the Clean Water Act. § 13373. The term
"waste Discharge requirement" as used in Chapter 5.5. of the Porter-Cologne Act, is the equivalent of the term "permits," as

20 used in the Clean Water Act § 13374.

21 11 Any person discharging waste or proposing to discharge waste that could ~fect the quality of waters of the state, must submit
a report of waste dizcharge to the board. Water Code § 13260. A "discharge of waste’, as used in the Porter-Cologne Act
provisions on waste discharge requirements, includes, but is not limited to, any "discharge or runoffof a pollutant", within the

22 meaning of the Clean Water Act. (33 U.S.C. § 1323, 1362). Specific authority for Clean Water Act Programs in the Porter
Cologne Act include the issuance and enforcement of waste discharge requirements for both point and non-point sources. Waste

23 discharge requirements may establish more stringent requirements than those required or authorized by the Clean Water Act.
Water Code § 13377.

24 Where other provisions of the Porter-Cologne Act are inconsistent with Chapter 5.5, the provisions of Chapter 5.5
prevail to the extent of any inconsistency. Water Code § 13372. See State Water Resources Control Board No. WQ-80-19, State

25 Board rejected an argument that Water Code § 13360 limits the authority of the state and regional boards to specify the manner of
compliance with an NPDES permit. (See 33 U.S.C. § 1342(aX1); see NRDC, Inc. v. Costle, 568 F. 2d 1369 (D.C. Cir. 1977)) In
addition, EPA regulations adopted under the Clean Water Act authorize conditions in NPDES permits setting "best management

26 practices" where numeric effluent limitations are infeasible or where reasonably necessary to achieve effluent limitations and
standards or to carry out the purposes and intent of the Act. 40 C.F.R. § 122.62K. "Best Management Practices" are defined to

27 include, for NPDES permits, ’treatment requirement, operating procedures, and practices to controL.sludge or waste disposal...’
40 C.F.R. § 122.2. Consequently, since the Clean Water Act authorizes the imposition of conditions including best management

28 practices, in NPDES permits where limitations and standards have not been promulgated, the Porter-Cologne Act gives the State
and Regional Boards the same authority. To the extent that this authorization is inconsistent with the provisions of water code
section 13360, the authority of the State and Regional Boards to implement the provisions of the Clean Water Act under Water
Code Section 13377 must prevaiL See Water Code Section 13372." (State Board Order No. WQ 80-19 at pgs. 19-21 .)
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1 to surface waters shall be filed and processed in compliance with U.S.EPA’s NPDES program

2 regulations. (22 Cal. Admin. Code §§ 2235(b), 2235.1, 2235.2) Thus, the Porter Cologne Act and

3 state board regulations have incorporated by reference all EPA NPDES regulations applicable to

4 the States. (40 C.F.R. § 122, 123, and 124)

5

6 d. No requirement of specific water quality impact for permit issuance

7 There is no requirement in state or federal law that either EPA or the State is

8 required to obtain information on the impacts to water quality of the discharges of pollutants or

9 waste prior to the issuance of a permit to that discharger. Any city with a population exceeding

10 100,000 that owns or operates a municipal separate storm sewer system pursuant to EPA
11 regulations implementing Clean Water Act Section 402(p) is required to have a permit. The

12 Clean Water Act requires U.S.EPA and the States to regulate, through the issuance of NPDES

13 permits, all discharges of pollutants to the nation’s waters. CWA § 402; NRDC v. Costle, 568 F.
14 2d 1369 (D.C. Cir. 1977). "A permit is required where the population figures are net or
15

exceeded; issuance is not conditioned on proving actual impacts to water quality." (Order No
16

WQ 95-2, May 17, 1995; 55 Fed. Reg. 222 at 48038.
17

18
The initial storm water regulations were based upon extensive studies, which

19
documented impacts on water quality from large and medium urban areas. (See Natural

20
Resources Defense Council v. U.S. EPA, 966 F.2d 1292 (9th Cir. 1992) In Natural Resources

21
Defense Council v. U.S. EPA, the court rejected an exemption in the CWA for oil and gas

22
facilities where storm water was uncontaminated. Id., at p. 1305. The Court noted: "...by

23
designating these light industries as a group that need only apply for permits if actual exposure

24
occurs, EPA impermissibly alters the statutory scheme...no other classes of industrial activities

25

26
are subject to the more lenient "actual exposure" test. To require actual exposure entirely; shi[ts

27
the burden in the permitting schem~, Most industrial facilities will have to apply for permits and

28
show the EPA or state that they are in compliance. Light industries will be relieved from

applying for permits unless actual exposure occurs... The permitting scheme then will work only

if these facilities self-report, or the EPA searches out the sources and shows that exposure is
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occurring...[T]he regulations appear to contemplate neither... " Id., at p. 1305. To condition a

permit on proving actual impacts to water quality alters the statutory scheme and wrongly places

the burden on the permitting agency instead of forcing a facility to prove that they are in

compliance. 12

6

IV. STANDARD OF REVIEW
7

8

9
The standard of review for this type of permit is statutory and is not based upon

l0 the denial of a fundamental vested right. Water Code section 13263(g) states that the discharge

l I of waste into the waters of the State is a privilege, not a right.

12

~3 The State Board’s charge here in reviewing Regional Board actions is to

14 determine whether the Regional Board has acted properly (Water Code § 13320). In exercising

15 its independent judgment, however, the State Board must afford a strong presumption of

16 correctness to the administrative findings, and the party challenging the administrative decision

17 bears the burden to prove that the administrative findings are contrary to the weight of the

18 evidence. (Fukuda v. City of Angels (1999) 20 Cal.4th 805, 815.) "Considerable weight should

19 be given to the findings of experienced administrative bodies made after a full and formal

20

21 12 In NRDC v. U.S. EPA, the court explained: "This case involves runoff from diffuse sources that eventually passes through
storm sewer systems and is thus subject to the NPDES permit program ....One recent study concluded that pollution from

22 such sources, including runoff from urban areas, construction sites, and agricultural land, is now a leading cause of water
quality impairment. 55 Fed.Reg. at 47.991 " Id. at 1295. "The Nationwide Urban Runoff Program (NURP) conducted

23 from 1978 through 1984 found that urban nmoff from residential, commercial and industrial areas produces a quantity of
suspended solids and chemical oxygen demand that is equal to or greater than that from secondary treatment sewage plants.

24 55 Fed. Reg. at 47.991. A significant number of samples tested exceeded water quality criteria for one or more pollutants.
ld., at p. 47, 992. Urban

25

26

27

28
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1 hearing, especially in cases involving technical and scientific evidence. [Citation.]" (Id., p. 812.)

2 The State Board should give proper consideration to the Regional Board’s expertise in the field

3 of storm water pollution and related areas for the Los Angeles region. (United States v. State

4 Water Resources Control Board (1986) 182 Cal.App.3d 82, 113.). Factual findings made by the

5 Regional Board in the process of approving SUSMP requirements for new development should

6 be reviewed under the clear error standard [Tonry v. Security Experts Inc., 20 F.3d 967 (9th Cir.

7 1994)]. In the absence of a clear error ofjudgement of the facts, the State Board should uphold

8 the Regional Board action.

9

10 In addition the State Board should deny Petitioners request for a stay of the requirements.
11 Petitioners make up a small subset of the eighty-six MS4 municipalities in Los Angeles County,
12 A stay would penalize the good-faith efforts of the larger number of the Permittees who, rather
13 than petitioning the Regional Board’s determination, are moving toward conformance with state
14 and federal law. The State Board should take notice that the challenge to the SUSMP
15 requirements is not unanimous.
16

17
v. ARGUMENTS

18

19
A. THE REGIONAL BOARD AND ITS EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S APPROVAL OF

20
REQUIREMENTS FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT AND REDEVELOPMENT ARE NOT

21
ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS SUBJECT TO THE ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW

22
PROCESS SET FORTH IN ORDER NO 96-054

23

24
The Los Angeles MS4 Permit sets forth an Administrative Procedure to be followed by

25
the Regional Board Executive Officer "for the review and acceptance of documents" and "to

26
resolve any differences in compliance expectations between the Regional Board and Permittees,

27
prior to initiating enforcement action?’ Petitioners contend that the present process, by which the

28
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Regional Board considered approval of the SUSMP requirements, violates this process as set out

in the Permit. Petitioners are grossly mistaken. The LA County MS4 Permit requires that

SUSMPs be submitted to the Regional Board Executive Officer for approval. The action by the

Regional Board and the Regional Board Executive Officer to approve the SUSMP was not an

enforcement action but rather one of document review. The Regional Board’s express statement

at the September 16, 1999, hearing that the SUSMPs be brought before it for discussion voided

the 120 day response condition stated in the permit for Regional Board Executive Officer

approval documents (A.R. Vol. 12). 13

10 Even if the Administrative Review provisions are found to apply, Petitioners’ arguments
1 1 thattheAdministrativeReview process was not followed relies heavily on a premise that the
12 Permitprocess provides significant notice, review and meet-and-confer protections that will
13 benefit the Permittees. Those provisions must be considered in their full context, including, harm
14 to the interest protected, and significantly, the deadline set forth in the permit for
15 implementation. That deadline (July 30, 1999) has come and gone. Permittees submitted a final
16

SUSMP to the Regional Board on August 10, 1999, well past the deadline. Because of the lapse
17

of the deadline, the lack of countywide implementation of an effective SUSMP, and the
18

impending expiration of Order No. 96-054 itself, the Regional Board was well within its right to
19

consider the process prescribed in the permit for approval of a program implementation
20

component to be obsolete.
21

22
Further, the Regional Board’s action did not harm Petitioners interest protected by the

23
Administrative Review process (i.e., ensuring conference with Regional Board staff to help

24
resolve differences prior to formal action). The Regional Board Executive Officer met numerous

25
times with Petitioners between August 1999 and January 2000 to listen to their concerns and

26

27 communicate Regional Board expectations. During these discussions, several proposals were

28 13 Transcript of Proceedings, September 16, 1999.
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exchanged between the staff and the interested parties and the record in this matter now contains

a substantial number of comments and responses. It is illustrative that Petitioners do not make

the argument that actual prejudice derived from the Regional Board’s failure to follow the

process, but rather, seek to merely elevate form over substance.

6 The State Board should take note that the U.S. EPA, the federal agency with regulatory

7 responsibility for implementation of the CWA in the U.S., endorsed the Regional Board

8 Executive Officer’s action in approving the SUSMP.14 The U.S. EPA also provided oral

9 testimony at the January 26, 2000, hearing in support of changes directed by the Regional

10 Board.15
11

12 Moreover, as a further consideration, the U.S. EPA’s October, 1999 "NPDES Program
13 Implementation Review" for the Los Angeles Region was critical of the process set forth in the
14 Los Angeles County MS4 permit for model program approval because it had resulted in
15 interminable delays. 16
16

Given the circumstances of this matter, (i) the fact that the failure to follow the process
17

has not deprive the Petitioners of any opportunity to discuss the SUSMP provisions and propose
18

alternatives or any other protections, and (ii) the fact that the Regional Board’s primary
19

responsibility is to protect the water quality in the Region (Water Code Section 13000), the
20

Board was well within its legal authority to approve the SUSMP presented by Regional Board
21

staff with Board directed changes, rather than delay program implementation.
22

23

24
14 See Letter of January 13, 2000 to Dermis Dickerson, Executive Officer from Alexis Strauss, Director, Water Division, U.S.

25 EPA.

15 See Transcript of Proceedings January 26, 2000. at p 161. Ms. Alexis Strauss’, Director, Water Division, U.S. EPA Region
26 IX, statement that the Regional Board consider removing certain exemptions.

27 16 See NPDES Program Implementation Review: California Regional Water Quality Control Board 4, Los Angeles Region.
USEPA, Region 9, Final Report - October 1999., at page 10 of 45. The report notes at page 28 that the process was

28 "...hindering overall progress towards achieving permit objectives".
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1 For these reasons, the State Board should reject Petitioners’ claim that the Regional

2 Board acted unlawfully in not following the Administrative Review Process described in the

3 permit.

4

5 B. THE REGIONAL BOARD HAS FULL AUTHORITY UNDER THE CLEAN

6 WATER ACT (33 U.S.C S 1251 et seq.) AND THE PORTER COLOGNE ACT (CAL.

7 WATER CODE S 13000 et seq.) TO ESTABLISH MINIMUM CRITERIA TO

8 ENSURE COMPLIANCE

9

10 Petitioner’s argue that the Regional Board lacks authority under State and Federal law to
11 establish objective criteria to determine compliance (SUSMP requirements) where Permittees are
12 implementing the requirements of the Los Angeles County MS4 permit. Nothing could be further
13 from the truth. Permittees by their failure to have an approved program to control storm water
14 runoff from new developments and significant redevelopment have presumptively failed the
15 statutory standard for compliance, i.e "reduce pollutants to the maximum extent practicable"
16

17
Petitioner’s also contend that the Regional Board must demonstrate that the Board

18
SUSMP requirements, because they differ from those submitted by the Permittees, will "reduce

19
pollutants to the maximum extent practicable".

20

21
Petitioners’ arguments turn the CWA and the Porter-Cologne Act on their heads. In

22
essence, Petitioners assume they have a fight to discharge pollutants under a MS4 permit with

23
little or no controls absent a showing by the Regional Board that their activities are harmful or

24
are not "reducing pollutants to the maximum extent practicable". This assumption

25
impermissibly alters the statutory scheme set forth in the CWA and Porter-Cologne Act. To

26

27
require evidence of actual discharge or that Permittees are not reducing pollutants or showing of

harm entirely shifts the burden in the permitting scheme. To condition implementation of
211
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requirements in a permit on proving actual impacts to water quality or showing sub-par

implementation alters the statutory scheme and wrongly places the burden on the permitting

agency instead of forcing a discharger to prove it is in compliance with the law. (See e.g.,

Natural Resources Defense Council v. U.S. EPA (9th Cir. 1992) 966 F.2d 1292 [court rejects an

exemption in the CWA for oil and gas facility where storm water was uncontaminated; court

says by designating these industries as a group that need apply for permits only if actual

exposure occurs, EPA impermissibly alters statutory scheme.].)

9 Hence, there is no need to show with empirical evidence that Petitioners are
10 required to implement specific storm water controls only where they are discharging pollutants
11 or causing harm. Once the regulations require controls for storm water runoff from new
12 development and significant development based on a general determination that pollutants could
13 be discharged in storm water, a fact Petitioners never challenge, the Regional Board must
14 interpret and enforce requirements in the permit as mandated by the Clean Water Act and Porter-
15

Cologne sufficient to protect water quality. The only question, then, is whether the Regional
16

Board followed the law in adopting the SUSMP requirements, and whether, in the exercise of its
17

best professional judgment, the Regional Board properly exercised its authority to require
18

definite criteria and other conditions for new development and significant redevelopment "to
19

reduce pollutants in storm water to the maximum extent practicable"
20

21
The record establishes that urban stormwater runoff, from new development and

22
redevelopment, poses a serious threat to surface waters because urbanization adds pollutants that

23
are picked up from the ground and transported in storm water. (A.R. Vols. 09, 10). The record

24
shows that scientific evidence justifies controls to mitigate runoff from 0.75 inch or equivalent of

25
precipitation. Substantial deference should be accorded to a regulatory agency’s reasonable and

26

27 consistent held interpretation of its own regulations [Arkansas v. Oklahoma, 503 U.S. 91, 110

28
(1992)]. Federal courts have held that where an NPDES permit does not specify the manner in
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which compliance is determined, the Regional Board’s interpretation of the proper method to

determine compliance should be given considerable deference, so long as it is reasonable

[Russian River Watershed Protection Committee v. City of Santa Rosa, Case No. 97-15179, 9th

Cir. (1998)]

6 It is revealing that Permittees initially included a numerical BMP design standard

7 (0.6 inch) in an early SUSMP draft circulated among Permittees, but then had the numerical

8 criteria removed (A.R. Vol. 10). It is not unreasonable to assume that Permittees did so in order
9 to render the SUSMP unenforceable. Without an objective standard, there would be no definite

10 design criteria to size BMPs for storm water quality. Developers and builders would then merely
11 have to pay lip service to a vague and subjective standard that neither the Permit-tees could
12 require compliance with nor the Regional Board could enforce.
13

14
Petitioners further claim that the List of BMPs approved by the Regional Board, pursuant

15 to Board Resolution No. 99-03, by itself will ensure that Permittees have met the standard of
16

compliance for new development and significant redevelopment. These statements are incorrect.
17

The List of BMPs approved by the Regional Board constitutes a menu of BMPs considered by
111

the Regional Board as appropriate for the control of pollutants from new development and
19

significant redevelopment. However, "to reduce storm water pollutants to the maximum extent
20

practicable" through structural and treatment controls for new development and significant
21

redevelopment, three elements would be necessary, (i) best combinations of BMPs (ii) sized
22

based on water quality equivalent design standards, and (iii) selected to reduce the pollutants of
23

concern. Only the first element has been satisfied by Permittees when they incorporate the
24

Board approved BMPs List into their program. The Permittees SUSMP failed because it lacked
25

the second element. The third element does not come into play until the time when Permittees
26

review development plans submitted by builders and developers. Permittees therefore can be
27

presumed to have failed to comply with the requirements of the Clean Water Act.
211
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Also, the Regional Board’s action in setting definite criteria for the control of pollutants

in storm water from new development and significant redevelopment is consistent with a recent

State Board ruling, that storm water permits include clear requirements to achieve compliance.

(Order WQ 98-01) 17

6 Thus, Petitioners’ claim that the Regional Board lacks the authority to impose defmitive

7 requirements for new development and redevelopment must be rejected.

8

9 C. THE REGIONAL BOARD PROPERLY NOTICED THE ACTION, PROVIDED
~0 ADEQUATE TIME FOR PUBLIC REVIEW, AND CONDUCTED A FAIR HEARING
11

12 Petitioners contend that the Regional Board violated their due process rights by
13 failing to provide Petitioners sufficient notice prior to the public hearing of their proposed
14 actions and sufficient opportunity to be heard prior to taking action. At issue appears to be the ¯
15

Change Sheet dated January 25, 2000. The Change Sheet was provided for Regional Board
16

consideration, in large part to make changes to the SUSMP considered reasonable, and requested
17

by Permittees, through their comment letters (See A.R. Vol. 02). Petitioners also contend that
lg

the Regional Board made substantive changes to the SUSMP after the close of the public
19

comment period on January 26, 2000.
20

21
The procedural history of the Regional Board action shows that Petitioners were

22
given "first opportunity" to draft the SUSMP requirements and submit them through the

23
LACDPW to the Regional Board Executive Officer for approval. Several versions of the SUSMP

24
were circulated for almost six months before a final document was submitted to the Regional

25
Board on July 21, 1999. This document was again revised and resubmitted on August 12, 1999.

26

27 Regional Board staff conducted a technical workshop on August 10, 1999, with testimony from

28
national experts to discuss the fundamental principles for the control of pollution from new

17 In Re: Environmental Health Coalition, Order WQ 98-01, at 11. The State Board upheld the MS4 permit issued by the San
Diego Regional Board but found it necessary to state, "storm water permits [should] contain the strongest and clearest possible
language to protect water quality"
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development and redevelopment. (A.R. Vol. 10) Further, the Regional Board conducted an

information workshop on September 9, 1999, to hear comments on staff recommended SUSMP

requirements. Before the adoption of the SUSMP requirements on January 26, 2000, the

Regional Board held two workshops, and Regional Board staff conducted several consultative

meetings with various interests including Petitioners. Extensive testimony was allowed on the

SUSMP requirements at all these times. Regional Board staff also made several appearances at

local council of governments and regional planning agency meetings to discuss the requirements.

9 On December 8, 1999, the Regional Board circulated the tentative Board SUSMP
10 along with a document entitled "Response to Comments" summarizing comments and

1 1 responding to whether or not certain suggested revisions were accepted or declined and why. In
12 addition, on January 18, 2000, the Regional Board released a "Supplemental Response to
13 Comments" and "the Staff Report and Record of Decision".(A.R. Vol. 02) The Regional Board
14 approved the Final SUSMP on January 26, 2000, after nine hours of testimony and Board
15

discussion. At that meeting, the Regional Board considered all testimony and directed that the
16

Regional Board Executive Officer make certain revisions. (A.R. Vol. 12) Petitioners claim they
17

were denied due process under the state and federal Constitutions because they were not allowed
18

additional period for notice, review, and comment for the Board directed changes.
19

20
The Regional Board complied with the federal procedural requirements for

21
adoptifig NPDES permits under section 124 of Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations and with

22
Water Code Section 13377. The Regional Board circulated the tentative SUSMP for thirty days,

23
held a heating on the contested item, made revisions in response to comments, and prepared a

24
document containing responses to those comments. The final revisions to the SUSMP made

25
after the close of the public comment period were made in response to oral testimony.

26

27

Petitioners claim the revisions constituted significant changes, which required
28

further comment. A close examination of the record, however, demonstrates that the Regional

Board fully considered all material presented and made decisions consistent with their

23.
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1 responsibilities under the Water Code Section 13225(a). While the issues might have been

2 significant, as illustrated by the considerable time and effort that the Regional Board invested in

3 its consideration, the issues were not new issues. The record will indicate that the same concerns

4 were communicated orally and in writing some months before, not just on January 26, 2000.

5

6 Petitioners specifically contend that application of the SUSMP requirements to all

7 projects (not just "discretionary projects") and elimination of the "roof-top" exemption

8 constitutes significant changes that require new notice. Both terms, as originally set forth prior to
9 Board modification, convey limitations that had been proposed by Permittees in the development

10 of the proposal presented to the Board in order to restrict the scope of the application of the
11 SUSMP requirements. The Regional Board was well within its regulatory authority to find that
12 the proposed limitations have no basis in permit, statute, or regulation and to eliminate them
13 thus giving the SUSMP requirements the broadest application. Following Petitioners’ argument
14 about due process to its logical conclusion would mean that the Regional Board could never
15

complete public deliberations and conclude permitting actions. 18 There is simply no due process
16

violation under the facts of this case.
17

18
Petitioner asserts that it was denied a fair heating because: (1) Regional Board failed to

19
provide Petitioner with adequate time to address its concerns with the SUSMP, and the

20
opportunity to prepare evidence against requirements at the hearing on January 26, 2000; (2)

21
Regional Board made significant changes to the SUSMP requirements after the close of public

22
comment on the date of the hearing; (3) Regional Board did not provide Petitioner with adequate

23
notice of the new SUSMP requirements before it was reviewed and approved;

24

25
Government Code Section 11125 requires that the public be provided 10 days notice of

26
business to be transacted by a state body. The transmittal letter attached to the December 7,

27

28
1999 tentative SUSMP provided interested parties some 50 days of notice. Additionally,

18 Notably, these permits apply for only five years. (40 C.F.R. § 122.46.) If petitioners had their way, the Regional
Board would never be able to require its implementation.

24. R0072557



1 Respondent has not violated any regulations pertaining to a pre-hearing public comment period

2 because no such regulations exist.

3

4 Section 648.3 of the Board regulations contains the procedural requirements that

5 governed the January 26 hearing. (CCR § 648.3.) This section directs that all "adjudicatory

6 proceedings be conducted in such a manner as the Board deems most suitable to the particular

7 case with a view toward securing relevant information expeditiously without unnecessary delay

8 and expense to the parties and to the Board." (CCR § 648.3(a).) The regulations do not require

9 precise technical specificity with regard to procedure. Rather, they suggest a more common-
10 sense approach to hearing procedure than is required in trial settings. (See CCR § 648.4(a) "The
11 proceedings will not be conducted according to technical rules relating to evidence and
12 witnesses.") The regulations give no indication of the length of time that should be allotted to
13 each speaker. The regulations give no guidance as to what documents must constitute the
14 administrative record. The regulations simply conclude that "[a]ny final decision made pursuant
15

to evidence introduced at an adjudicatory hearing shall be based on the record and shall include a
16

statement of the reasons for the decision, and where appropriate, findings and conclusions."
17

(CCR § 648.7.)
18

19
The procedural requirements of the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) provide a source of

20
reference for state permit programs. The federal regulations promulgated under the CWA

21
provide specific procedures for issuing, modifying, revoking, and reissuing NPDES permits. (40

22
C.F.R. § 124 et seq.) The regulations list the provisions of the CWA that may be implemented

23
by state programs. (40 C.F.R. § 123.25.) According to the regulations, "[s]tates need not

24
implement provisions identical to the listed provisions. Implemented provisions must, however,

25
establish requirements at least as stringent as the corresponding listed provisions." (/d.)

26

27

The section pertaining to public notice and comment provides that a single notice may be
28

used by the Regional Board to provide public notice of both the proposed permit action and the

scheduled hearing. (40 C.F.R. § 124.10(b)(2).) The notice must be given at least 30 days before
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1 the public hearing and it must allow at least 30 days for public comment. (40 C.F.R. §

2 124.10(b)(1), (2).). 19

3

4 In each of the cases that Petitioners cite to support the argument that it was denied a fair

5 trial, the hearings involved therein affected vested, fundamental rights such as a public

6 employee’s right to continued permanent employment, (English v. Long Beach, (1950) 35 Cal.2d

7 155), and the right to pursue an occupation (Bank of America v. Long Beach, (1975) 50

8 Cal.App.3d 882). Both of these cases involve rights that were already possessed by the

9 individual and which therefore are fundamental and vested. (Bixby v. Pierno (1971) 4 Cal.3d

l0 130, 146.) Accordingly, the procedural protections required in these cases are not germane to the
11 instant proceeding, which did not affect a vested right. The California Water Code specifically
12 indicates that a discharge of waste into state waters via an NPDES permit is a privilege, not a
13 vested right. (Water Code § 13263(g) (emphasis added).) An administrative proceeding that
14 does not affect a vested interest does not implicate the procedural protections of the due process
15

clause. (Clark v. City of Hermosa Beach, 48 Cal.App.4th 1152, 1178. (1996))
16

17
Petitioners cite no cases that involve the type of administrative permit proceeding that is

18
at issue here. Moreover, each of the cases cited by Petitioner involved egregious abuses of

19
discretion by the City of Long Beach that resulted in the court finding a preiudicial denial of a

20
fair l~eanng. No such egregious actions are present in this matter. Even assuming that Petitioner

21
does have a protected interest, the procedures used by Respondent at the January 26, 2000,

22
hearing are consistent with the flexible requirements of procedural due process and should be

23
accorded great weight.

24

25

26

27 R0072559
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19 The federal regulations governing adjudicatory hearing procedures and format do not apply to state-operated
NPDES programs, and are only applicable to EPA-issued permits. (40 C.F.R. § 124.71 .)
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1 "[T]here is no precise manner of hearing which must be afforded; rather the particular

2 interests at issue must be considered in determining what kind of hearing is appropriate ...

3 [w]hat must be afforded is a reasonable opportunity to be heard." (Saleeby v. State Bar,

4 (1985) 39 Cal.3d 547, 565.)20

5

7 In Mohilefv. Janovici, (1996) 51 Cal.App.4th 267, the Court held that due process is

8 satisfied as long as the petitioner is given a meaningful opportunity to respond to the charges

9 against him and recognized that substantial weight must be given to the agency’s judgment and
10 procedures:
11

12 "[D]ifferences in the origin and function of administrative agencies preclude the
13 wholesale transplantation of the rules of procedure, trial, and review which have evolved
14 from the history and experience of courts....In assessing what process is due..., substantial
15

weight must be given to the good-faith judgments of the [agency] that [its] procedures ...
16

assure fair consideration of the ... claims of the " " ""individuals. (Mobile[, 51 Cal.App.4th at
17

288-289 (quoting Mathews v. Eldridge, (1976) 424 U.S. 319, 348-349).)

19
The Supreme Court later reiterated this principle in Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. v.

20
NRDC (1978) 435 U.S. 519 by noting that:

21

22
"[A]dministrative agencies should be free to fashion their own rules of procedure and to

23
pursue methods of inquiry capable of permitting them to discharge their multitudinous

24
duties." (Id. at 543.)

25

26
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28 20 In $oleel~, the Court concluded that the State Bar was not required to provide petitioner with a formal hearing so long as
p~titioner was afforded a "reasonable oppommit~ to rais~ objections to the particular application the b~r desires to take."
at 566.) Like the respondent in Solee~, the Respondent in the instant case did not offend due process because Petitioner was
given ample opportunitT to raJs~ objections and comment on the draft permit, and it avaJ|cd itself of these opportunities both
prior to and during the hearing. In CEEED v. California Coastal Zone Conserv. Comm’n, (1974) 43 Cal.App.3d 306, the Court
held that the system for coastal zone permits under Coastal Conservation Act of 1972 fully guaranteed procedural due process
to permit
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1 In light of the comprehensive public comment history of the proposed permit and the significant

2 degree of deference that is accorded administrative agencies, Respondent clearly provided

3 Petitioner with a meaningful opportunity to present its concerns and comments, and thus

4 Petitioner was provided with a fair heating.

5

6 For the reasons enumerated, Petitioners arguments that they were not provided adequate

7 notice and were denied a fair heating must be set aside.

8

9

D. THE ACTIONS OF THE REGIONAL BOARD TO APPLY OBJECTIVE AND10

ENFORCEABLE REQUIREMENTS ARE CONSISTENT WITH THE AUTHORITY11

12 GIVEN IT BY THE CLEAN WATER ACT AND THE PORTER COLOGNE ACT.

13

14 Petitioners argue that the SUSMP requirements, including numerical mitigation

15 standards, approved by the Regional Board impose new requirements in excess of those set forth

16 in the permit, and the action procedurally and substantively modifies the permit.

17

18 The LA County MS4 permit set up a process for Petitioners’ to develop conditions for

19 new development and significant redevelopment to control storm water pollution. The

20 requirement in the permit that the Regional Board Executive Officer approve the conditions was

21 to ensure that the final SUSMP, is sufficient and enforceable under state and federal law. The

22 record is clear and convincing that the SUSMPs proposed by Permittees fell short of the legal

23 standard for adequacy. Further, the interminable delay that ensued with the back and forth

24 submittal and review of other model programs clearly indicated that the administrative approval

25 process followed by the Respondent was hampering its regulatory obligation to ensure that

26 Permittees comply with the Clean Water Act, a deficiency also identified by the U.S. EPA in its

27 Report (A.R. Vo. 8).

28
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1 Because there is no express national standard for the control of storm water pollutants

2 from new developments, one must defer to statements of policy and intent made by the U.S.EPA.

3 The U.S.EPA under Phase I regulations did not fully describe the expectations for MS4

4 Permittees in controlling post construction storm water discharges from new development and

5 significant redevelopment except that "a comprehensive master plan" was required [55 Fed Reg.

6 48054]. For a better understanding, we look to the Final Rule for Phase II storm water

7 regulations. Therein, the U.S.EPA notes that "prior planning and designing for the minimization

8 of pollutants in storm water is the most cost-effective approach to storm water quality

9 management" [64 Fed Reg. 68759], and identifies four essential elements to control storm water

10 from new development and redevelopment. These are, (i) to develop and implement strategies

I 1 that include a combination of structural and non-structural BMPs; (ii) adopt an ordinance to

12 address post construction runoff; (iii) ensure long term operation and maintenance of the BMPs;
13

and (iv) ensure that controls are in place that will minimize water quality impacts. [Emphasis
14

added] EPA goes on to say:
15

16
"The requirements .....[are] consistent with the permit application requirements for large

17
MS4s for post-construction controls for new development and redevelopment."

lg

19
The SUSMP requirements approved by the Regional Board achieve all four enumerated

20
objectives for new development and redevelopment. Petitioners SUSMP failed to implement

21
three of these four objectives.

22

Further, the Federal Court of Appeals has unequivocally stated that Congress intended for
24

"the Administrator or a State to design [substantive] controls" for storm water discharges from
25

MS4s but did not mandate a particular approach [NRDC v. USEPA, 966 F.2d 1292 (9t~ Cir.
26

27
1992)]. The court held that it is appropriate to defer to U.S.EPA [and the State] where the agency

supplied a "reasoned explanation".
211
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1 The record will show that the Regional Board has provided more than a "reasoned

2 explanation" for its action. The establishment of definite criteria to evaluate compliance with

3 requirements to control storm water pollution from new development and redevelopment does

4 not constitute an amendment. Petitioners were provided the opportunity to develop one, and

5 failed to do so. Thus, the Regional Board under due diligence had no option but to independently

6 research and develop a standard that would ensure that BMPs are adequately designed to reduce

7 pollutants in storm water runoff from new development. Nothing in State of Federal law

8 prohibits such an act. In fact, failure by the Regional Board to affirmatively establish such a
9 standard under the circumstances would have been a dereliction of responsibility under the Clean

I0 Water Act and the Porter Cologne Act.
I1

12 E. THE REGIONAL BOARD’S REQUIREMENT OF NUMERICAL DESIGN
13

STANDARDS FOR TREATMENT CONTROL AND STRUCTURAL BEST
14

MANAGEMENT PRACTICES IS TECHNICALLY DEFENSIBLE, AND NOT
15

ARBITRARY AND CAPRICIOUS
16

17
Petitioner’s argue that the Regional Board’s numerical design standard is arbitrary and

18
capricious, yet provide no evidence in support of the claim. To the contrary, the technical basis

19
for design standards for post-construction BMPs is discussed in detail in the "Staff Report and

20
Record of Decision" and the calculations have been made part of the Administrative Record.

21

22
Similar standards for the design of post-construction BMPs have already been adopted by

23
a number of municipalities subject to Phase I storm water regulations. These design standards are

24
considered by these municipalities to meet the statutory standard for control of storm water

25
discharges from new development and significant redevelopment.21 The State Board should

26

27
note that some of the foremost national storm water experts have submitted letters in support of

28

21 .WEF Manual of Practice No. 23. The manual discusses the basis for the sizing of storm water quality BMPs and adds,.."the
80t~ percentile runoffevent is now considered by municipalities ...to be cost-effective...and the design that achieves MEP
definition of the Clean Water Act."
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1 the numerical design standard set by the Regional Board.22 (A.R. Vol. 7) In addition, several

2 States, including Washington, Florida, and Maryland have imposed similar requirements on a

3 statewide basis pursuant to their implementation of the Federal Phase I storm water regulations.

4

5 It is also relevant, from a burden consideration, that the numerical mitigation standard

6 required by the Regional Board is less than categorical effluent limitations for storm water set by

7 the U.S. EPA for combined animal feedlot operations or for sediment removal from construction

8 sites or new development BMP design criteria applied in the Pacific Northwest. (A.R. Vol. 09).

9

10 Petitioners’ claim that the requirements are arbitrary and capricious must therefore be set
11 aside as a ploy to escape regulation.
12

13 F. THE REGIONAL BOARD IS NOT REQUIRED TO SEPARATELY PROVIDE
14 EVIDENCE OF COST-EFFECTIVENESS OR PERFORM A COST-BENEFIT
15

ANALYSIS WHEN IMPLEMENTING AND ENFORCING A FEDERAL
16

REGULATORY REQUIREMENT
17

18
Petitioners contend that the Regional Board failed to conduct a cost-benefit analysis and

19
consider the economic impacts of the SUSMP requirements. A separate economic analysis is not

20
required when implementing a federal regulation. Nevertheless, Regional Board staff conducted

21
an economic impact evaluation of the SUSMP requirements on an actual project, in the pipeline

22
for approval at the City of Los Angeles. The analysis determined that the cost of compliance

23
with the requirement amounted to less than one percent of the project cost. This analysis is

24
discussed in the "Record of Decision and Staff Report" and the calculations have been made part

25
of the Administrative Record. A relative comparison of the economic cost of the Board SUSMP

26
standard with other similar standards indicate that the cost was a fraction of the cost of the other

27
standards to manage storm water to reduce water quality impacts. [A.R. Vol. 09] 23

28
22 See A.R. Vol. 07. Letters submitted by Prof. M. Stenstrom- UCLA, Prof. R. Pitt- U. of Alabama, Prof. R Homer- U. of

Washington, and Tom Schuler - Center for Watershed Protection.

23 Transcript of Proceedings, January 26, 2000. at 39
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1

2 In contrast, Petitioners have provided no evidence to substantiate the claim that the

3 numerical design standard is not cost-effective. Thus Petitioners argument that the Regional

4 Board’s requirements for new development are not cost-effective must be rejected.

5

6
G. THE REGIONAL BOARD IS AUTHORIZED BY THE CLEAN WATER ACT AND

7

THE PORTER-COLOGNE ACT TO REQUIRE ALL MEASURES NECESSARY TO
8

ENSURE THE PROTECTION OF RECEIVING WATER QUALITY
9

10

11 The Regional Board has the authority to adopt the Board SUSMP requirements and

12 numerical mitigation standards for new development and significant redevelopment. The LA

13 County MS4 permit requires that each of the Permittees develop an Urban Storm Water

14 Mitigation Plan following the model approved by the Regional Board Executive Officer.24 The

15 Regional Board action adopted the model, or Standard Storm Water Mitigation Plan for the

16 Permittees to follow.

17

18 Although the LA County MS4 permit provides that the Regional Board Executive Officer

19 has authority to approve the model program, as proposed, the Board SUSMP was submitted to

20 the Board itself for review and endorsement at the January 26, 2000, meeting. Following

21 consideration by the Board, the Regional Board Executive Officer approved the SUSMP for Los

22 Angeles County Permittees. The Board approved SUSMP was released on March 8, 2000. In

23 addition, the Board adopted a resolution that made the SUSMP applicable to the City of Long

24 Beach. This was required because the City of Long Beach has a storm water permit (Order No.

25 99-060) separate from the one applicable to other cities in the County.

26

27 The Board approved SUSMP requires, inter alia, that (a) post-construction treatment

28 control BMPs be required for nine categories of development and (b) the BMPs be designed to

24 Los Angeles Municipal Permit, (Part III.A., at Page 31.)
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1 mitigate (treat or infiltrate) the runoff from all storms up to 0.75 inch of rainfall for 24-hour

2 period or equivalent runoff volume. As discussed in detail in "Background", these requirements

3 are based upon application of provisions of the Clean Water Act (CWA), section 402(p). The

4 federal provisions require that a storm water program:

5

8 (ii) Shall include a requirement to effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges into

9 storm sewers; and

10

11 (iii) Shall require controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent
12 practicable, including management practices, control techniques and system, design and
13 engineering methods, and such other provisions as the Admini.~trator or the State
14

determines appropriate for the control of such pollutants." [Section 402(p)(3)(B), USC
15

Section 1342(p)(3)(B), emphasis added.]
16

17
The proposal is an effort to meet the Clean Water Act requirements. In a 1992 decision,

lg
the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit (NRDC v. U.S.EPA, 966 F.2d 1292) interpreted

19"
the above language as providing the Administrator or the State with substantial authority:

20

21

22
"[t]he language in (iii), above, requires the Administrator or the State to design controls.

23 Congress did not mandate a minimum standards approach or specify that U.S. EPA

24 develop minimal performance requirements...we must defer to U.S. EPA on matters such

25 as this, where U.S. EPA has supplied a reasoned explanation of its choices."

26

27 The decision in essence holds that the U.S. EPA and the States are authorized to require

28 implementation of storm water control programs that, upon "reasoned explanation," accomplish

the goals of Section 402(p).
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1

2 Moreover, in a very recent decision, the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals reinforced the

3 U.S. EPA’s and the State’s authority in this area. In Defenders of Wildlife v. Browner (1999)

4 Case No. 98-71080, the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals reviewed an action of the U.S. EPA to

5 adopt a Storm Water Management Program in the State of Arizona. That program included best

6 management practices such as storm water detention basins, retention basins, and infiltration

7 ponds. The question was whether the U.S. EPA can require numeric limitations to ensure strict

8 compliance with the state water-quality standards. The Court concluded that the CWA does not

9 ~ strict compliance; however, citing the language of (iii), above, it stated: "[t]hat provision
10 gives the U.S. EPA discretion to determine what pollution controls are appropriate. As this court
11 stated in NRDC v. U.S. EPA, ’Congress gave the administrator discretion to determine what
12 controls are necessary... [cites omitted] (at page 11687).
13

14
The Board SUSMP meets the Clean Water Act Section 402(p) requirements and Regional

15
Board staff has provided a "reasoned explanation of its choices" in the SUSMP "Record of

16

Decision and Staff Report", the "Record of Decision and Staff Report - Supplement" and the
17

IS
accompanying materials. (A.R. Vol. 14) Accordingly, the Board SUSMP requirements are well

19
within the Regional Board’s authority to regulate MS4 discharges.

20

Petitioners’ arguments must thus be rejected.
21

22

23
H. THE REGIONAL BOARD ACTION DOES NOT VIOLATE CALIFORNIA

WATER CODE SECTION 1336024

25

26 Petitioners contend that the Regional Board’s action violates Water Code § 13360 because it

27 prohibits the Regional Board from specifying the manner of compliance. In Part the Water Code

28 Section reads,

R0072567
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1 "No waste discharge requirement or other order...shall specify the design, location, type

2 of construction ....or particular manner in which compliance may be had"

3

4 The Board SUSMP requirements set a numerical design standard for the control of storm water

5 pollutants from new development and significant redevelopment. Petitioners’ challenge here

6 focuses on this one issue, although it is not articulated in that manner.

7

8 TheBoardincludeda design standard in the SUSMPs in order to establish an objective
9 measure to evaluate compliance with the statutorY standard of MEP contained in federal and

10 state law. Thus, the numerical design criteria in the SUSMP are more similar to technology
11 standards, such as Best Available Technology (BAT), applied to traditional point source

~2 discharges. These standards have broad technical reach...and are not unique to any singular
13 approach. Further, the Regional Board provided four equivalent methods to derive the volume of
14 storm water to be treated to remove pollutants. The record establishes clear technical and
15

regulatory bases to include the criteria. Note also that these are minimum standards and
16

Petitioners can use stricter criteria. 25
17

18
Petitioners claim that the Regional Board action to include a numerical BMP design

19
standard in the SUSMP for new development, in essence specifies design and the manner of

20
compliance [emphasis added] is patently false, and must be rejected

21

22
I. THE REGIONAL BOARD ACTION DOES NOT VIOLATE THE UNFUNDED

23
MANDATE PROVISION OF THE CALIFORNIA CONSTITUTION

24
Petitioners assert that the Regional Board by its action has imposed requirements in

25
excess of the federal mandate, and therefore is in violation of the State Constitution prohibiting

26
unfimded mandates. Petitioners’ analysis of this issue is incorrect and misleading. Petitioner

27
omitted the most important sections of the implementing state statutory language and omitted the

28

25 Transcript of Hearings, January 26, 2000. At 292, See Regional Counsel Leon’s response to the non applicability of Water
Code Section 13360 here
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1 key language in the cases they cited. The California Constitution, Article XIII B, Section 6

2 states:

3

4 "Whenever the Legislature or any state agency mandates a new program or higher

5 level of service on any local government, the state shall provide a subvention of

6 funds to reimburse such local government for the costs of such program or

7 increased level of service ....(Cal. Const. Art. XIIIB, 8 6). Government Code 88
8 17500 through 17630 were enacted to implement Article XIII B, section 6.
9

10 sectionwas not intended to cover a PERMIT OR ORDER OR REQUIREMENTS
11 THEREIN issued by a regulatory agency of state government imposing federal requirements
12 upon parties prohibited from discharging waste into the waters of the State and the United States
13 under both state and federal law. If Petitioners’ analysis was correct, every Permittee could file a
14 "Claim" for reimbursement to comply with regulatory actions, claiming that they require a "new
15 program" or an "increased level of service." The Constitution addresses reimbursement for
16

additional "services" mandated by the State upon local agencies, not regulatory requirements
17

imposed upon all Permitees, including cities and counties. The intent of the constitutional
lg

section was not to require reimbursement for expenses incurred by local agencies complying
19

with laws that apply to all state residents and entities. (See City of Sacramento v. State of
20

California~ 50 Cal.3d. 51 (1990) citing County of Los Angeles v. State of California, 43 Cal.3d.
21

46.
22

In addition, two exemptions exist. One exemption applies if "the local agency or school
23

district has the authority to levy service charges, fees, or assessments sufficient to pay for the
24

mandated program or increased level of service." (Government Code 8 17556(d). Government
25

Code8 17556(c) exempts claims where "the statut._.__ge ...implemented a federal law or regulation
26

and resulted in costs mandated by the federal government, unless the statute...mandates costs
27

which exceed the mandate in that federal law or regulation. " [emphasis added].26
28

R0072569
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28 1975, which mandates a new program or higher level of service of an exsiting program within the meaning of

Section 6 of Article XIII B of the California Constitution."
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The Permit provisions to which Petitioners object are consistent with the Clean Water

Act and federal regulations and are not more stringent than the federal requirements. Moreover,

the permit does not create a state "program" to be administered by the local agency, transferring

fiscal responsibility for "services" to be extended to the public. The requirements to control

runoff from new development and redevelopment are federally imposed regulations on

municipalities owning and/or operating large or medium MS4s. All the cases cited by

Petitioners are inapplicable to this situation27.

9 Petitionersclaim is without merit and must be rejected.
10

! 1 J. THE REGIONAL BOARD ACTION DOES NOT VIOLATE THE CALIFORNIA
12 ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES ACT
13

14
Petitioners argue that the SUSMP requirements constitute rulemaking, in violation of the

15 California Administrative Procedure Act, Government Code Section 11340 et.seq. Petitioners’
16 argument is grossly incorrect. The APA requirements apply only to rulemaking activities.
17

Contrary to the Petitioners’ assertion; the action is not "rulemaking" in nature. Rather, it is the
18

identification of further requirements set forth in the Los Angeles County MS4 permit. Under
19

the APA itself, the issuance of such permits is not subject to the rulemaking requirements of t! ~:~
20

APA (Government Code Section 11352(b).
21

22
27 County of Fresno v. State, (1991) 53 Cal. App. 3d 482 involved a facial constitutional challenge by the County
of Fresno to a statute establishing minimum statewide standards for business and area plans relating to the

23 handling and release or threatened release of hazardous materials and requiring local governments to implement
its provisions. The Court found that a program was not a reimbursable state-mandated program under Govt. Code

24 § 17556 (d) "if the agency has the authority to levy a charge or fee sufficient to pay for the program." Id. at 484.
The court found that Article XIII B applies to taxation and "was not intended to reach beyond taxations." Id. 487.

25 Hayes v. Commission on State Mandates, (1992) 11 Cal.App.4th 1564 addressed the exception set forth in Gov.
Code § 17556(c). This case involved a decade long battle over claims by two county superintendents of schools

26 for reimbursement for mandated special education programs. The court stated that the "costs mandated by the
federal government are exempt from an agency’s taxing and spending limits," and therefore exempt from

27 reimbursement. Id. at 1580.

2s R0072571



2 K. THE REGIONAL BOARD ACTION IS STATUTORILY EXEMPT FROM THE

3 PROVISIONS OF THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

4

5 Petitioners’ claim that the Regional Board is required to review potential significant

6 environmental impacts before approving SUSMP requirements. The issuance of the LA County

7 MS4 permit itself, and the requirements contained in the permit, is exempt from CEQA (Water

8 Code Section 13389). Accordingly, no specific CEQA documentation has been prepared for this

9 action. Nonetheless, Regional Board staff prepared preliminary cost-benefit analyses contained

10 in the supporting material and these have been made part of the Administrative Record (A.R.
I1 VOI. 09)
12

13 VI. CONCLUSION
14

The SUSMP requirements approved by the California Regional Water Quality Board are
15

necessary and authorized by state and federal statute. The Regional Board has the authority to
16

require conditions to control storm water pollution from new development and redevelopment.
17

The Regional Board action does not constitute a "regulation" requiring its filing before the Office
18

of Administrative law. The Regional Board is accorded considerable deference to its
19

determination that the SUSMP requirements will "reduce pollutants in storm water to the
20

maximum extent practicable". The evidence supports the findings. All the terms of the SUSMP
21

requirements are authorized under the Clean Water Act and State statutes. The Regional Board
22

action does not impose unfunded mandates.
23

24
A review of the substance of the allegations in this Petition, rather than the hyperbole, as

25
to the actual requirements of state and federal law reveals that the Regional Board acted based on

26
the evidence presented before it and the rule of law.

27

28
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1 Therefore, the Regional Board and the Regional Board Executive Officer respectfully ask

2 the State Board to f’md Petitioners claim invalid, reject the request for a stay of the requirements,

3 and deny the Petition

4
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Legal Issues

Jorge Leon, Senior Staff Counsel

The Administrative Review Process of Order

¯ The Regional Board created the
Process.

¯ The Administrative Review Process sets forth a
procedure "for review and acceptance of reports and
documents submitted to the Regional Board" and a
method "to resolve any differences in compliance
expectations between the Regional Board and Permittees,
prior to initiating enforcement action."
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The Administrative Review Process of Order

¯ The Administrative Review Process does not
Regional Board of authority to adopt the SUSMP for
these reasons:

1. The Administrative Review Process was rendered
obsolete and suspended by:

- The July, 1999 deadline for implementation
passed;

- In April, 1999 and again in September, 1999, the
Regional Board directed the Executive Officer to
bring a SUSMP proposal for its consideration;

The Administrative Review Process of Order

2. Development v. Compliance:
Process applies to Compliance
development of the SUSMP

3. If the Administrative Review Process were deemed to
apply, there has been substantial compliance with the
process

¯ Submittal of proposal and public review
¯ Executive Officer Response
¯ Meet and Confer
¯ Executive Officer Acceptance or Rejection

4. Finally, acceptance of Petitioner’s position would lead to
an unintended, unending process.
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The Regional Board exercised proper
authority under both federal and

¯ Regional Board may "require controls to
discharge of pollutants ..and such other provisions
..determines appropriate." [33 U.S.C. 342(p)(B)(iii)]

¯ EPA’s Interim Permitting Policy authorizes "more
specific conditions or limitations to be incorporated into
storm water permits as necessary and appropriate" [61
Fed. Register 43761 ]

¯ Administering agency accorded high degree of deference
in areas of law they regulate.
[Chevron v. NRDC (1984) 467 U.S. 837]

Changes to the SUSMP at the January 26,
2000 Public

¯ The changes made by the Board to the
by staffwere based on parties’ comments, staff
recommendations and Board Member concerns.

¯ The changes were a "logical outgrowth" of previous
SUSMP versions and staff discussions with the parties.
The Petitioners’ rights to due process and adequate notice
were protected.

R0072576
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Changes to the SUSMP at the January 26,
2000 Public

¯ The Changes:
- Applicability of the SUSMP:

¯ The SUSMP requirements apply to all projects in the nine
enumerated categories for the LA County MS4 Program.
While some development planning/construction requirements
in the permit are made applicable only to "discretionary
projects", this limitation does not cover the seven "enumerated
project categories" in Order No. 96-054, and the two
additionally designated "enumerated project categories" by the
Executive Officer and affLrmed by the Regional Board.

Changes to the SUSMP at the January 26,
2000

¯ The Changes:

- Applicability to Categories for the City of Long Beach:

¯ A statement was added to clarify that the SUSMP
requirements adopted by the Regional Board apply to the City
of Long Beach for (I) 10-99 home subdivisions; (ii) 100 or
more home subdivisions; (iii) 100,000 or more square foot
commercial developments; and (iv) projects located adjacent to
or discharging to environmentally sensitive areas. For the
remaining five categories, equivalent requirements have been
included directly in or are expected to be developed shortly
under the City of Long Beach Storm Water Management
Program
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Changes to the SUSMP at the January 26,
2000 Public

¯ The Changes:
- Effective Date of SUSMP Requirements: A statement

was included to provide Permittees 6 months from the
date of Executive Officer approval of the SUSMP to
amend ordinances and codes to be consistent with the
adopted SUSMP requirements, and thence 30 days
thereafter for the requirements to take effect.

- Definition of Commercial Development: The Definition
of "Commercial Development" was revised to include
all developments that are not considered "residential" or
"heavy industrial" based on the categorization of the
federal storm water regulations.

Changes to the SUSMP at the January 26,
2000 Public

¯ The Changes:
- Definition of Environmentally Sensitive Areas:

A new "Table 3" was added to the SUSMP to list areas
presently covered under the definition of"environmentally
sensitive areas" based on readily ascertainable designations by
the State Board, the Califomia Resources Agency, and the
County of Los Angeles.

- Roofing Surface Area Exclusion from Mitigation
Standard:

The roofing surface credit for calculation of storm water runoff
volume for mitigation was eliminated.
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Changes to the SUSMP at the January 26,
2000 Pub

¯ The Changes:
- Limited Exclusion for Small Restaurants from

Mitigation Standard:
The language was revised to exempt restaurants of less than
5,000 square feet from the requirement to mitigate storm water.

- Waiver Provision:
The language was revised to recognize proximity to an
unconfined water table as one basis for granting of a waiver.
A sentence was added to require that all other BMPs be
considered and rejected before a waiver from the numerical
mitigation standard is granted.
A statement was added to require that non-enumerated bases for
waiver be brought to the Regional Board for consideration.

Changes to the SUSMP at the January 26,
2000 Public

¯ The Changes:
- Effective Date of SUSMP Requirements:

A statement was included to provide Permittees 6 months from
the date of Executive Officer approval of the SUSMP to amend
ordinances and codes to be consistent with the adopted SUSMP
requirements, and thence 30 days thereafter for the requirements
to take effect.

- Definition of Commercial Development:
The Definition of"Commercial Development" was revised to
include all developments that are not considered "residential" or
"heavy industrial" based on the categorization of the federal
storm water regulations.
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The SUSMP is not a

¯ The Administrative Procedure Act (,
Section 11340, et seq.) requires compliance with certain
procedural steps which culminate in consideration for
approval of an agency action by the Office of
Administrative Law.

¯ The issuance of permits by the Regional Boards is
specifically exempted from that process by Government
Code Section 11352(b).

¯ The SUSMP is a part of Permit Order No. 96-054, and
therefore exempt from APA.

The SUSMP is not an

¯ "Unfunded Mandate" provisions of th,
Constitution provision does not cover permits
issued imposing federal requirements

¯ The SUSMP, like the Permit, imposes federal
requirements

¯ Govemrnent Code Section 17556 (c)
Exemption

R0072580
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The Regional Board has ample authority to
adopt the

¯ The Regional Board was authorized
adopt the numerical design standard.

The Regional Board adopted the SUSMP in
conformance with applicable administrative

¯ The adoption process included legally
notice and opportunity for comment.

¯ Board heard testimony from some 25 speakers on
September 16, 1999

¯ The Board heard testimony for an entire hearing
day on January 26, 2000

¯ Changes made on January 26 were "logical
outgrowth" of the noticed SUSMP Proposal.
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Adoption of the SUSMP is the not the subject
of CEQA

¯ The SUSMP is a requirement of
054. It is part of the permit.

¯ Since permit issuance is exempt from CEQA
(Water Code Section 13389) so is the SUSMP.

¯ Timing: Regional Board could have adopted
the Permit and SUSMP in the same proceeding
at the same time, obviating the CEQA
argument.

The SUSMP adoption process was not
unscientific or

¯ Technically defensible
¯ Based on local data and nationally accepted methods
¯ Criteria in use by other states and communities range from

0.5 to 2 inches
(FL, WA, MD, VA, CO)

¯ Similar criteria in use by Santa Monica, Calabasas,
Ventura County, and unincorporated LA County

¯ A lengthy administrative record that supports the action
¯ The Board and staffhad the benefit of many studies and

reports and several workshops and Board hearings

9
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The SUSMP does not run afoul of CWC
Section ~

¯ CWC Section 13360 provides that "No
discharge requirement or other order.., shall
specify the design location, type of construction,
or particular manner in which compliance may be
had with that requirement, order"

¯ The SUSMP does not so specify
¯ Order No. 99-03 provides many BMPs from

which Petitioners can choose to comply
¯ Up to Petitioners to select compliance method

CONCLUSION: The Regional Board’s
action to approve the SUSMP was

¯ Petitioners’ procedural arguments do no more
form over substance and should be rejected.

¯ Petitioners’ substantive arguments lack legal support and
should be rejected

¯ The Regional Board acted with full authority under the
California Water Code and the Clean Water Act to craft a
SUSMP that protects water quality.

¯ The Regional Board’s adoption was made necessary by the
Petitioner’s failure to act.
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SCRIPT FOR HEARING

THANK YOU DENNIS

DISTINGUISHED MEMBERS OF THE STATE BOARD. I WILL BE PRESENTING
(I) THE TECHNICAL AND SCIENTIFIC RATIONALE FOR THE NUMERICAL
DESIGN CRITERIA; (III) COMPARE THE CRITERIA FOR LOS ANGELES WITH
THOSE OF SISTER JURISDICTIONS; (II) EXPLAIN HOW IT MIGHT BE APPLIED
TO A PARTICULAR PROJECT; (IV) DISCUSS COST ANALYSIS CONDUCTED BY
STAFF; (V) DESCRIBE POTENTIAL COST SAVINGS FROM INNOVATIVE
PROJECT DESIGNS; AND (VI) SUM UP WITH THE EXPERIENCE OF OTHER
STATES IN IMPELMENTING DESIGN CRITERIA FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT
AND REDEVELOPMENT PROJECTS.

THE SELECTION OF THE WATER QUALITY DESIGN STORM FOR THE LA
REGION IS BASED ON THE APPROACH RECOMMENDED BY THE ASCE AND
WEF IN THEIR MANUAL OF PRACTICE. THE METHOD IS A MODIFICATION
OF THE RATIONALE METHOD IN HYDROLOGY AND UTILIZES THE IDEA
THAT THERE IS A CERTAIN VOLUME OF WATER THAT CAN BE CAPTURED
OR TREATED BASED ON THE NATURE OF PRECIPITATION. SMALL
RAINFALL EVENTS ARE COMMON WHILE EXTREME FLOOD EVENTS ARE
RARE. YOU HAVE ON SCREEN THE EMPERICAL EQUATION THAT RELATES
THE EFFICIENT TREATMENT VOLUME TO A DESIRED PERCENT
TREATMENT COEEFICIENT MULTIPLIED BY THE RUNOFF COOEFICIENT
MULTIPLIED BY THE MEAN PRECIPITATION VOLUME. THIS TRANSLATES
TO IN COASTAL CALIFORNIA TO A RUNOFF INCH OF 0.12 - 0.86. IN HIGHLY
PAVED AREAS LIKE LA, THE VALUE IS AT THE HIGHER END. FOR LESS
URBANIZED AREAS THE VALUE WILL BE LOWER.

THE REGIONAL BOARD ADOPTED 4 EQUIVALENT NUMEREICAL DESIGN
STANDARDS (OR MITIGATION CRITERIA) FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT AND
REDEVELOPMETN PROJECTS, THE WEF/ASCE METHOD IS THE PRIMARY
METHOD AND DIRECTLY DETERMINES THE EFFICIENT INCH OF RUNOFF
THAT CAN BE TREATED FOR WATER QUALITY PURPOSES. THE SECOND
METHOD IS SIMILAR AND IS DESCRIBED IN THE CA BMP HANDBOOK. IT
USES THE ANNUAL RUNOFF VOLUME CAPTURE METHOD TO CALCULATE
THE VOLUME OF RUNOFF THAT IS TO BE TREATED. THE THIRD AND
FOURTH METHODS ARE ESSENTIALLY THE SAME. THE 0.75-INCH RAINFALL
CRITERION IS A MORE SPECIFIC STATEMENT OF THE 85TM PERCENTILE
RAINFALL VALUE AND USES THE PRINCIPLE OF DIMINSHING RETURNS.

AS I INDICATED BEFORE, SMALLER RAINFALL EVENTS ARE MORE
COMMON THAN FLOOD CAUSING EXTREME RAINFALL EVENTS. THE
GRAPH BEFORE YOU - ON THE VERTICAL AXIS IS CUMULATIVE RAINFALL

Xavier Swamikannu
06/06/00
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VOLUME IN INCHES. ON THE HORIZONTAL AXIS IS RAINFALL IN INCHES
PER 24 HOUR. THE LARGEST VOLUMES OF WATER ARE PRODUCED BY
RAINFALL EVENTS THAT ARE LESS THAN I INCH.. THIS DATA COMES
FROM THE 50-YEAR RAINFALL RECORDS FOR THE LAX AREA.

THIS GRAPH SHOWS THE 0.75-INCH DERIVATION OF THE NUMERICAL
DESIGN STANDARD FOR LOS ANGELES. ON THE VERTICAL AXIS YOU HAVE
CUMULATIVE PROBABILITY OF RAINFALL EVENT. ON THE HORIZONTAL
AXIS ARE THE 24-HOUR RAINFALL IN INCHES. ANY PARTICULAR POINT ON
THE CURVE WOULD INDICATE THE PROBABILITY OF RAINFALL EQUAL TO
A LESS THAN THE AMOUNT AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION. THUS, THE
PROBABILITY OF OCCURANCE OF A RAINFALL EVENT EQUAL TO OR LESS
THAN 0.75 INCH IS ABOUT 85 PERCENT. THE 85 PERCENTILE IS THE MID
POINT OF THE KNEE OF THE CURVE. THE TOP OF THE KNEE IS INDICATIVE
OF THE POINT OF DIMINISHING RETURNS. THE DATA WAS OBTAINED
FROM HUNDRED YEAR RECORDS FOR THE DOWNTOWN CIVIC CENTER
STATION, WHICH IS THE REPRESENTATIVE STATION SELECTED BY LA
COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS.

THE NEXT GRAPH IS SIMILAR TO THE PREVIOUS. IT IS PRESENTED TO
ILLUSTRATE THE POINT THAT THE 85TM PERCENTILE VALUE WOULD BE
HIGHER FOR COASTAL AREAS IN LA. IN THIS CASE 1.2 INCHES FOR WEST
LA. THE VALUE CHOSEN FOR THE REGION IS THUS THE AVERAGE. CITIES
IN A WATERSHED CAN ELECT A DIFFERENT VALUE SO LONG AS THEY USE
ANY ONE OF THE METHODS. "IT IS NOT ONE SIZE FITS ALL."

MY NEXT SLIDE COMPARES THE WQ DESIGN STANDARDS AND OTHER
CRITERIA FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT AND REDEVELOPMENT THRESHOLDS
FOR LA WITH THOSE OF THE STATES OF WASHINGTON, FLORIDA, AND
MARYLAND. THESE STATES HAVE SOME YEARS OF EXPERIENCE BEHIND
THEM. IN GENERAL THE WQ DESIGN CRITERIA AND OTHER THRESHOLDS
FOR THE LA REGION ARE LOWER - OUR RAINFALL CRITERIA IS 0.75 WHEN
COMPARED WITH 1.3 INCHES FOR WA. OUR PERCENTILE RAINFALL
CRITERIA IS 85TM PERCENTILE RATHER THAN THE 90TM FOR THESE STATES.
THE REDEVELOPMENT THRESHOLD FOR LA IS 5000 SQ. FT. AS WHEN
COMAPRED TO FLORIDA’S 4000 SQ. FT. WE HAVE NOT ADOPTED
PERFORMANCE STANDARDS, AND OUR REQUIREMENTS APPLY TO NINE
ENUMERATED CATEGORIES RATHER THAN ALL DEVELOPMENT
CATEGORIES THAT MEET THE MINIMUM THRESHOLD.

HOW WOULD APPLICATION OF THE CRITERIA PROCEED IN THE REAL
WORLD. WE EXPECT THAT DEVELOPER WILL PREPARE A PLAN. THE PLAN
WOULD CONTAIN SOURCE CONTROL BMPs AND STRUCTURAL BMPs SUCH
AS A SHED. THE PLAN WOULD ALSO IDENTIFY A SET OF TREATMENT
CONTROL BMPs SIZED TO MITIGATE RUNOFF FROM 0.75 INCH OF RAINFALL
FROM THE DEVELOPMENT. MITIGATION MEANS INFILTRATION,

Xavier Swamikannu
06/06/00                                                 R0072585



TREATMENT OR CAPTURE. THE SELECTION OF BMPs IS LEFT TO THE
DEVELOPER OR THE MUNICIPALITY MAY PRESCRIBE.

THE NEXT SLIDE LISTS BMPs THAT ONE MIGHT CHOOSE TO SATISFY THE
SUSMP REQUIREMENTS FOR TREATMENT CONTROL BMPs - A SWALE
ALONG THE PARKWAY, DETENTION BASIN INTEGRATED INTO THE
DEVELOPMENT AS A LAKE; CATCH-BASIN BASKETS FOR TRASH...AND SO
ON.

THE IMPLEMENTATION OF A FEDERAL REGULATION BY THE REGIONAL
BOARD DOES NOT REQUIRE THAT A SEPARATE COST ANALYSIS BE
CONDUCTED. NEVERTHELESS STAFF WORKED WITH THE CITY OF LA TO
DETERMINE COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE RULE FOR A PROJECT IN THE
PIPELINE - A FIVE ACRE $ 6.5 MILLION COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT IN
DOWNTOWN LA. REFERENCES FOR TASK COSTS ARE CALCULATIONS ARE
INCLUDED WITH THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD AND WITH OUR
EVIDENCE AND EXHIBIT SUPPLEMENT. THE MITIGATION COST TO SIZE A
DETENTION BASIN BASED ON THE NUMERICAL STANDARD WORKS OUT TO
LESS THAN 1 PERCENT OF THE PROJECT COST.

IN THE SECOND EXAMPLE WE EVALUATED COSTS FOR NON CAPTURE
BMPs SUCH AS AN INFILTRATION TRENCH AND VEGETATED SWALES.
AGAIN COSTS INCLUDING DESIGN, CONSTRUCTION, MAINTENANCE
AMOUNTED TO LESS THAN 1 PERCENT OF THE PROJECT COST. IT IS
GENERALLY ACCEPTED THAT ABOUT 5 PERCENT OF THE PROJECT COST IS
REASONABLE FOR WQ MITIGATION.

DESIGN CRITERIA FOR STORM WATER IS NOT NEW. THE NEXT GRAPH
COMPARES THE RELATIVE COST ON THE BASIS OF THE RAINFALL INCH TO
BE CAPTURED OR TREATED. FROM RIGHT TO LEFT - FLOOD CONTROL
CRITERIA [ 100 YEAR]; CAFO’S [25 YEAR]; SEDIMENT CAPTURE DURING
CONSTRUCTION [10 YEAR]; WQ DESIGN CRITERIA FOR COASTAL
WASHINGTON STATE [6 MONTH]; AND THE 0.75 INCH FOR LA. LOOKING AT
THE GRAPH, THE RELATIVE COST FOR A DETENTION BASIN FOR WQ IN
COASTAL WA IS ALMOST 70 PERCENT MORE THAN LA. A FLOOD CONTROL
BASIN IN LA WOULD HAVE REQUIRED EXPENDITURES 8 X AS MUCH. IN
SHORT THE COST OF COMPLYING WITH WQ DESIGN STANDARD IS
REASONABLE.

Xavier Swamikannu
06/06/00 R0072586



WEF DESIGN

The Design Storm

Po = a.C.PA
Po- Maximized water quality "treatment" volume
a - "Treatment" volume coefficient

C - Area runoff coefficient

PA - Mean storm precipitation volume
Ref: Urban Runoff Quality Management, WEF Manual of Practice No. 23 and ASCE

Manual and Report on Engineering Practice No. 87 (1998)

Range in coastal CA for 85% annual runoff"treatment" 0.12 - 0.86 inch

NUMERICAL STORM WATER
MITIGATION

Four different and equivalent volumetric
determine BMP sizing criteria

¯ Maximized volume capture (ASCE Method)
¯ Percent volume treatment (CA Handbook)
¯ All events up to 0.75 inch 24-hr precipitation
¯ Historical record 85th percentile rainfall event

R0072587 1



SCIENTIFIC

’~ ¯ Largest
’� are produced by smaller
~2~-

storlns

t ~ ,--\
¯ Criteria promotes BMP

!~-
\f\

application to smaller
~ ~ \ more frequent storms

E~tS~(i~

TECHNICAL

¯ 85th Percentile
CUMULATNE PROBABILrr~

~,.ot~ ~m.. c~ cmm~ rainfall event (0.75 inch)
,o0. ¯ Representativerainfall
~o ~ station for Los Angeles
.o=t County

,o, l ¯ 100 + Years Records
3o,.~
2o i~
lo .~

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I~ldnfall (inches)
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TECHNICAL

¯ 85th Percentile
=4.our ~NF~.L- L~X rainfall event (1.2 inch)

¯ Rainfall station
~o ~ representative for Coastal
7o ~ Los Angeles County
,o ~ ¯ 50 + Years Records

~ 10J~
I

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

l~tln fall (inches)

COMPARISON WITH CRITERIA IN
OTHER

MARYI.kNDFLORIDAWASHINGTONLos Angeles

Design Critm (Rai~ll)linch linch 1,3 inch 0.75 inch
Design C~t~ (Perce~e)90th >90th >90th 85th
~Ihres~m 5000sq.fl. 4000sq~ 5000sq.L5000sq.fl
Pe~enceSta~ ~TSSand 80% TSS PaT~% TSS F~ (Pn:!:~sed) None

Yea’lmlt~ed 1~ 1979

3
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CRITERIA APPLICATION

Example - 100+ Home Sub-division ~"
- Select source control and structural BMPs from

guidance in SUSMP
- Select a set of treatment control BMPs from

guidance to affect pollutants in total runoff from
the first 0.75 inch of rainfall.

(Note: No Specific BMP or BMP Efficiency is prescribed)

- Size BMPs for respective drainage area
- Submit Plan to municipality for approval.

CRITERIA APPLICATION

¯ Hypothetical Treatment Control
select from:
- Swale (along parkway)
- Infiltration basin (at end of swale)
- Biofilters (around parking lot)
- Greenbelt (between rear yards)
- Detention basin (as a lake)
- Catch-basin baskets (for trash)
(Note: BMPs are from menu already approved by Board April 1999)

R0072590       4



BMP

¯ Five Acre Commercial Development
- Project Cost is $6.5 million
- Detention Basin BMP (Example 1)

¯ Excavation and Haul away = $12,870

¯ Land Cost = $28,800

¯ Maintenance (1 / year cleanout) = $33

¯ Total Cost = About $42,000

- Mitigation Percent Cost = 0.6 %

BMP ,

- Infiltration Trench and Vegetated ’s
(Example 2)
¯ Trench with Gravel = $13,500
¯ Land Cost = Minimal
¯ Maintenance (5 yr replacement) = $1350 per yr
¯ Swale = $4050
¯ Land Cost / Maintenance = Within Landscaping

¯ Combined Cost = About $19,000

Mitigation Percent Cost = 0.3 %

R0072591 5



RELATIVE COST COMPA~! ....

¯ Relative cost mue-~
Po:xl ~o~trol

c~+ than similar storm water

s~,~ ~. I
criteria.

~ ~ ¯ Comparable criteria for
~ ~= ~ ~ wet regions, e.g., Pacific

1]<~= I I I
No~hwest is hi~er.

0=

COST BENEFIT EFFECTIVENESS
OF DESIGN CMTERIA

Open Space Design
RESI[II~ITIAL HOME SUBDNISION
(Open Oellgn vConventlonal) " increased natural area

conservation
80. ¯ reduced surface runoffby 25~0.
+o ¯ percent

o,
¯ reduced pollutant export by 40

-ao to 50 percent

-~o, ¯ development cost reduced by 12
-~o percent

Source: Watershed Protection

TechniqueSDesign,, (2000)V°I" 3, "Better Site
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COST BENEFIT EFFECTIVENESS
OF DESIGN CRITERIA

COMMERCIAL SHOPPING CB~J’B~
Innovative Design

(Innovative D~$1gn v Conventional) ¯ reduced impervious cover

¯ reduced surface runoffby 17
percent40

~’ ¯ reduced pollutant export by 40~ 20
8 to 45 percent
~ 0
,~ -20 ¯ development cost slightly lower
~- -40 than conventional design

-~o Source: Watershed Protection

~�" _,~" ~,~O.~’~sp+ ~o" Techniques Vol.. 3, "Better Site
~ ~’~" @~ .* ~ ~ Design" (2000)

THE EXPERIENCE OF OTHER

Do the design standards impose undue
unsupportable costs?

"Complying with the Florida rule...does not impose undue burdens"

- E. Livingston, FL Department of Environmental Protection.

"In the beginning...(circa 1982) the design standards were very
burdensome ... [startup costs]. Currently .... routine"
- B. Clevenger, MD Department of the Environment

"Substantial costs to implementing storm water controls...but .. [costs] are
incremental to existing development and permit review costs"

- E. O’Brien, WA Department of Ecology
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THE EXPERIENCE OF OTHER

Have there been noticeable improvements
quality?

"[Undoubtedly] implementation...has greatly reduced the effects of
growth .... [M]ajor reason why the state has so few ...impaired water[s].

- E. Livingston, FL Department of Environmental Protection.

"Modest water quality improvement [limited compliance because of poor
interpretation]. Expected to change dramatically with our new Manual"
- B. Clevenger, MD Deparmaent of the Environment

"[H]ave not been monitoring specifically ....[some] anecdotal evidence"
- E. O’Brien, WA Department of Ecology

R00"/2594 8



California Reg.  nal Water Quality Co(’ , rol Board   Los Angeles Region "
Win~on H. Hickox "’"" ~

~Secretary for
320 W. 4lh Street, Suite 200, Los Angeles, California 9001~

"~ironmental Phone (213) 576-6600 FAX (213) 576-6640 Gray Davis
Protection interact Add~$~: http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/--rwqcb4 Governor

July 7, 2000

Ms. Elizabeth Jennings
Senior Staff Counsel
Office of Chief Counsel
State Water Resources Control Board
P. O. Box 100
Sacramento, CA 995812-0100

Dear Ms. Jennings:

POST-HEARING BRIEF - IN RE: THE CITIES OF BELLFLOWER, ET AL., CITY OF
ARCADIA, AND WESTERN STATES PETROLEUM ASSOCIATION (REVIEW OF JANUARY
26, 2000, ACTION OF THE REGIONAL BOARD AND IT EXECUTIVE OFFICER PURSUANT
TO ORDER NO. 96-054, PERMIT FOR MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND URBAN RUNOFF
DISCHARGES WITHIN LOS ANGELES COUNTY [NPDES NO. CAS614001]). [SWRCB/OCC
FILES A-1280, A-1280(a) AND A-1280 (b)]

Please find enclosed our post-hearing brief. This is in response to the State Board letter, dated
June 12, 2000, requesting us to address four specific questions.

If you have any questions or need more information, please call me at (213) 576 - 6605 or Dr.
Xavier Swamikannu at (213) 576 - 6754, or Regional Board Counsel, Jorge Leon at (916) 657-
2428.

Sincerely,

z.
Dennis A. Dickerson
Executive Officer

Enclosure

cc: Jorge Leon, OCC, State Water Resources Control Board
"Bruce Fujimoto, State Water Resources Conlrol Board
Richard Montivedo, Esq., Rutan & Tucker
Stephen P. Deitsch, Esq., Mayer, Brown & Platt
Lyman C. Welch, Esq., Best, Best, & Krieger
David Beckman / Alex Helpedn, Natural Resources Defense Council
Ste~en Fleischli, Santa Monica Bay Keeper
Heather Hoecheri/Mark Gold, Heal the Bay
Interested Persons Mailing List (Letter only)

, California Environmental Protection Agency                R0072595
~ Re~cled Paper

Our mi$$io~ is Io preset’~ and enhance the quality of California ’~ ~ter resources for the bene.fil of present andJ~turc generations



JORGE A. LEON
Senior Staff Counsel
901 P Street
Sacramento, CA
Counsel for Regional Board

XAVIER SWAMIKANNU
Regional Board Staff
320 W. 4th Street
Los Angeles, CA

BEFORE THE

STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

THE CITIES OF BELLFLOWER, BURBANK, File Nos.: A-1280; A-1280(a); A-1280 (b)
CERRITOS, COMMERCE, DIAMOND BAR,
DOWNEY, IRWINDALE, LA-CANADA
FLINTRIDGE, LA MIRADA, LA VERNE,
LAKEWOOD, LAWNDALE, MONROVIA,
PALOS VERDES ESTATES, PICO RIVERA,
POMONA, RANCHO PALOS VERDES,
SANTA FE SPRINGS, SIGNAL HILL, SOUTH POST-HEARING BRIEF
GATE, VERNON, WALNUT, AND
WHITTIER, et al., municipal corporations; and
THE BUILDING INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION July 7, 2000
OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA, a Non-Profit
Mutual Benefit Corporation, and THE
BUILDING INDUSTY LEGAL DEFENSE
FOUNDATION, a Non-Profit Mutual Benefit
Corporation, AND

THE CITY OF ARCADIA, a municipal
corporation AND

WESTERN STATES PETROLEUM
ASSOCIATION, a Trade Association

Petitioners,

Wo

CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY
CONTROL BOARD, LOS ANGELES REGION,
and DENNIS DICKERSON, Executive Officer,
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control
Board.

Respondents,
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1
INTRODUCTION

2

3 The State Board conducted a two-day hearing in the matter on June 7 and June 8. The

4 State Board, in a letter dated June 12, requested the parties to the Petition to submit a Post-

5 hearing Brief addressing four questions by July 7. The Los Angeles Regional Board’s response

follows.
6

7
RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS

8

9 I. if There Is To Be A Numeric Design Standard For Infiltration Or Treatment, ls The 0.75-Inch

Standard Appropriate? Should It Be Substituted With A Different Numeric Standard, Including10
Potentially Different Numbers for Different Areas? If There Were A Range Of Numbers How

11
Would They Be Implemented?

12 A. Numerical Design Criteria and Storm Water Quality

13 A numeric design standard is the most elementary criterion necessary to ensure that post

construction BMPs for new development and significant redevelopment are sized to reduce14
pollutants in storm water runoffto the statutory standard of MEP. The next step would be to

15
relate treatment or infiltration volume to pollutant removal capabilities based on a technology or

16 performance standard. As presented in the Regional Board’s oral testimony on June 8, other

17 jurisdictions have already taken this step by establishing performance standards for total

18 suspended solids, zinc, nitrogen and phosphorousI. The third step would be to relate the BMP

performance standard to receiving water objectives and beneficial uses. For example, the
19

Province of Ontario, Canada, specifies total suspended solids removal standards based on fish
20 habitat protection guidelines.2 The Los Angeles Regional Board’s action is at best a first step.

21

22 B. The 0.75 Inch And the Other Three Numeric Design Criteria are Appropriate

From a regulator’s view point, the ideal numerical criteria to ensure that the MEP
23

standard is met for storm water discharges should have the following characteristics. The criteria
24

25

26 ’ See Slide No. 6 of Dr. Swamikannu’s presentation and the Transcript of the June 7 Hearing. Refer also to Statements of Policy
provided by Maryland, Washington and Florida contained in the record for the Hearing.

27 ~ See, Best Practice Environmental Guidelines for Urban Stormwater, Cooperative Research Center for Catchment Hydrology.
Melbourne, Australia (1997). The document includes a comprehensive review of criteria for storm water treatment including methods
in North America.

28
1

R0072598



1 must be, (i) simple to use, (ii) practical and cost effective, (iii) prescriptive, (ix,) flexible, and (v)

scientific and technically defensible. 3 The criteria must also encourage innovation.
2

The Regional Board’s four methods to determine the appropriate water quality design
3

criteria for post-construction BMPs, including the 0.75-inch rainfall treatment criterion, are

4 simple to use. They are cost-effective because the volume of rainfall or runoffto be treated is

5 based on the water quality efficient (maximized) volume or precipitation event. The methods are

also prescriptive and thus easy to follow in contrast to the Petitioners empty alternative.4 Three of
6

the four design criteria provide the opportunity for site flexibility. All four design criteria produce
7

values for storm water treatment that are similar (not surprising because the Los Angeles area is

8 highly paved).5 Finally, the Regional Board has soundly documented and justified the technical

9 and scientific basis for the numerical water quality design criteria in the record and in oral

10 testimony before the State Board.6 In addition, the choice of design standards presented will

promote BMP design innovation.
I1

I2 C. The Numeric Design Criteria - Different Numbers For Different Areas

13 The numerical criteria provided by the Regional Board already provides Petitioners the

14 opportunity to account for differences in site conditions such as rainfall patterns and percent

surface area imperviousness. In fact, the ASCE Method (maximized volume treatment) and the
15

California Handbook Method (annual percent volume treatment) both calculate the runoff volume
16 (a direct measure) to be treated to remove pollutants rather than rainfall volume (an indirect

17 measure). Thus, if an MS4 Permittee wants to use an area sensitive method, all the permittee

18 needs to do is select either one of these methods and obtain a site-specific or area specific value

(greater than or less than the 0.75-inch design standard). The claim made by Petitioners that the
19

design criterion is "one size fits all" is ingenuous, because only the 0.75-inch standard is
20 numerically prescriptive. The rationale to listing the 0.75-inch standard is to provide the simplest

21 choice of criterion that is also readily understandable. A single determinate value promotes

22 countywide certainty and consistency for the development community. Ho\vever, the 0.75-inch

standard is not the sole BMP design criterion provided by the Regional Board. Three other
23

24

25 3 Some of these factors must be balanced against each other. For e.g., the simpler an approach the less rigorously scientific it is.

a Permittees did propose a 0.6-inch design criteria in an early draft. However, admitledly that the number was selected arbitrarily.
26 ’ See Regional Board’s calculations for the required retention basin volume using the four methods. The values are within ten percent

of one another. AR 9(18)
6 See the Record of Decision and Staff Report at 2 [AR 2(2)] and Dr. Swamikannu’s June 8 testimony Slides I - 5 for the scientific27 basis; ,MR 14(3) for the mathematical calculations; and our May 5 Response in Opposition to Petition at 31 for a legal analysis.

28
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I derivative design criteria based on long-term precipitation records or rainfall runoff patterns are

also provided.
2

3 D. Numerical DesiRn Criteria Implemented As a Range of Numbers

4         As discussed earlier, three of the four methods for determining the water quality design

5 criteria already allow for the option of area specific numerical values that are different from the

0.75 inch standard. In theory, the Los Angeles County MS4 program could have at least 86
6

different design standard values based on the number of municipal jurisdictions. The Los
7

Angeles County MS4 permit allows for such differences, regardless of the merits of having so

8 many numbers, which might be a compliance nightmare for the development community.7 A

9 SUSMP that differs from the Regional Board approved SUSMP only by a numerical value that is

different than the 0.75 inch, but derived using one of the other three accepted design criteria10
methods, would be ruled not only as being substantially similar but also of being functionally

11
identical. If an MS4 Permittee uses this option, the Regional Board will review the calculations

12 and accept the functionally identical design numerical value for inclusion in guidelines and in

13 technical manuals.

14
II. What Types Of Redevelopment Or Remodeling Projects Should Be |ncluded Within The

15
Mitigation Requirements?

16 A. Significance of Redevelopment and Remodelin~

17 Petitioners have argued that the current definition of "redevelopment" is confusing and

18 may be too broad and burdensome if literally applied) They claim that a single-family

homeowner making interior remodeling changes or replacing a roof would be required to install
19

treatment control BMPs. The Regional Board did not intend for the rule to apply to internal
20 remodeling projects or limited external work such as roof replacements. The current definition of

21 "redevelopment" in the SUSMP, is largely a result of the Regional Board’s efforts to incorporate

22 clarifying text proposed by Permittees.9

In order to determine which categories of redevelopment or remodeling projects should
23

be subject to the SUSMP requirements, the Regional Board reviewed the rule implementation in
24 other leading jurisdictions. Washington, Maryland and Florida apply the requirement to control

25
v Board Order No. 96-054 at 34. "develop a program on planning control measures consistent with [SUSMP]....[S]hall initiate
implementation....following approval of the model [SUSMP]"

26 ’ The source of the definition is the "State of Washington, Vol. I - Minimum Technical Requirements", May 31 Evidence and
Exhibit Supplement at 20.

27 "See comment letters from the Executive Advisory Committee JAR 60 0)] Los Angeles Count, JAR 20 6)]. Permillees recommended
that the definition include the phrase "the addition, to an already developed site, of 50 percent or more impervious area or
improvements to 50 percent or more of the existing improvements on site".

28

3 R0072600



I storm water pollution from redevelopment projects to all categories of urban development based

on a minimum threshold of impervious area addition, not just specific types of development.
2

After all, when the pollutants created by urbanization have the potential to adversely impact
3 receiving waters, restricting the application of the rule to too few project categories might defeat

4 the important objective of reversing the adverse impacts of past urban development practices.

5 The application of SUSMP requirements to redevelopment projects offers the singular

opportunity, to regulators, not only to hold the line on \vater pollution from storm water
6

discharges, but also to cost effectively reverse the adverse impacts on water quality of past
7

urbanization.

8

9 B. Definition of Redevelopment

The Regional Board proposes the following definition of"redevelopment"’ to clear upl0
any ambiguity of the kind suggested by Petitioners. "Redevelopment" means:

II
"On an already developed site, the creation or addition of 5,000 square feet or more of impervious surfaces.

12 If the creation or addition of impervious surfaces is fifty percent or more than the existing impervious

13 surface area, then storm water runoff from the entire area (existing and additions) must be considered for

14 purposes of storm water mitigation. If the creation or addition is less than fifty percent of the existing

impervious area, then storm water runoff from only the addition area needs mitigation. Redevelopment
15

includes, but is not limited to: the expansion of a building footprint or addition or replacement of a
16 structure; structural development including an increase in gross floor area and/or exterior construction or

17 remodeling; replacement of impervious surface that is not part of a routine maintenance activity; and land

18 disturbing activities related with structural or impervious surfaces".

19
C. Types of Redevelopment Proiects to Be Included

20 The Los Angeles Regional Board’s application of SUSMP requirements to

21 redevelopment projects is limited in scope, unlike the other leading jurisdictions. It applies to

22 only nine specific categories of redevelopment projects=1 and only as follows: for, (a) exterior

surfaces or foundation, removal and replacement which results in the creation or addition of 5,000
23

square feet or more of impervious surfaces (except projects in environmentally sensitive areas
24

where the creation or addition must exceed 1,250 square feet),~-~ and (b) other impervious

25

26    ’" See statements of policy submitted by, E. Livingston, Florida Department of Environmental Protection (May 3 I, 2000) at p 2: E.
O’Brien, Washington Department of Ecology (May 25, 2000) at p 4; and B. Clevanger. Maryland Department of the Environment
(May 31, 2000) at 5, May 31 Evidence and Exhibit Supplement

27 " See Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan at 3. AR 14(1).
=2 See Infra at 25 for CEQA rule on redevelopment threshold

28
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1 surfaces, the removal down to bare soil or base course and replacement, which results in the

creation or addition of 5,000 square feet or more of impervious surfaces (except projects in
2

environmentally sensitive areas where the creation or addition must exceed 1,250 square feet).
3

4 III. Should Location Such As Environmentally Sensitive Areas Be A Factor in Determining the

5 Application of the SUSMP? If So, What Specific Types Of Projects Should Be Included?

A. The Significance of Location
6

The location of new development and redevelopment projects in "environmentally
7

sensitive areas" may demand that special requirements be imposed. The purpose of such
8 requirements is to ensure that unique characteristics of project siting be considered in mitigating

9 potential adverse impacts. The USEPA, in discussing storm water controls, notes: "Sensitive area

10 protection is an important element of conservation design...These areas are particularly

susceptible to degradation by storm water runoff." ~-~ There are two main reasons why the
11

application of requirements for new development and redevelopment should apply to projects
12 situated in "environmentally sensitive areas."

13 First, the geographic location of a development project can impact an ecologically fragile

area. A sensitive habitat has a much lower capacity to withstand pollutant shocks than might be
14

acceptable in the general circumstance, and so deserves special attention. The California Public
15

Resources Code (CPRC) § 30240 (b) conditions the siting of developments in areas adjacent to
16 "environmentally sensitive areas" to prevent adverse impacts.~4 Similarly, the California

17 Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)~5 excludes from its categorical rule exemption, those projects

18 situated in "environmentally sensitive areas",j6 In essence, a project that is ordinarily

insignificant in its impact on the environment may in a particularly sensitive environment be
19

significant]7
20 Further, the State Board sees fit to designate by the location of discharge ’Areas of

21 Special Biological Significance’ (ASBS) to protect natural water conditions and prohibit waste

22 discharges unless the State Board finds that there would be "no adverse impacts to beneficial

23

24
~3 See the USEPA Report "Preliminary Data Summary of Urban Storm Water Best Management Practices" EPA No. 82 I-R-99-012

25 (1999) at 5-40.
~4 Public Resources Code § 30240(b) states, "Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be sited
and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly degrade those areas ....

26 "CEQA is an environmental statute that requires public agencies to fully consider the potential environmental impact of projects prior
to approval.

27 ~" See CPRC § 21000.
~ 19 CCR 15300.2. This sub-section lists location in an environmentally sensitive area as an exception to categorical exemptions
determined by the Secretary for Resources. Categorical exemptions are deemed to not have a significant effect on Ihe environment.

28
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1 uses.’’~ The State Board here accepts a shifting of the burden to itself to make the affirmative

determination rather than allow permissive action by default because of discharge location.
2

Examples from other jurisdictions abound. The State of Washington implements a
3 procedural variation of the ASBS, where it requires "a use authorization" for storm water

4 discharges potentially impacting public aquatic lands.~9 Florida imposes more stringent

5 conditions for storm water treatment on new development and redevelopment projects based on

the discharge location.2°
6

The Los Angeles Regional Board’s application of SUSMP requirements to projects in
7

"environmentally sensitive areas" is another basic first step. The rule merely applies requirements

8 based on location rather than imposes more stringent criteria. The consideration by the Regional

9 Board of location of projects for the SUSMP requirements to apply is not new, nor without

10 precedent.

Second, an environmental agency such as the Regional Board has a co-stewardship
II

responsibility, when implementing water quality regulations, to ensure that its actions are in
12 harmony with overlapping environmental mandates for other state and federal resource

13 conservation agencies.21 The Regional Board, in part, elected to apply SUSMP requirements to

14 projects in environmentally sensitive areas to complement implementation rather than jeopardize

or harm the environmental mandates of other State or federal agencies."~-
15

16 B. The Definition of Environmentally Sensitive Areas

17 The SUSMP cross-references the applicability of SUSMP requirements to "environmentally

18 sensitive area" to designations by other public agencies with designation powers, such as the State Board

and the California Resources Agency, not itself. CPRC § 30107.5 defines an "environmentally
19

sensitive area" as: "an area in which plant or animal life or their habitats are either rare or
20 especially valuable because of their special nature or role in an ecosystem and which would be

21 easily disturbed or degraded by human activities and developments." The SUSMP requirements

22 apply to development and redevelopment projects, which are "located in, discharging directly to, or

adjacent to an environmentally sensitive area."
23

24

~ See California Ocean Plan and Regional Board Basin Plan at 5-1. AR 10(17)25 "The Slate of Washington under the use authorization may require, "...application of more stringent requirements that [it] determines
are necessary to meet statutory obligations to protect the quality of the state’s aquatic lands" See supra at 8.

26 ~’ The State of Florida raises the storm water treatment performance standard for new developments to 95% for direct discharges to
Outstanding Florida Waters from 85% percent for other waters. Florida, Urban Stormwater Program, Policy Statement and AR. 1 I ( I )
21

27 Such agencies include, the California Coastal Commission, the California Department offish and Game, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, and the U.S. National Oceanographic and Administrative Service to name a few.
~ See Staff Report and Record of Decision at I I (January 18, 2000) AR 2(2), for a fuller discussion.
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I For the record, the Regional Board proposes to clarify two areas of this definition that

may be subject to some ambiguity. These are, (i) the meaning of the phrase "directly adjacent",
2

and (ii) the phrase "directly discharging to." "Directly adjacent" means situated within 200 feet
3 of the contiguous zone required for the continued maintenance, function, and structural stability

4 of the environmentally sensitive area.23 "Directly discharging to" means outflow from a drainage

5 conveyance system that is composed entirely or predominantly of flows from the subject

6
property, development, subdivision or industrial facility, and not commingled with the flows from

adjacent lands.
7

8 C. Specific Types of Proiect to be Included

9 The SUSMP does not explicitly identify which categories of projects in environmentally

sensitive areas are subject to its requirements. The Regional Board’s original intent was to10
provide municipalities with some discretion as to which categories to include or exclude. One

!1
may reasonably exempt a few select categories of development based on the rationale that the

12 SUSMP requirements may impose undue burden or that the category of projects have

13 insignificant impact.

Rather than list the types of categories that might be included under the SUSMP14
requirements, as implied in the question, the Regional Board would support either: (i) the

15
exclusion of a few specific project categories, or (ii) the establishment of a lower threshold than

16 the general rule. The project categories or the threshold may be selected based on the legal

17 principle that statutes [regulations and permit conditions] which are pari materia should be read

18 [and interpreted] together and harmonized where possible (NRDC v. Arcata, 59 CaI.App. 3d

959(1976)).24
19

We note that CEQA exempts from its requirements projects located in environmentally
20 sensitive areas, if additions to existing structures are less than 2,500 square feet.-~5 We propose

21 the following as the determinative threshold for SUSMP requirements to apply in

22 "environmentally sensitive areas" for new development and redevelopment projects irrespective

of project category: "for projects in, directly adjacent to, or discharging directly to an
23

environmentally sensitive area, the addition or creation of 2,500 square feet or more of
24

2~ For a discussion on minimum dimensions to protect aquatic resources, see, "’The Architecture of Stream Buffers", T. Schuler.

25 (1995), Watershed Protection Techniques Vol. I(4).
~ The Arcata Court ruled that timber harvesting activities regulated by the Forest Practice Act of 1972 were also subject to CEQA.
where the Forest Practice Act was silent on the matter, because it involved ~’Discretionary" action by a public official.

26 " 19 CCR 15301. In part this section categorically exempts from CEQA requirements projects in environmentally sensitive areas if
~the addition will not result in an increase in more than, (1) 50 percent of the floor area of the structures before the addition or 2.500

27 square feet whichever is less;" If the project is not in an environmentally sensitive area, the exemption threshold is 10,000 square feet.
CEQA also categorically exempts single family residences, small apartments and duplexes, and small commercial structures
developments in areas not designated environmentally sensitive.
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1 impervious area. For redevelopment projects, the addition of impervious area must be more than

1,250 square feet."
2

3 IV. Should the SUSMP Apply to Both Discretionary Projects and Ministerial Projects? How Should

4 the Term Discretionary Be Defined?

5 A. Discretionary Proiects vs. Ministerial Proiects

In CEQA, a "Discretionary Project" is one which requires the exercise of judgement or
6

deliberation when the public agency or body decides to approve or disapprove a particular
7

activity, as distinguished from situations where the public agency or body merely has to
8 determine whether there has been conformity \vith applicable statutes, ordinances, or regulations.

9 A "Ministerial Project" is a one where a governmental decision involves little or no personal

l0 judgement by the public official as to the wisdom or manner of carrying out the project. The

public official merely applies the law to the facts as presented but uses no special discretion or
ll

judgement in reaching a decision.26

12

13 B. Interpretation of the Term Discretionary

Petitioners have argued that the application of SUSMP requirements is limited to14
"Discretionary" projects because the ’enumerated categories"appear in Board Order No. 96-054

15
in a subsection qualified by the term "discretionary projects." However, the term "Discretionary"

16 is not defined in the permit. A definition is included in the SUSMP but the term "Discretionary

17 Projects" was deleted from the main body of text. The Regional Board elected to interpret

18 application of the SUSMP requirements in the broadest possible manner.27 New development

storm water controls for projects in "enumerated categories" should not be limited by the
19

condition of"Discretionary".
20 A review of an interpretation by the California Supreme Court of the term

21 "Discretionary"clearly establishes that it must be read principally on policy considerations

22 relevant to the governmental entity having jurisdiction rather than through a plain semantic

inquiry. [ Lipman v. Brisbane Elementary Sch. Dist., 55 Cal.2d. 224 (1961); Johnson v.
23

California, 69 Cal.2d. 782 0968)]28 Further, where the nature of a development project involves
24 both ’Ministerial" and "Discretionary" aspects, courts have held that the rule application should

25
~ The environmental application of the term "Discretionary" derives from a California Supreme Court ruling in Johnson v State of
California, 69 Cal.2d. 782 0968) where the court ruled that a basic policy decision is considered "Discretionary" and thus subject to

26 immunity from civil action, but not ministerial actions which must face case-by-case adjudication. CEQA guidelines adopl the court
interpretations of the two terms.

27
2~ Regional Board Response to Petition at 25 discusses the Board rationale in more detail.
2~ In these cases, the California Supreme Court rejected a pure mechanical analysis of the term "discretionary" and relied greatly on
the policy considerations relevant to the purposes of the governmental action in ruling on the merits of the claim.
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I be interpreted to "afford the fullest possible protection to the environment"[ People v. Dept. of

Housing and Community Development, 45 Cal.App.3d 185 (1975): Day v. City of Glendale, 51
2

Cal. App. 3d 817 (1975)]29. The Regional Board is thus on firm ground when it adopted SUSMP
3 requirements to apply to all development and redevelopment projects in ’enumerated categories"

4 irrespective of whether they are considered ’Discretionary’ or ’Ministerial’ in a municipal

5 jurisdiction.

6
C. The Relevance of the Term Discretionary

7
The definition of"Discretionary" as it is applied in development planning is derived from

8 CEQA. However, whether a project is "Discretionary" or "Ministerial" under CEQA should have

9 little bearing on the Regional Board’s ability to subject it to storm water control requirements for

new development and significant redevelopment. This is especially true where the origin of the10
definition in environmental regulation affords municipalities a procedure to limit public review of

I! 30the potential environmental significance of the action.

12          In essence, a strict application of the term under CEQA would allow one municipality to

13 consider a SUSMP project category "Discretionary" while in another municipality it may be

deemed "Ministerial" because of a municipality preferences and idiosyncrasies. A "Ministerial"14
project will escape SUSMP requirements if applicability is limited to projects considered

15
"Discretionary." Also under CEQA, similar projects within a municipality may be subject to

16 different treatment depending on designation as "Ministerial" or "Discretionary" on the basis of

17 subtle differences in project characteristics or zoning considerations. 3~ Clearly, the Regional

18 Board did not intend for different standards to govern different municipalities or even different

standards for similar projects within the same municipality. The determinative consideration for
19

the application of SUSMP requirements should be whether a particular category of development
20 has been determined to cause or contribute to significant pollution of storm water. These

21 categories should be required to implement post-construction BMPs to mitigate storm water

22 pollution.32 The classification under CEQA should not be the determining factor.

23

24 ~’ In these cases, the Appellate Cota~ ruled that environmental statutes and regulations should be interpreted to afford the maximum
protection to the environment within the reasonable scope of statutory language.

25 ~"’ In Day v. Glendale, 51 CaI.App.3d. 877 (1975), the court ruled that projects not explicitly identified as "Ministerial" in CEQA
cannot be considered exempt iftbey contained some elements that are "Discretionary". Quoting the court, "[to do so] xvoold eviscerate
CEQA, a result clearly not intended by the Legislature".

26 " For example in the City of Santa Monica, a restaurant development would be considered "’Discretionary" under CEQA onl.x if it
served alcohol. A gas station development would be considered "Ministerial" if it is not adjacent to a residential zone [personal

27 communication by Mr. P. Foley, Planning Department, City of Santa Monica, 06/26/2000]. The sale of alcohol at a restaurant or the
proximity of a gas station to homes has little or no relevance to its impact on storm water quality.
~ The StaffRepon and Record of Decision at 11-12 discusses the rationale for these categories to be included. AR 3(7).
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D. Application to New Development and Redevelopment Proiects

The Regional Board proposes that the definition of "Discretionary Projects" be deleted

from the SUSMP section on ’Definitions’ since the term no longer has any significance and does

not appear in the main body of text.33 However, if it is found necessary to define the term

"Discretionary Project" because it appears in the Los Angeles County MS4 permit, then the

Regional Board proposes the following definition:

"Discretionary Project" means a project, other than a project which is in a category enumerated

by the Regional Board or State Board, and which requires the exercise of judgement or

deliberation when the public agency or public body decides to approve or disapprove a particular

activity, as distinguished from situations where the public agency or body merely has to

determine whether there has been conformity with applicable statutes, ordinances, or

regulations."

ll
CONCLUSION

12

13 Numerical design criteria for treatment BMPs are indispensable, if the Regional Board is

to ensure that storm water controls at new development and redevelopment are being14
implemented "to reduce pollutants to the maximum extent practicable." The choice of design

15
criteria provided by the Regional Board offers municipalities the opportunity to set a design

16 standard that may be different from the 0.75-inch standard, when area conditions substantially

17 differ. The Regional Board supports, "the addition or creation of 5,000 square feet of impervious

18 area or more" in eight of the nine SUSMP categories, as the threshold for SUSMP requirements

to apply for redevelopment and remodeling projects, the exception being projects in
19

environmentally sensitive areas. Location of projects should be an important factor in
20 determining the applicability of SUSMP requirements. Consistent with thresholds under CEQA,

21 the Regional Board recommends that the addition or creation of 2,500 square feet or more of

22 impervious surfaces to be considered the minimum threshold for projects in environmentally

sensitive areas to be subject to the SUSMP requirements. Finally, the SUSMP requirements
23

should apply to all projects in "enumerated categories" not just projects considered
24 "Discretionary" under CEQA. For these reasons, the State Board must uphold the actions of the

25 Regional Board in adopting the SUSMP and the requirements therein.

26

27
~ Se� SUSMP, AR 14(I)
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1 I. INTRODUCTION

2

3 The State Water Resources Control Board (State Board) conducted a heating on

4 the above matter in Torrance, California, on June 7 and June 8, 2000. On July 12, the

5
State Board invited the designated parties to respond to four questions in a Post-hearing

Brief which was to be submitted no later than July 7. The Regional Board submitted its
6

Post-hearing Brief on July 7. On August 28, the State Board issued a Proposed Order on
7

the matter, and invited the designated parties to comment on or before September 28.
8 The Regional Board’s response follows.

9

10 II. COMMENT ON THE PROPOSED ORDER

11

12 The Regional Board supports the State Board’s decision to uphold the authority of

Regional Boards to establish numerical water quality design criteria for Best
13

Management Practices (BMPs) "to reduce pollutants in municipal storm water discharges
14

to the maximum extent practicable" (MEP) as required by federal law. This decision
15 resolves what constitutes the fundamental challenge by Petitioners of the Board approved

16 Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (Final SUSMP).

17
The Regional Board respectfully disagrees with the State Board on the following

18
issues that limit the applicability of the Final SUSMP, and requests that the State Board

19
modify its final decision appropriately. Specifically, the Regional Board contends that,

20 (i) Retail Gasoline Outlets (RGOs) should not be categorically exempt from BMP design

21 standards; (ii) Projects in Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) should be subject to

22 SUSIV[P requirements; (iii) SUSMP requirements should apply to enumerated projects

23 irrespective of whether they are considered "Discretionary" or "Ministerial" as

24
interpreted under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); and (iv)

Impracticability waiver beneficiaries should be required to transfer funds to regional
25

mitigation projects, since regional funds and projects have already been established.
26

27
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In addition the Regional Board recommends that the State Board, (i) amend its

definition of"l’edevelopment", for purl~ses of clarity, as suggested by the Regional

Board herein; and (ii) correct, to reflect the record, the statement that the Regional Board

did not give interested persons and Permittees adequate time to review late revisions to

the Final SUSMP or provide comment.

Regional Board Recommended Change.~

7
A. Retail Gasoline Outlets Do Not Merit An Exemption

9 The State Board’s conclusion to exempt RGOs from the numerical mitigation

l0 standard is not supported by the evidence in the Administrative Record (AR) and is

11 contrary to State and federal law. Presumably, RGOs are being exempted because they

12
are, (i) heavily regulated; (ii) limited in their ability to construct infiltration BMPs; (iii)

generally small in.size; and (iv) storm water treatment may not be feasible or safe. ~
13

14
RGOs are a well identified source of urban storm water pollutants that impair

15 receiving waters.2 The State Board appears to accept the evidence in the record that

16 RGOs are appropriately identified by the Regional Board as being subject to SUSMP

17 requirements because they discharge significant quantities of pollutants of concern.3

18 Also, Petitioner Western States Petroleum Association (WSPA) acknowledges that storm

19 water discharges from even "normally operated and maintained" RGOs are at least as bad

20

21

22
1 Respondents note that the issue of numerical design criteria application to RGOs was not among the four

questions that designated parties were asked to address in the Post-hearing Brief.

23 2 AR Vol. 10, Item 16 Ref #113 at p 30. This study funded by the USEPA and conducted by Sacramento

24
County identified heavy metals such as lead, copper, and zinc in significant concenwations in storm water
runoff from gas stations. Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) from fueling areas were rarely detected

25 because of their volatility. Data on Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs) was inconclusive because
analytical detection limits used were higher than regulatory action levels. See also AR Vol. 10, Item 16
Ref# 29 generally for a national view.

26

27
3 State Board Proposed Order at 18, admits that the evidence [in the record] "shows that each listed

category can be a significant source of pollutants..."
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as discharges from commercial parking lots and diffuse urban runoff.4 The obvious1
reason that "normally operated and maintained" RGOs do not demonstrate any

2
improvement in storm water discharge quality is because existing BMPs do not address

3
pollutants generated by motor-vehicle traffic,s Heavy metals, significant concentrations

4 of which occur in storm water discharges from RGOs, have been demonstrated to be the

5 main cause of toxicity in Santa Monica Bay during wet weather.6

6

7 The State Board surmises that RGOs merit a categorical exemption because they are

8
over-regulated, yet does not enumerate what these regulations are, and if any are

9
protective of surface water quality.7 Under State law, the State Board is the primary
authority for implementation of the federal Clean Water Act (CWA), and for matters

10
related to water quality within the State) The Regional Board is unaware of any basis in

11 federal or State statute that permits the State Board or Regional Boards to abdicate their
12 water quality authority because discharges from facilities that impact water quality are

13 already regulated for other l~urposes. Attainment and maintenance of receiving water

14 objectives and the protection of beneficial uses should be the paramount considerations.

15 4 AR Vol. 10, Item 16, Ref #173 at p 13. The WSPA sponsored study concludes that pollutant

concentratiom m storm water discharges from RGOs are similar to concentrations from commercial
16 parking lots and diffuse urban runoff. The Proposed Order correctly does not exempt commercial parking

lots, restaurants, and residential/commercial development from the numerical mitigation criteria, yet RGOs
17 are exempted. See also June 7 State Board Hearing Transcript at p 231; comment by WSPA witness, that

18
"concentrations of metals, hydrocarbons, and solids were no higher than ....roads and parking lots".
5 See June 8 State Board Hearing Transcript at p I36, Regional Board stafftestirnony that current BMPs at

19 RGOs do not address pollution associated with vehicular traffic.

20 6 See Evidence and Exhibit Supplement submitted by Respondent Regional Board on May 3, - "Study of

the Impact of Storm Water Discharge on Santa Monica Bay- Executive Summary", Los Angeles County
21 Department of Public Works (1999), which identifies Zn and Cu as principal pollutants that cause storm

water toxicity.
22

7 The Regional Board’s review of regulations that affect RGOs identified, (i) business license for business

23 operation, (ii) Fire Department for tank/piping integrity and gasoline storage; (iii) County Public Works
for underground storage of hazardous chemicals; (iv) Air Quality Management Dislrict for VOC emissions;

24 (v) Sanitation District for any sanitary sewer discharges; (vi) County Weights and Measures for sale of
gasoline; (vi) Department of Toxics Substance Control for waste motor oil disposal; (vii) County Health for

25 food and beverage sale; and (viii) Regional Board for regulation of leaking tanks to protect groundwater.

26 s Cal. Wat. Code § 13160 states that, "the State Board is designated as the state water pollution control

authority for all purposes ....in federal act." Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 30412 states that, "other State agencies
27 shall not modify, adopt conditions, or take any action in conflict with any determination by the State Board

in matters relating to water quality".
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Second the State Board finds that RGOs are limited in their ability to construct
infiltration BMPs, but does not discuss what the compelling limitations are. Infiltration is

but one form of mitigation. The SUSMP dearly does not mandate infiltration BMPs.

Other options exist such as the installation of fabricated treatment BMPs to remove storm

water runoffpollutants using physical, biological, or chemical processes.9 Petitioner

WSPA in its challenge and oral arguments did not present any coherent or convincing

basis to validate the claim of limited ability.

8
Third, the State Board concludes that the relative "small size" of RGOs provides a

9
compelling basis to exempt RGOs from the requirement to treat storm water. It should be

10
noted that presently restaurants are subject to the SUSMP numerical mitigation

! 1 requirement, where the area of development or redevelopment is 5,000 square feet or
12 more. Similarly, commercial parking lots 5,000 square feet Or more are subject to the

13 numerical mitigation criteria. In contrast, the typical modem gas station is between

14 15,000 and 30,000 square feet.1° The rationale of size thus appears flawed. The State

15 Board’s Proposed Order upholds the application of the numerical mitigation criteria to a

5,000 square feet restaurant development and a 5,000 square feet parking lot but not to a
16

30,000 square feet RGO development, which may contribute higher concentrations and
17

loadings of storm water pollutants
18

19 Further, while the size of RGOs may be a consideration to assess their significance as

20 a source of pollutants, their prolific numbers should also be a factor to be taken into

21 consideration. There are nearly 3,500 operating RGOs in Los Angeles County. 1 ~

22

23 9 June 7/8 State B°ard Hearing Transcript at P 41 and P 134. Regional Board staff comment in response to
questions and cross-examination on the feas~ility of storm water treatment at RGOs. Other jurisdictious

24 do not exempt RGOs from requiring storm water treatment. In fact "oil-water separators" fitted with a rain
diversion valve were at one time commonly installed at RGOs because of local agency industrial waste

25 regulations.

26
~0 See Footnote 2 supra. Gas stations in the study ranged in area from 18,358 to 30,423 square feet.

" The Regional Board database has a record of approximately 4,600 RGO sites with leaking underground
27 tanks. There are an estimated 3,500 gas stations currently operational in Los Angeles County that are

_ ^ covered by the municipal site-visit/inspection program under the permit.
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Undoubtedly, RGOs in Los Angeles County are a significant source of storm waterl
pollutants because of their sheer number even if each facility is relatively small in area.

2
Moreover, the on-going redevelopment of gas station sites to retrofit underground storage

3
tanks for groundwater protection provides Petitioner WSPA a unique opportunity to

4 reconfigure facilities for surface water quality improvements as well.

6 Fourth, the State Board surmises that storm water treatment may not be feasible or

7 safe at RGOs. The Regional Board is not aware of any basis in the record to substantiate

8 such a determination. Fabricated treatment systems have been commonly used at RGOs

to separate waste-oil before discharge to the sanitary sewer system. Safety or feasibility
9

has not been an issue when sanitation districts required RGOs to install treatment systems
l0

in order to obtain connection permits to the sanitary sewer system. There is no evidence
11 in the record to support Petitioner WSPA’s argument that the requirement to treat storm

12 water somehow introduces new and different safety and feasibility considerations, as

13 when compared to wastewater treatment systems ~vhich RGOs have readily installed.

14

15 B. Environmentally Sensitive Areas Is An Appropriate SUSMP Category

16
The Regional Board disagrees with the State Board’s Proposed Order to exclude

17
ESAs from SUSMP requirements. Admittedly, the ESA category is "Iocational" rather

18 than "developmental" and presents some difficulty in application. The State Board’s
19 Proposed Order states that ESAs were not discussed by interested persons during permit

20 adoption and that ESAs are subject to extensive regulations under other regulatory

21 programs, without enumerating what these are. Significantly, the Proposed Order also

22 does not explain whether these unidentified regulations adequately protect impacts to

surface water quality.
23

24
Contrary to the statement in the Proposed Order, ESAs were indeed discussed during

25
the Los Angeles County-MS4 pemfit adoption process. For example, the permit includes

26

27
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1 requirements for new development and redevelopment that apply to ESAs.12 Also, the
Regional Board lists ESAs as a specific SUSMP category in the City of Long Beach MS4

2
permit adopted on June 15, 1999.13 Similarly, ESAs are included as a category for the

3 application of numerical mitigation standards in the Ventura .County MS4 permit adopted
4 by the Regional Board on July 27, 2000.
5

6 The application of environmental regulations to new development and redevelopment

7 based on category typing as "developmental" or "locational" is not treated under State

8 law as being incompatible. For example, CEQA exempts certain "developmental"

projects from its requirements but does not do so when the projects are "locational", i.e.,
9

when situated in ESAs.14 In this respect, the State Board might wish to look at actions
I0

and interpretation of"development" in ESAs, as they pertain to water quality, by the
]1 California Coastal Commission, which administers the California Coastal Act.15 This is
12 pertinent because the State Board has entered into a Memorandum of Understanding

13 (MOU) with the Coastal Commission to jointly promote the protection of water quality

14 and natural resources from adverse impacts of non-point pollution including urban

15 runoff.~6 At the Califomia Commission’s January 2000 Public Meeting, the Commission

16
adopted the numerical mitigation criteria for post-construction BMPs for all development

projects in the coastal zone without qualification. The Coastal Commission reaffirmed its
17

18

19 ~2 See Board Order No. 96-054, Pt 2. ~I.A.3, p 36 requiring development planning guidelines to address

20 riparian corridors, wetlands, and biological integrity of drainage systems.

13
21 See Board Order No. 99-060, Pt 4. I.D.5, at p 17, admitted into the record, without objection, by

Respondent Regional Board at the June 8 State Board Hearing.

22 m4 See Post-hearing Brief at footnote 25 citing 19 CCR 15301 which exempts certain categories except

23 where they are located in ESAs.

24
~5 Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 30000 et seq. Specifically § 30231 requires that the Commission regulate land

development to protect the coastal environn~nt firom adverse impacts of storm water runoff. The

25 Commission has a special respons~ility to protect ESAs in the coastal zone. Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 30107.5
defines ESAs and Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 30240 specifies the degree of protection that must be afforded.

26 m6 See "Memorandum of Understanding Between the State Water Resources Control Board and the

California Coastal Commission, February 2, 2000, Plan for Cafifornia’s Nonpoint Source Pollution Control
27 Program (2000)".

09/26/00 7 R0072615



stance in regards to numerical mitigation criteria at its August 2000 Public Meeting.~7 In
1

fact, an argument can be made that the State Board’s interpretation of"development"
2

projects subject to regulation for water quality within the coastal zone so long as it is
3

inconsistent with the Coastal Commission’s rule, violates Cal Pub. Res. Code § 30400J8

4

5 If the State Board’s central concern is that ESAs were not adequately discussed

6 during adoption of the Los Angeles County MS4, the Regional Board reaffirms its intent

7 to add ESAs to the list of SUSMP categories when the permit is reissued in 2001. The

8 State Board is requested to clarify that its ruling, if left unchanged from the Proposed

Order, does not apply to the Regional Board adopted City of Long Beach MS4 permit
9

(Board Order No. 99-060) and the Ventura County MS4 permit (Board Order No. 00-
10

108). The ESA category was fully discussed during the adoption of these two MS4
I 1 permits. We note that the State Board rejected the Regional Board’s recommendation to

12 provide a development project area threshold for ESAs based on current State law, which

]3 would have cured any draconian interpretation of the rule as speculated by Petitioners.]9

14

15 C. Include All Projects in SUSMP Categories

16
The Regional Board respectfully disagrees with the State Board’s determination that

17
the Regional Board acted "inappropriately in expanding the SUSMPs to include non-

18 discretionary projects". We find that limiting the application of SUSMP requirements m

19 "discretionary projects" is not supported by the federal CWA, EPA storm water

20 regulations, the California Water Code, or the California Public Resources Code.2°

21

22 ~7 Regional Board Member Ms. Susan Cloke and Board staff member Dr. Swamikannu briefed the

23 Commission, by invitation, on technical and policy issues related to SUSMPs at the meeting.

24
is Cal Pub. Res. Code § 30400 states that in the absence of specific authorization by law or agreement with
the Coastal Commission, no agency shall exercise powers established by the California Coastal Act or the
federal Coastal Zone Management Act.25

26 ~9 See Respondent Regional Board’s Post-hearing Brief at footnote 25 citing, 19 CCR 15301. CEQA
exempts projects in ESAs that disturb less than 2,500 square feet of area.

27 ~o Please see the Regional Board’s comment herein at p 6 on exclusion of ESAs.
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The main basis behind the determination appears to be the observation that the term
1

"discretionary" appears in several parts of the permit (Board Order No. 96-054).
2

However, the term "discretionary" was not defined in the permit even though the permit
3 contains a section on Definitions.21 Indeed, as the controversy indicates, there was no
4 "meeting of the minds" as to its meaning when the permit was adopted. Thus, the

5 Regional Board did not expand the scope of the SUSMPs at its January 26 Board

6 Hearing. The "discretionary" limitation, as contemplated in CEQA, never existed in the

7 permit and was never adopted by this Board. Rather, the Regional Board followed

8
traditional rules of regulatory interpretation and deleted the "discretionary" limitation and

definition in the SUSMP, articulated retrospectively by Permittees, when there is neither
9

the basis in law nor any clue as to the Regional Board’s intent when the permit was
lO

adopted in 1996. The CEQA definition of"discretionary" was a concept introduced
I I much later by Petitioners in an attempt to limit applicability of the SUSMPs.22

12

13 If the permit is read as a whole, the Regional Board clearly intended that stohn water

14 controls on new development and redevelopment apply to all types of projects, net just

15
’discretionary’ projects’. Specific language in the permit, in addition to the development

of SUSMPs, requires the update of CEQA guidelines and General Plans to consider storm
16

water impacts.23 The State Board’s Proposed Order opens up an unintended loophole.~4
17

If the State Board’s determination remains unchanged, the Regional Board expresses its
18

firm intent to close the loophole when the Los Angeles County MS4 permit is reissued in
19 2001. Recently, the Regional Board adopted the Ventura County MS4 permit (Board

20 Order No. 00-108) without any reference to the term ’discretionary’ therein.

21 J

22

23
21 See Board Order No. 96-054, Attachment D, Glossary of Terms.

24
" The CEQA definition of"discretionary" that appears in the Final SUSMP is an inadvertent carry over
from the Aug 12, 2000, SUSMP submitted by Permittees. There is no reference to the term in the main
document.25

~ See Board Order No. 96-054, Pt 2. l~I.A.3, p 36 requiring the update of CEQA guidelines and General
26 Plans.

27 24 Case in point, in the City of Los Angeles in the past year there were 37,514 development project

.~ approvals, of which only 1,276 (3.4 percent) were in the "discretionary" category as defined under CEQA.
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D. Retain the Requirement to Regionally Mitigate Where A Waiver is Granted
1

2
The Regional Board respectfully requests that the State Board reconsider its decision

3 to eliminate the requirement to "mitigation fund" regional projects where an infeasibility
4 waiver is granted fi’om the requirement to treat storm water.25 The Proposed Order calls

5 it a "positive idea for obtaining regional solutions", yet deletes the requirement because

6 Permittees are yet to establish a management and fund administration fi’amework. Quite

7 to the contrary the framework is already in place.

8
For example, the County of Los Angeles, as the Principal Permit-tee for the Los

9
Angeles MS4 program, currently supports regional permit tasks such as public education/

l0
outreach and MS4 monitoring using funds fi’om a regional benefit assessment. Also, the

11 Southern California Association of Goverranents (SCAG), the federal CWA § 205 (j)

12 regional planning agency, expressed a definite interest, during the SUSMP hearings, in

13 coordinating the development of regional solutions to storm water problems.26 Sharing

14 regional costs already occurs in SCAG’s other program areas. Similarly, the

15 TREEPeople, a non-profit environmental group, has been working with local agencies

and school districts to implement solutions to mitigate runoff and promote water reuse.
16

17
Without doubt, there exists presently in the Los Angeles Region public and non-profit

18 entities fully capable or already involved in developing and implementing regional
19 solutions to storm water pollution. The purpose of the requirement in the Final SUSMP,

2o besides consideration of equity, was to accelerate implementation and to support the

21 effortS of such groups. The Regional Board’s action was not contrary to state law or

22 policy. Thus, the State Board may choose to defer to the Regional Board to make the

23
judgement of reasonableness of the requirement to "mitigation bank".

24

25

26 25 Respondents note that the issue of storm water mitigation funding was not among the four questions that

27
designated parties were asked to address in the Post-hearing brief. See also Footnote 1 supra.

..
26 See AR Vol. 6, Item 23, where SCAG proposes to lead and coordinate regional solutions.
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E. Edit the Def’mition of"Redevelopment"
1

2
The Regional Board suggests that the State Board amend its definition of

3 "redevelopment", which is derived from the Regional Board’s Post-hearing Brief, to
4 provide better clarity. We postulate that the first part of the definition should describe the
5 kind of practices that constitute redevelopment. The second part should explain its

6 application to SUSMP categories.

7
Our recommendation is as follows, - Redevelopment irrotudos means, but is not

8
limited to: the expansion of a building footprint or addition or replacement of a structure;

9
structural development including an increase in gross floor area and/or exterior

10
construction or remodeling; replacement of impervious surface that is not part of routine

11 maintenance activity; and land disturbing activities related v,4t-h to structural or
12 impervious surfaces. For the purposes of this rule, redevelopment includes, on an

13 already developed site, the ~replacement or addition of~ 5,000 square feet

14 or more of impervious surfaces. Where redevelopment results in an increase of less than

15
fifty percent of the impervious surface of a previously existing development, and the

existing development was not subject to these SUSMP requirements, the design standards
16

apply only to the addition and not to the entire development.27
17

18
F. Regional Board Provided Interested Persons and Permittees Adequate Time.

19

20 The State Board expresses a concern that the Regional Board did not provide

21 interested persons and Permittees adequate time to review late revisions or to comment

22 on them at the January 26 hearing. Suggestions include that the Regional Board should

23 have deviated from its hearing procedure, and should have allowed groups to make joint

presentations.
24

25

26 27 Changes to the State Board’s definition in the Proposed Order are indicated by bold and strikeouts. The

27 phrase ’at least 5,000 square feet" does not make clear that the rule applies to projects above the threshold,
only that it might. The phrase "5,000 square feet or more" leaves no room for doubt.
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The Regional Board adopted revisions at the January 26 to resolve contested issues

that were discussed over a period of several months. These were not new issues that

would warrant the granting of additional time to conduct adequate review. Petitioners’

argument for additional time was a strategic move to delay the process.28 We submit that

the State Board’s comment on the argument inadvertently validates such a delaying

strategy. Followed to its logical conclusion, neither the State Board nor the Regional

Board would be able to conclude any matter, because changes made at Board hearings, in

response to testimony on contested issues, would require postponing the decision.

8
Further, the Regional Board did not deviate from its established heating procedure for

9
the January 26 meeting for good reason. At the September 17, 1999, meeting on the

10
same matter, Petitioners complained that the Regional Board was being prejudicial

11 because it deviated from the hearing procedure by allowing the environmental
12 community to make a joint presentation.29 Consequently, both Permittees and the

13 environmental community were allowed to make joint presentations at the January 26

14 meeting, each designated party being given a 30-minute block. Co-petitioner Building

15 Industry of Southern Califomia (BIA) was invited to become part of the Permittee group

presentation, because BIA was not recognized as a separate designated party.3° Thus,
16

while the State Board may have cured any alleged harm by conducting a two day heating
17

on the matter, the Regional Board’s process did not cause any harm that is evident from
18 the record.
19

20

21

22

23
28 See June 8 State Board Hearing Transcript at p 157 where Petitioners request setting up a statewide

committee to discuss the matter further - continuing the pattern of procrastination. See also Petitioner

24 Bellflower et al. Post-hearing Brief at p 3.

25
29 See AR Vol. 12, September Regional Board Hearing Transcript at p. 203. BIA representative objects to

the group presentation format allowed for the environmental community, and states, "ff we are going to do
this in the future .....set the rules prior to the hearing".26

27 ~o Respondent Regional Board notes that while BIA did not present comments jointly with the Permittee
group at the January 26 Board Hearing, BIA is a Co-petitioner with mumcipalities in Complaint Bellflower

. ^ et al. and not a separate Petitioner.
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! III. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, the Regional Board strongly supports the State Board’s decision to

uphold the authority of Regional Boards to establish numerical BMP water quality design

criteria to regulate the discharge ofl~llutants in storm water from MS4s to meet the

statutory standard of MEP.

The Regional Board requests that the State Board revise the Proposed Order to make

the following changes:

9
(i) Correct the record to state that the Regional Board’s hearing process did not

10
cause Petitioners any harm that is evident from the record, notwithstanding the

11 fact that the State Board’s hearing process cured any alleged harm.
12

13 (ii) Edit the definition of"redevelopment" as suggested by the Regional Board

14 herein for clarity.

15

(iii) Eliminate the categorical exemption from the numerical mitigation standard
16

provided to RGOs, because it contradicts the application of the criteria to
17

other similar SUSMP categories and is neither supported by the evidence in
18 the record nor State and federal law.
19

20 (iv) Reinstate ESAs as a SUSMP category because the designation is consistent

21 with the interpretation of "development" regulation by the Coastal

22 Commission, with whom the State Board has an MOU to protect water quality

and to reduce the adverse impact of urban runoff on natural resources.
23

24
(v) Delete the limitation imposed by the State Board on application of the

25
SUSMP requirements to only "discretionary projects", as understood in

26 CEQA, because the limitation in the same sense was not adopted by the
27 Regional Board in 1996 and is not supported by State and federal law.
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1
(vi) Reinstate the requirement to mitigation bank where an impracticability waiver

2
is granted, because the infi’astructure and the institutions are already in place

3
to implement regional solutions.

4

5 Finally, the Regional Board thanks the State Board for fully considering and

6 deliberating on the matter, rmnducting a two day hearing in Torrance, I.~s Angeles

7 County, and holding a special meeting in Sacramento before issuing a decision.

8

9

l0

ll

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27
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STATF OF CALIFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, GOVERNOR

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
45 FREMONT, SUITE 2000 ~
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2219
VOICE AND TDD (415) 904-5200
FAX (415) 904- 5400

October 2, 2000

Mr. Craig M. Wilson
Chief Counsel
State Water Resources Control Board
901 P Street
P.O. Box 100
Sacramento, California 95812-0100

RE: PROPOSED ORDER REGARDING THE REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL
BOARD, LOS ANGELES REGION, STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION
PLANS

Dear Mr. Wilson:

The staff of the Califomia Coastal Commission (CCC) supports the State Water Resources
Control Board (State Board)’s proposed order to uphold the numeric water quality design criteria
for Best Management Practices (BMPs) developed by the Regional Water Quality Control
Board, Los Angeles Region (LARWQCB) in the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan
(SUSMP) issued March 8, 2000. We believe that these design standards represent a significant
step towards implementing effective measures for controlling polluted runoff. The CCC has
similarly established a design goal, to be evaluated on a case-by-case basis, for BMPs (or suites
of BMPs) to treat, infiltrate or filter stormwater from each runoff event, up to and including the
85th percentile, 24-hour runoff event, throughout the Coastal Zone.

However, we have concerns regarding several of the State Board’s modifications of the SUSMP
requirements. These are as follows: 1) the categorical exemption of Retail Gasoline Outlets
(RGOs) from the SUSMP requirements, 2) the elimination of projects within Environmentally
Sensitive Areas (ESAs) from the SUSMP requiren~ents, and 3) limiting SUSMP requirements
only to "discretionary" projects as interpreted under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA).

The current regulatory framework under which RGOs operate does not adequately address
nonpoint source pollution generated from these facilities. As you know, RGOs have been
identified nationwide as a source of urban storm water pollutants, which can, especially in
heavily urbanized areas, contribute significantly to the impairment water quality. Polluted runoff
associated with the traffic volumes at RGOs and their relatively large area of impervious surfaces

Mr. Craig M. Wilson
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September 28, 2000
Page Two

can be significant. This polluted runoff may be as much or greater than that generated at other
similarly sized retail establishments or parking lots, which are required to comply with the
SUSMP requirements. To control nonpoint source pollution generated from RGOs, we believe
that a categorical exemption should not be created for RGOs and that they should be subject to
the same SUSMP requirements as other retail facilities (i.e., where the area of development or
redevelopment is 5,000 square feet or more). The CCC therefore urges the State Board to uphold
the Regional Water Board’s decision to apply the SUSMPs to all RGOs.

The CCC believes that the SUSMPs should be applied to all projects within or adjacent to ESAs.
Development activities in an around ESAs can have a significant impact on water quality. Many
of the ESAs within the jurisdiction of the CCC are directly affected by runoff from adjacent
urban areas. ESAs by their very nature require thoughtful consideration throughout the planning
and development process. Minimizing impacts ofnonpoint source pollution on ESAs should be
an integral part of this process.

The State Board’s reasoning for exclusion of the ESA category as "locational" rather than
"developmental" is unclear. Another category retained within the SUSMP requirements "Single.
Family Hillside Residences" appears to be locational as well. Regardless of the distinction,
controlling nonpoint source pollution impacts on ESAs is important. The CCC understands that
the LARWQCB intends to add ESAs to the list of SUSMP categories when the permit is reissued
in 2001. The CCC therefore urges the State Board to uphold the Regional Water Board’s
decision to include ESAs as a SUSMP category in the interim.

The CCC believes that the SUSMPs should be applied to all projects within the categories of
development to which the SUSMPs apply, not simply to those projects that are discretionary
projects within the meaning of CEQA. The CCC is concerned that exempting all
nondiscretionary projects from the SUSMPs will significantly reduce the effectiveness of the
Regional Water Board’s storm water pollution control efforts -- thereby impeding the CCC’s
efforts to protect and restore the quality of water along the Los Angeles County coast. The State
Board’s draft order itself suggests that exempting nondiscretionary developments from the
SUSMPs may undermine the Regional Water Board’s storm water control program. (See Draft
Order, at p.25.)

In particular, the CCC believes the distinction between discretionary and nondiscretionary
projects that is so crucial in the context of CEQA has no beating on storm water control efforts.
The crucial inquiry for the purposes of storm water control is whether the characteristics of a
particular development are such that it is likely to contribute to storm water pollution problems.
Whether the developer may proceed with a project as a matter of right or must instead obtain a
variety of discretionary approvals is irrelevant to the impact of the project on storm water runoff.
For example, a 50-space parking lot gives rise to the same storm water runoff concerns
regardless of whether approval of the parking lot is discretionary or ministerial.
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Mr. Craig M. Wilson
September 28, 2000
Page Three

The CCC therefore urges the State Board to uphold the Regional Water Board’s decision to
apply the SUSMPs to all projects that fall within one of the covered categories of development
regardless of whether the projects require discretionary approval.

We appreciate your consideration of these comments. If you have any questions regarding these
comments, please contact Alfred Wanger of my staff at (415) 597-5886.

Sincerely,

Jaime C. Kooser, Ph.D., Deputy Director
Energy, Ocean Resources, and Water Quality
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NATURAL

April 11, 2000

VIA FACSIMILE (916/653-0428) & U.S. MAIL

Elizabeth Jennings
Senior Staff Counsel
Office of Chief Counsel
State Water Resources Control Board
P.O. Box 100
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100

Re: Petitions of the Cities of Artesia, et aL, the City Of Arcadia, and Western
States Petroleum Association, for Review of January 26,. 2000 Action of the
Los Angeles Regional Board, "and Actions and Failures to Act by Both the
Regional Board and Its Executive Officer"
Timing and Format .of Responses

Dear Ms. Jennings:

We are preparing responses to the above-referenced petitions and are writing to clarify
two procedural issues regarding the timing and format of those r.esponses. It is our understanding
that the State Board intends to-consolidate these petitions for purposes of its review. We further
understand that at least one of the. petitioners listed above has filed an amendment to its original
petition, subsequent to your March 30, 2000, 20-Day Notice Letter informing interested parties
of the existence of the completed petitions. Finally, we understand that you intend to issue
another 20-Day Notice Letter specifically.concerning that amendment. In addition to the delay.
¯ caused by the amendment, we have had some difficulty obtaining some of the petitions from the
petitioners.

Due to the consolidation of the petitions, and in order to promote efficiency, we intend to
submit one comprehensive .response to all of the petitions. Furthermore, because of the delay
caused by the amendment to one petition, and our difficulty in obtaining certain petitions from
the petitioners, we intend to submit our consolidated response no later than twenty days after
your issuance of a follow-up 20-Day Notice Letter regarding the amendment (assuming we have
received the complete set of petitions and amendments by then).

When we spoke on April 10, 2000, you indicated informally that this :approach would be
acceptable. We are writing to confirm our understanding of this process going forward.

R0072626
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Ms. Jennings
.State Water Res.ources Control Board
April 11, 2000
Page 2

Thank you very much for your assistance. If this does not reflect your understanding in
any way, or if you have any questions about anything in this letter, please contact one of us
immediately, at (323) 934-6900.

David S. Beckman
Alex N. Helperin

cc: Xavier Swamiknnnu
Richard Motevideo, Esq.
Lyman C. Welch, Esq.
Stephen P. Deitsch, Esq.
Steven Fleischli
Mark Gold
Heather Hoecherl
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~ RESOURCES

I ~Co~cn April 18, 2000 ~ ’0

VIA FACSIMILE {714/546-9035)& U.S. MAIL ,~,: "

Rut~ & Tucker, LLP
P.O. Box 1950
Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1950

Re: Petitions of the Cities of Bellflower, et aL, the Ci~ of Arcadia, and Western
States Petroleum Association, for Review of Jan~ 26, 2000 Action of the
Los Angeles Regional Board, "and ACtions and Failures to Act by Both the
Regional Board and Its Executive Officer."

Dear Mr. Montevideo:

We are in receipt of your April 18, 2000, letter to Elizabeth Jennings of the State Water
Resources Control Board, objecting to our request for an extension of time in which to comment
on the above-referenced petitions. As we indicated in our letter ofApri! l I, 2000, Ms. Jennings
has already approved the timing and approach articulated in our letter. Furthermore, the
extension we requested has since been re-confirmed, both by letter and also during asubsequent
April 14, 2000 conversation with Ms. Jennings. We understand that the new response date will
be sometime next month, and that Ms. Jennings will be notifying all parties of the exact deadline
sh0rtly~

In this regard, your letter indicates that it is"inconsistent with the regulations to provide
additional time to respond" and that "there is no basis and no authority to extend the time to
respond to the Petition under the regulations or otherwise." This is patently untrue. Indeed, state
board attorneys routinely approve reasonable extensions in many scenarios. An extension of
time is particularly appropriate in an instance such as this one, in which interested parties intent
on opposing an appeal are faced both with a shiftingtarget (amended appeals) as well as
difficulty in obtaining the original petitions from appellants.

Sincerely,

David S. Beckman
Alex N. Helperin R0072628
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Ms. Jennings
State Water Resources Control Board
April 18, 2000
Page 2

cc: Elizabeth Jennings, Esq.
Xavier Swamikannu
Lyman C. Welch, Esq.
Stephen P. Deitsch, Esq.
Steven Fleischli, Esq.
Mark Gold, Ph.D.
Heather Hoecherl, Esq.
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FAX TRANSMISSION

This ~xm~issio. is "~’pages ineludiag r~s cover ~et
If trermr~ssion problems occur, please notif~ Virginia at (323) 934-6900.

DATE: May 2, 2000

Fax No.
TO; Elizabeth Miller Jermings 9! 6/653-042g

Richard Montevideo, Esq, 714/546-9035
S~ephen P, Deitsch, E~q. 909/686-3083
Lyman C, Welch, Esq. 312/701-7711
Dennis Dickerson 213/576..6660

FROM: Alex N. H¢lpe.xin

MESSAGE: .a,F.~d is:

MEMORANDUM OF PO/NTS & AUTHORITIES IN RESPONSE TO
PETITIONS FOR REVIEW
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1 I. INTRODUCTION

2 The Petitions for Review filed by the Cities of Bellflower, ez al., r~ City of Arcadia~ and

3 Western S[a~es Petroleum Association (-WSPA") (collectively, "-Petitioners"), cons[int;e a

4 desperate m-tempt m avoid having to u~ke any real action m control the ever-increasing s~ormwa~er

5 problem that is the number one source ~f waV.r pollution in Southern California- and ~e wors~

6 such problem in the Nation.

7 fac~ if ;he State Board were ~o conclude fl~ r.his ex]xemely careful and well-considered regional

8 board action should be overturned, no action by any regional board in fl~e s~a~e could wi~:s~and

9 scrutiny.

l 0 A- Factual

I I "Communities across the nation are finding tha~ their wa~er resources are

12 response [o grovah and developmem.

13 e.xami~ new ~vays

14 fundamentally differea~ ~proach wward deveIopmenI [is] needed to reliably protea s-~-eams and

I~ ofl~-r aquatic resources."~ In fac~, development planning is generally recognized as one of the most

16 criIical aspecls of any slormwa~er managemenI prognun, and as~.ta-ing thal appropriate be~

17 mauagemen~ ixacdces ("BMPs") are implememed in fl~e developmen~ process, and fl~ they are

1 ~ si2.ed ~ufficien[ly ~o be effective, is e~--ntial r~ flwse programg.

! 9 Recognizing these reck, on J~mt~’y 26, 2000, ~ Regional Wat~- Qualily Conu’o] Board,

20 Los Angeles Region ("Regional Board" or "LA-RWQCB") r~ok i~s fir~ significan~ s~ep ~o stzm the

21 ever-increasing flow of s~orrawam, pollu~ion inw Los Angeles-area rivers and bays. The Regional

22 Board concluded that. like hundreds ofo~he.r raunicipalities across fl~e coanu-y, Los Angeles area

23 mtmicipalifies needed w adop~ a mcardngfuI approach w new and redevelopment, one fl~ controls

24 urban runofl’m]d prevents fu~ttre deve|opment fi’om further po||t~fing the area’s waterways.

~ i ~ See Sep~aber 6, ]999 l.a~..4ngele~ Time.~ article, auached hereto as ]~xhibit A.
26 "~ _Rapid Wat~ P|~,--~n~, ~.~dbo~ (Center for Watershed Protection, Oct. ] 995) at xiii,

att~hed hereto as Hxlfibi~
27 ~ Si[e Pl~,,~,o for Urban_ Sue~m ~-~mc~!t~,, (C~nwr for Wa~-r,~d Prolec~ov., Dec. 1995)

a~ I, anached hereto
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1 This action was long-overdue. The muai¢ipal stormwiaer permit issued ro the Los Angeles-

2 area municipalifie~ ("the Permit")4 was adopmt by the Regional Board in the Summer of 1996, and

3 it explicitly requir~ - by .Iuly, ~998 - the adolxion of a Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation

4 Plan (’~3USMP’3 ~o guide development planning and ensure ¢2m~ completed projecLs can conu, ol

5 their polluted run~ff. Permit, Part 2.[II.A.l.b. and ¢. The process of cleveloping the SUSMP. like

6 so many of the "~mo~el programs" that were to be developed under the Permit, was delayed, in large

7 pan, by municipal resistance. Finally, on January 26, 2000, almost ~ after the Permit was

8 adopted, ~ Regional Board approved the SUSMP, via Resolution Number R-00.02 CR-00-02" or

9 the "Resolution"), which is pan ofuhe administrative record.

I 0 The Regional Board’s long-awaited action is of critical importance to ~he efforts to eonu-ol

11 storrawazer in the Los Angeles area, and it received wide-spread support throughom the region.

12 Because i~ requires development projects to take restxmsibflity for their runoff, it may allo~v the

! 3 ever-growing metropolis ~ is Los Angeles Coun~ and environs to continue ro grow withom

14 destroying ir.s own resources and livability. The Regional Board’s adoprion of~he SUSMP was

15 praised by ~he I.os Angeles l~imes in back-to-back editorials. See Exlfibit D. It was also supported

16 by aumy municipalities and other government entities, incl~gling, among others, the Ci~ of Los

17~ Angd~, ~he United States Environmental Protecrioa Agency, and the California Coa.s,~al

18 Commission. ~!; Exhib~ E, F, and O.

19 Nevertheless, sev~-al of the municipal Im’mi~k’es under ~he pcrmix ("Penniu~es’), along

20 with the Building Indasa-y ~ WSPA, filed laaitions that- given their "’shotgun approach" - show

21 thin they are deslx’m~ to find some technicality they can use ~o overturn the Regional Board’s

22 action. These Petitioners, and particularly the Pennir, ee-Peti~ioners who have dragged their feet on

23 Permit implementation over the las~ four years, now have the audaci~ u~ raise procedural issues to

24 further d~lay its implementation. Many of their claims w~e aever even raised below, and ~us,

25 canao~ legally be raised on review. Those claims rha~ ~vcre raised belo~v, and that are raised again

26 here, ar~ uniformly wRhou~ merit, as is explained below.

27

28 ’ NPDES No. CAS61400, Order No. 96-054.
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l In addition, the doctrine of estopl~l precludes bad aczors, such as the Pctitioner~, from

2 mis~g these arguments now, when the implemezztation of the SUSMP is already nearly two y~ars

3 late. ~ 11B.E. Witkin, SmmTm~ofCalifnrnisLaw,"F.quity"(9,~Iid. 1990)§§ 7-10and 176.

~ The Petitioners claims fit into four general cate.gorics, as summarized below and discussed

6 in detail in the ~’Argument" section of this brief.

7 1. Misguided Procedural Claims
8 Petitioners argue that (l) the Regional Board’ s Executive Officer never formally

9 disapproved their proposed SUSMP, as allegedly required by the Permiz; (2~ the final SUSMP wa~

10 prepared by Regicam] Board sm~ inszead ofzhe Penninees; (:~) zbe RegionaJ Board failed to follow
11 the Administrative Review Process laid ouz in the pem~t; and (4) laze modilicazions to the SUSMP

12 deprived them ofdue process. These procedural clalms range from the misguided to rlze absurd.

13 T!~ Board’s actions clearly indicated tim the Permiztees" proposed SUSMP was inadequate, and

14 zlmt the Board would thus move to compleze an SUSMP, as it was requixed m do_ In ~ doing, the

] 5 Board provided ample oppommizy for public paz-dciparion. Ftuxhemzore, the changes thaz were

16 instituted by the Board leading up to the January 26, 2000 hearing ("Hearing"), as well as those

17 made at zh¢ Hearing, were all logical otp, growths ofthc extensive process that preceded them, and

l 8 were therefore all legitimam changes that did not nec©ssitaz¢ recixculation. In fact, not only were

19 d~y logical outgrowths ofzh~ process, buz virtually all of those changes had bc~n formally

20 discussed in previous proposals and hearings, and many of the changes simply constitmcd a reparn

_’21zo the form and content of previous proposals. Thus, these chanlg-s did not arcessizaze circulation

22 ofyez another revised version of the long-overdue 5USMP.

23 2.    Misrepresentations of Previous Regional Board Orders and Resoludom

24 Petitioners poim to previous Regional Board resoluxions and orders, in hopes of finding

25 something within those documems m preclude the msmm action. They claim tha~ the gegional

26 Board’s approval, "last April of a list of BMPs someho~ cstopped the Bom-�t from rejecting the

27 Permitmes’ proposed SUSMP. They also poin~ m sections of the Permi~ iL~el~ which they claim

28 limiz ,~e Board’s aud~ri~,. In reality, the BMP-Iis~ approval was a precursor m v.he SUSlV~, ~e

-3- R0072637
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1 sections of’the Permit at issue provided only minimum requiremen[s, and neither ofth~ ~hin_~

2 impo~’d g~ resw,~t on ~.e Regional Board’s authori~ to act as i[ did o~ ~he SUSMP.

3 3.    Arracks on the Re~ioul Board’s Findings

4 Petitioners anack the Regional Bom’d’s findings and claim tl~t the Board fa~ed ~o conduc~

5 certain allegedly mandatory evaluations. However, a brief review of the Resolution leaves one

6: wondering whether ~e Pe~i~nem even read k, as it begins with an explick li~’~ of the Board’s

7 e~er~ive findings. Indeed, each of the issu~ ~ the Ped~oner~ claim as ~msupporred" is not

S only addressed in ~he Resolution, but is also wall-supported in ~e adminisu-adve record (zhe

9 "’l~ord"). Conseq~ntly, ~ frivolous claims mu.~ ~ as well.

10 4.    l~tor~e~ ~ lm~im~ry Le~! Req~ireme~t~

1 ! Finally~ Petitioners inven[ a number of legal requiremen~ and prohibizions ~ they claim

12 preven~ ~he SUSMP from ~ effea. Th~se include claims u’~: (l) ~: Regional Board lack~i

13 the authority m adopt an SUSM~ con~ng oblig~ions beym~.d tho~e included in zb.e Permirmes~

14 proposed SUSMP; (2) ~ Regional Board does no~ hav~ audmri~y m r~lulre ~he Permiuees ~o

13 amend ~:ir municipal cod~s or ~o regula~ real prol~ny; (3) the Regional Board canno~ establish

16 any specifi~ ~amdards beeae~e doing ~o would impinge on ~ome minimum degr~ of flexibilily

17 guaran~-ed m the municipalities; (4) ~e Regional Board violated the Caiifomia Environmenud

1 ~ Quality Ac~ (~CEQA’) by no~ considering various potential negative impacts of ~he SUSMP;

19 (~) ~he SUSMP cons~im~ an "~unfunded manda~" in violation of the California Constitution; and

20 finally (6) the SUSMP eonstim~ an underSround resulazion, in v~olazion of provisions of~

21 California ~~ive Procedure~ Ac~_ A~ discussed below~ no~ of~ "everythin~ bu~ the

22 kkchen sink" claims wi~ analysis.

23 S. Add|tional D~m~nds

24 Pe~ioner~ have also r~itms~d a stay of the R~gional Board’s order adopting the SUSMP

25 and relamd ac6ons, and a hearing on ~ pefi~ons. Both requests should be denied. The requests

26 for stays were addressed in NRDC, Santo Monica BayKceper, and Heal ~e Bay’s April 28, 2000,

27 Opposition to Reques~ for Stay ("Stay Opposition"). Pedlioners requesz for a hearing should be

28 denied because the Petitioners have failed m provide ~ of the legally required elemenzs: lhe
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1 requisite statement of the evidence m be presented, or a satisfactory explanalion for why such

2 information wa~ not provided previously, dining the more-than-six-month period in which this

3 exu-mded process was played

If- STANDARD OF REVIEW

"[I]n order m uphold a Regional Board action, [the S~ate Board] must be able to find that
6 ~ action was based on substan~.l evidence." In the Matter of the Pe~iTi,’,n of Sr~,~es-West#~
7

C~II,..C,,~h, WQ 86-16 (Sept. 18, 1986) a~ 16. The ~ opinion upholds the regional

board a~ion in question as being "’based on numerous fac~s and the record as a whole." ld__~ The
9 Sta~e Board note~ that the applicable standard requires "a search of the record for a "reasonable

10 facmalbasis.’" L4,atl7. Finally, itstme~bat, jus~ as the superior courts mtm defer to the water
II boards’ expertise, the State Board mus~ al~ "recognize the Regional Board’s judgmem in matters
12 involving water re~oarces and wa~er quality."
13 Thus, the State Board’s role is not to decide how i~ would have ae~ed if presented with the
14 same fac~s, but to determine whether the Regional Board’s action was supported by a reasonable
15 factual basis.
16

IVItNISTRATIVE REMEDIES.
18 "The e~.ha~tion of’aa administrative remedy has been heldj~risdicdonal in California_"

19 B.E. Wi "fldn California Pmc.ed~,~ (�~ Ed. 1996) § 307 (emphasis in original). Notwithsumding this

20 well-seuled requirement - aad the prolonged, nearly six-month-long period during which the

21 SUSMP proposal was uad~ ~tive conside.,mion by the Regional Board - Petitioners have

22 submiued a set of legal argumev~ that

23 "Objections to Proposed Regional Board Action regarding Standard Urban Storm Wate~ Mitigation

24 Plans (SUSlVfPs) - Order No. 96-054" (Rattan & Tucker, December 22, 1999) ("Objections"),

25 attached hereto as Exhibit H, m Consolidated Peti~ns of the Cities of Bellflower, et al., the City of

26 Arcadia, and Western gums Petroleum A~ociation. In facL Petitioners essentially made only five

27 legal arguments before the Regional Board

28 "’kitchen sink" approach on appeal.
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I This i~ gro’~ly m~air, Pezifioners should be barred fi’om raising ~hese ~gumenr~ now, The

2 Sra~e Board should summarily dismiss, on ~is basis "alone, all argumer~ now advanced by the

3 Petitioners ~ w~re not placed ~quarely before the Regional Board, r~rough ~he aforementioned

4 ~, or in another competent manner. Withom waiving d~is argument, we now address each

5 of Petitioners’ substantive arguments, in ram.

6 IV. ARGUMENT
7 A. The Regional Board L~omplk, d with All Requis|te Procedures

8 Petitioners raise several interrelated txocedural issues. In essence, their claims boil down to

9 two basic qaestion~: (l)DidrheRegionalBoardhavetheatnhoritymallowitssutff~odraf~the

l 0 SUSMP and to direct the Executive Officer to approve it? (2) Was ~he Regiorml Board allowed to

11 make ~he changes that it made in the final days leading ~p to i~s adoption of the SUSIVIP? The

12 answer to each of these questions is clearly "Yes."

13 1. The Regiom~l Board was Fully Withia its Rights/~ Order~tg its
Executive Officer to Adopt aa SUSMP Based oa the One Prepared by

14 Regional Board Staff.

] 5 Petitioners make much of~he "Administrative Review" procedur~ laid ou~ in Par~ 2.LG of

16 ~te Permit. The Permit sut~es ~ "[1~or documents d~ require Executive Officer’s approval,

1 ? Executive Officer wfl/notify the... Permiv.ee of~e results of the review and approval or

18 ~provalwithin 120day~." Permit, Par[2.1.G.l.a_ ThePermitdesignate~heSUSMPassucha

19 documen~ - one to b~ submh’~i ~o the Execuxive Offiee~ for approval. Pan 2.11LA.0 Table 3.~

"2_0 The~ is rm doubt tha~ ~he R~sional Board complied wi~h ~hese provisions, in tha! it more

2 ! than ensured ~he availabi~ty of the public participation opportunities ~t the adminis~-ative review

22 procedure was designed to provide. Moreover, even if the SUSMP adopdon process differed fron~

23

24        s The Pez~t~s also refer to subsequent ~tions of ~he Permit, wherein it ~uues that if ~e

25 "Executive Officer de~e.nnines,~,~_..a Pcrmi~e’s ~wrm wawr program i~ Insufficien~..., ~e ,
Execu~w Of~cer shall ~:nd a Nouce of In~ent to Mee~ and Confer (NIMCy to the Penni~-,e.
Par~ 2.1.G.2. However, as ~he Perminees ~ly poInt otn, the provision~ of Pan 2.1.G.2

26 to ~ actions by the Regiov~ l~oard. ~tgg, ~ Ps & As at 5 ("Executive Officer is
proidb,~d from taking "enforcement a~ion again [~ic] a Permiuee umil..."); Bellflower Petition27 at ~11 ( The Ex~utive Officer shall not take enforcement action against a Portal,tee until..."). A~

28 cmorcemem action is no~ at i~u~ here, thee provision.~ are irrelevant_

.~ R0072640
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1 Permiuees, in that, in order to accomplish it, ~he Bo~d delayed an already-overdue program

_’2beyond the deadline in the PermiL

3 Moreover, the Pemdt explicitly provides for minor changes to i~s provisions. Permit, Part

4 3.I. Only "’major revision[s] in the overall scope of the program.., mug be approved by the

5 Regional Board as amendments to this Order." ld.._~ Thus, even if the Regional Board’s actions are

6 viewed as a procedural change in the implememation of the Penm~, they only added additional

7 procedure, wi~out violating any aspect of the Permk; and they cerainly were not "’a major revision

8 in the overall scope of abe program" requiring a formal amendment process, Id.

9 la start, tbx from failing to provide for public participation, the Regional Board bent over

10 backwards m ensure that stakeholders had an adeqaate oppommity m be heard, to the poin~ of

11 delaying Permi~ implementation considerably. The numerous meetings, hearings, workshops, and

1-~ revisions ~ the Board provided clearly constituted compliance with the mee~ and confer

13 provisions of the Permit, as well as with any other alleged procedural requirements, as all those

14 steps e "nhaneed public participation and clarity.

15 Furthermore, in adopting the Permit, the Regional Board could no~ have inteaded to reqaire

16 strict adherence to the pro~ess tha~ Petitioners demand. This would be the ultimate elevation of

17 form over substance, and coald drag the lmaces~ oa~ forev¢, as it would require Staffm repeatedly

18 reject proposed SUSMPs in the hopes tha~ ore: would someday appear that met their s-pecific~ons,

19 rather than simply ~.__g the necessary minimum elements themselves. Such a process clearly

20 would no~ have been acceptable. Given that this program was already substantially behind

21 schedule, it was entirely appropriaxe for the Board to take charge oldie developmem of the SUSMP

22 in order to ensure ~ a sysaem was in place m pro~ec~ public health and the environmeaL

23 b) The Regioaal Beard’s Owa Permit Could Not Limit the Board’s
Ability to Proceed ia the Maturer Necessary to Protec~ Public24 Health and the Ii;avireament.

25 To the extent that the Permit’s Adminisu-afive Review taocess might purpoa to limit the

26 Regional Board’s powers by limiting the manner in which it implemems aspects of the Pen~i~ left

27 outstanding at the time ~ Permit was adopted, any such "’apparent limitations" would be

28 ineffectual. Agencies cannot, via issuance of permits, limit their own stamtorily-defin~d authority,

.~ R0072643
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1 and they cannot be estopped from performing their duties dutt ~ designed to promct fl~e public.

2 _~, e_g,, Smith v. Santa B~mrs~ 7 Cal. App. 4= 770, 775 (1992) (county mus’t revoke land use

3 permit, as "public enti~ may be esmpped from enforcing the law only in extraordinary cases");

4 Morri~n V. California Horn, Rac_i.~ Bd., 205 Cal. App. 3d 21 l, 218 0988) (noting "public policy

5 res~ints on estopping the government"). Hence, ewn if one assumed tha~ the Regional Board did

6 d~par~ in some subsumlial manner fi’om r~he process outlined in ~ Pcrmk (which it did no~),

7 would have had ~b.~ power m do so.

g~
2, The Regioul Board Did Not V|o!~te P~fl~oner~’ l}m~ Proe~-~s or Notie.e

9 and Colmmen[ R~l~t~ by Making Clmag~ to the Proposal Before

10 Petitioners allege thal ~h~ Regional Board deprived ~tem of due process by making changes

11 ~o the proposed SUSMP and not re-cixcula6ng the revised version for additional public commenl.

12 "SIaurment of Points and Authorilies in Support of Legal Issues in Petition._ ." filed by the Ci~i~s

! 3 of BelLflower, e~ al. ("Ps & As") a~ 3 and 12-I 3; "Petition for Review...= filed by the Cities of

14 Bellflower, eta/. ("Bellflower Petition") a~ 12 and 23-24; "Petition for Review of~r [Regional

15 BoRed’s] January 26, 2000 Approval oftl~ [SLISMP]," filed by WSPA ("WSPA Petition") az 4.~

16 In parIicular, Pefil~oners Ci~ies of Bellflower, e~ a]., poim ~o ~e Regional Board’s setting o~"

17 a d~dline for the adoption of local ordinances, ~he fact ~mz ~e final SUSMP was applied m non-

I g discretionary project~ as well as discretionary ones, and d~e removal of lhe proposed ~" "roof top

19 exemption." Ps & As at 13; Bellflower Peli~ion at 24. WSPA also complains of~ "expansion of

20 ~he definition of’retail gasoline oilier’ and ~ elimination of the cr~dh for roofing surface area.~

21 WSPA Amendmen~ m Petition a~ 2.

22 The simple answer to all of these claims i$ ~m~ ~e Regional Bored may make any changes

23 to ~he proposals before it ~hat are logical omgrowths of the propo.~s, withou~ having m recirculate

24 the revisions for additional comments. S~, ,s~_~., Uni,.ed Smel Wo~mrs v. Marsh,q, 647 F.2d 1189,

25 _

26 -,. ,’.This.plead~,ng mcl_ .u~les no_reference~ u~ ~: ,,s~-pa~, ~ Petition for R~view submhzed by the_~_~.OZArca.~. a~ ,as,~l~at permon re~~ "joins in, and "rel[i~s] upon" the Bellflower Petition

¯ n mr ~eview of January 26, 2000 Action... and
28 Aclions arld Failure to Aa..." (Feb. 25, 2000) at I-2.

-10- R0072644
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I f~a that several office Pefidauers sere in commem leuers specifically supporting it~ inclu.~on and

2 advo~g for ir.s reumfion." Yet ~ round of comments o~ ~his would have been pointless.

3= Petidoners also complain abou~ rite application of~he SUSMP to non-discretionary project.s,

4 yet the question of whether the development planning program should apply to non-discretionary

5 projects as well a~ discretionary ones was a~ issue as far back as January of 1999. See, ~ LetTer

6 from Alex Helperin, NRIX2 to Dennis Dickerson. Regional Beard (Jan. 8, 1999), am~ched hereto as

7 Exhibit K. Furthermore, ~ scope of projects ~o which the SUSMP would apply ~ been an issue

8 from the begim~ing, and many of the Peli~ioners have shown their awareness of it by raising

9 issue in their commem letters. See, e_g=. Ler[er fram Samuel Wilson, Director of CommuniW

I0 Services & Wawr, Vernon, to Dennis Dickenon (Jan. 14, 2060) a¢ 3, au~hed hereto as Exhibit L.~

I l Finally, as to WSPA’s claim abom the definiticm of’~-mi] gasoline outlet," wha~ WSPA

12 fails to mention is ~ one of ~ cenmd reasons far its presence a~ both hearings was its concern

13 over ~he applicability of the SUSMPs ~o retail gas stations. Thus, fl~ey were clearly aware that it

14 was well within the ~cope of possibilities for the Regional Board to rake the anion thai it took. The

15 issue of how to define "Reufi! Gasoline Oudet" was also raised by various Petitioners prior to the

16 Hearing. ~ e._g,, Exhibit ] at 4.

17 In sum, the modifications ~o ~ SUSMP in the final days leading up to the Hearing, and the

18 chanses made by the Board a~ fl~ Hearing itself, were all fully wiflzi~ the scope of fl~e sorts of

19 iwm.s already being discussed, and, as s~h, were all loRicaI ou~,rowd~ of existing proposals. The

20

21

22 ’ See, .slY, Leuer ~om Ru~ C. Youn8, Jr., Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP (on behalf
of. among od~-s, Petitioners fl~e Cities of Compton and Indus.) [o Dennis Dickersor~ Executive

23 Officer, R~gional Board (Jan. 5, 2000) a~ 2, atTau:hed hereto as F.xhibi~ J.

24
~ The cases cited by Pefir.ion~r Cities of Bellflower, e~ al., are inapposite. They involve

si.’mafi.ons where a..par~, .w~s. _~vely "’denied th~ opportunity u~ present evidence," ~
25 :~m_.enc.a v~ ~.ortg ,~eae~ 50 t~al. App. 3d 882, 886 (1975), and where evidence was wir~eid until"five mmtues before ~ le~ hearing." Id_. a~ 888. Such was no[ the case here, as time is no claim
26 ~ any pea’W ~as denied an oppommi~ to present evidence, and the changes implemeraed ~ and

m new
_~7

~umumy m ~--~5~ v. ~-on~ ~_.¢h. ~5 Cal. 2d 1~ (19~0), the ~ ~ whcth~ petitioner was
deprived ofa falr hearing be.cause the board in re~chin~ i~s decision reli~l upon e~idence

2S
ou[side ~ h~’ing." Id_=. at 1 ~5-I~7. ~o s~h issues arc pr~.~ed here.

R0072646
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! at 19. To d~e conu’ary, the Regional Bo’,u-d made explici~ findings LMz ~ nmoff carries

2 pollutants m local watenvays, and tha~ ~he use of BMPs can limit d~ ~ranspor~ process. S_~ R-00-

3 02, Findings 5-7. It also reco~ ~hat "~e abili~j of any BMP to b~ effective is limited by the

4 volume of wa~>,.’z ~ ~ BMP is exposed to in any discrete period of dine," and ~u~ uhe minimum

5 volumemc performance level ~lopted by the Regional Board for ~I~ sizing of BMPs is beneficial

6 because it will en~ure the capture of r~ majority of pollutants. 14.. Findings 10 and I I. Thus,

7 Petitioners’ claims Rutl these iss~s were not addressed by the Regional l~ard an: simply wrong.

S Moreover, there was an enormous - perhaps unprec~len~ed - amount of evidence in he

9 Record m support ~tese findings. S~, ..~_~., Leuer from NRDC, Santa Monica BayKeeper, and

10 Heal ~he Bay [o ~he Regional Board Oan. 14, 2000), auac~d hereto as Exhibit M, a~ 15-17_ As

11 noted above, the State Board is to uphold the actions of a regional board if those actions were

12 "ba~ed on substantial evidence" or the Record shows any "reasonable factual basis" tbr ~hem. WQ

)3 86-16 a~ 16. H~-e, the Regional Board’s acrion was based on over~h¢lrmng e~idence, and ~hus, it~

14 actions ~vere not only valid, but necessary.

15 2.    Cost-Eff.eetiveness

16 P©ti~ioners claim r~tt the SUSMP w~ts adopted witimm evidence or fmdLngs to show u~ta~ it

17 is cost-eR’ectiw. Ps & As a~ 7-8; Bellflower Petition a~ 17-19. However, once again, r.he Regional

18 Board included a specific finding ~b~ ~BMPs can be "designed-into’ a pmjec~ in a co~ effective

19 way," R-00-02, Finding 8, ~ also Findings 9-1 l, and the SUSMP was designed specifically to

20 accomplish ~ purlx~.

21 Ftm.hexmore, th~se findings were well-supported by the Record, inclading (1) ~te Regional

22 Board’~ own empirical analyses of the costa ofimplemen6ng ~he SUSMP in various real-world

23 situations (i~selfa rare step for any regional board to rake), (2) e~ensive tesm~ony at ~he hearings

24 regarding cos~ issues, and (3) other ~urnen~s submitled as part of the Record. See, e._~., F_x~biz

25 Mat 17-19. Infact, as is discussed in detail in r~t~ Slay Opposition, the documen~arion in the

26 Record uniformly demonsu’ates d~tt, contrary to the Petitioners’ claims of grea[ expense, ~he costs

27 to impleraem ~e SUSMP wfl| be quiu: minor.

2g
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1 Finally, this is an cx.ample of an area where Pem]oners complain of d~ absence of an

2 analysis dm~ is noz even toque-d‘ The MEP sumdard is TI~ applicable srm~iard for T~e manicipal

3 smrmwater manag~men[ program, and the faa that dozens of areas around the counu7 alrea~

4 impl~nenI mo~� su’ing~m[ programs than lhe one outlined in ~ SUSMP, see Exhibit M a~ 12-14,

5 in and of itself, should s’t~ee ~o show tha~ the SUSMP is practicable. It is not necessary to "show

6 ~Jmt xh~ specific costs outweigh the benefils in order m adopt th~ SUSMP.S°

7 3.    Reduction in Pollumms to ~he Maximum Extem Pr~rf~ble

g l~etitioners claim thax ~he SUSMP has not been proven m reduce pollutants to d~ maximum

9 extent praclicabl¢, as required by xh~ Clean Wamr Act. Ps & As at 4 and g; i~llflower Petition at

I 0 19-20.1~ This flies dirrcxly in the face of their statement, in another context, ~Jmx the Board already

11 dev~mined ~hat any implememation of the BMPs would satis~ the MEP standard. See ]~ellflower

12 Petition at 9, f, JILDg LA=RWQCB Res. No. 99-03, Finding #. Further, the Regional Board’s findings

13
so Pexixioners also argu~ for a ~ubsnmtive legal requiranenr~ bas~ on u’~ Clean Wv.~ Ac~

14 ~"cw. ^"),_i~s r .q~. " .o~ and .~e ~.or~r-Colog~ Ac~, ~r~qu~ing u~ Region~ Soard ~o perform
15 cosx-mment _ana~ysl.s .prior w a~oprmg the SUSMP. Ps & As at 7-g; ]~ell~low~r Ped~on at 17-19;

s~ ~ WSPA Pent, on at 3. However, they are unable w ciw lo any~ing zo support r~xis novel
clai~. Their only CWAorelated referel~ce is to a state, mefxt fi’om the Federal Register regarding

16 President Clinzon’s non-regulamw Clean Wa~r Iniliative, which is explicitly described as a
’~m, oposal." Bellflower Petition ax 17. Furthmmore, the Clean Water Initiaxive did not propose a

17 co~:benefit analysis, per se, bu~ rmher, "raking inw accounl cost considerations as well as
quahty eff~-~s." 64 Fed. Reg. 68722, 68732 (Dec. g, 1999). The R~ional Board did this. See

18 aboveandF..xhibitMa~ 15-19. Finally, Pe~idonersneglec~wmention~r~efirsxpar~ofthe
proposal sugge~s "emblishing .a:~.~l.. compliance. :. ~h ~or discharg~ .from municipal19
~ sWrm Se.w_ ,~, .~ ".s~ts, wl.~ vnorlw on.~on.l:rol~mo discharges from ~nlCl_Dal ~ow~h

20 _ topment ~ la. ~¢mpoasts added), which ~s ~ what the SUSMP does.

..... ,W. i~h _,x~ ~’p:zcl ~o_the Parmr-CQlogn~ Act, Peti~ion~-s cir~ ~o four slatu~ory sections, two of
21 ,wmcn~ a#w~..u~ ~xaxe ~ and reglonal boards to request analyses of water quality where a cost-nenent analysts supporm aomg so, Cal. Wamr Code §§ 1316~ and 13225, and one of which relams
22 onlytothecrmtlionofwarerqualiryobjrcdves. Ida.at § I.~241. Since the Regional Boardwa.s_n, eiu er.r qu   _s suc.h.  an . nor crams q ity m _ _a o,p ing S S P,
23 w.ese clr~mons are ~otally irrelevant. (WSPA also cites ~ Water Cod~ secxion 1 ~263(a), but i~s only

reference to economics is an implicit one, by virtue o~i~s ref~ence to seaion 13241, discussed
24 above.) Finally, Petitioners tim m one line in the Pen~it, which - far f~orn requiring a cosx-benefiz

25 aeve~opcrs aoou~ cos~ eHecuve storm wamr pollution control measures." P~rrnit Par~ 2.11l.A.4.c.

~ Petitioners also cox~tplain that [he Regiorml ~ did not assess the Permi#~¢¢$" proposed
26 SUSMP to der~’rmine ~ # would mee~ ~ MEP sumdard. Bellflower Petition at 15. Of

_c,o_l~.., ~ is,~re.]� ,v,a.n. t, as ~he P.~g. ional Board’s .d~ty~s to id~’nti~ arid adopl r~.� rnosl appropriax~

2S
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l collectively support fl~ reasonableness and practicability of the SUSMP. R-00-02, Findings ?-14.

2 In shor~ this issue was considered and fltr Regional Bom’d did mak~ r~ appropria~ findings.

3 Moreover, i~ is unclear wha~ Petitioners seek ~ accomplish with fl~is argument. If they ar~

4 arguing T~at the SUSMP has no~ been "proven" m entirely satisfy the Iv~P standard, rb.a~ argues in

5 favor of adol~ing additional and/or more stringent resuicdons, no~ for reverting ~o a le~s su’ing~z

6 ]xogram. By going furfl~er than the P~-mit-,.ves’ proposed SUSMP, fl~ Regional Board necvs.~.l~v

7 came closer m ~he standard ttmn iz would have if it approved fl~e Penmuees" i~oposed SUSMP.

8 Thus, it was requi~,d ~o adopt ~ version oi’the version profl’errd by the Permiu~s.

9 If, on the other hand, Petitioners are arguing fl~ ~e SUSMP exceeds ~ MF_P ~mndard in

I0 tha~ il is impra~cablc, query why the Petitioners present no inf~n regarding

I l pracficabiliw, l~ is, aider a!l, fl~e Petitioners burden ~o -~ow th~ rite SUSMP is impracticable. This

12 is especially m~� given ~ ~ha Board formal flmz ~he SUSMP i.~ practicable. ~ R-00-02, Findings

D. Lepl Argument~
15 Pe~oners raise a series of legal arguments flm~ are either distortions of existing law or
l~ inventions flm~ do not ~flecz anyd~.ing in existing law. We address each of these mcri~rss claims
17 in zurn, below.

I. The Regional ~ Was Noz ~ by ~he Terms ef th¢ SUSMP
19 Proposed by ~he P~ifiaacr/Permi~

20 Prd~ioncrs make u~ bizarre argumem tha~ r~e Regional 8oard exc~,eded i~s authority

21 grecis~__ l_v because iz adopted an SUSMP flta~ included obligations noz lis~ed in ~he Perminees"

22 proposal SUSMP. Ps & As a~ 3; Brllflowcr Petition at 13. Of course, the entire purpose of

~3 R~gional Board review of Permi~ozs’ submiruds is m give ~ Regional Board the opponuni~/

2#, demand more and/or diffcre~ things ~rom ~he Permi~,ees fl~n tha~ which the Permiu~-~s might

25 ~olunmrily st~ggest. Thus, rids argumem makes no sense, except as an expression of hubris, and

26 perhaps tirol explains why ~ Petitioners ciw no law in support of this claim.

27

R0072651
-17-

MAY-02-2000 17:23     TEL)3239~I210
ID)CRWQCB LA REGION PAGE:022



05-02-2000 06:25p~ Fro~-NATURAL RSSOURC~$ DE~NSE CO~CIL 3239341210 T-462 P.023/038 F-GZ8

1 2. The R~ioaal Board Has ~e Aut’hori~ ~o Impose Requiremenu,
Necessim~ Modifications to Municipal Cod~.

2 In th~.r amm~d pension, vhe Ci~ies of l~llflower, eta/., raise, for the fxrs~ time, an
3 objection to d~ requir~nm~ ~mt tbe Permiu~es amend ~beir municipal codes as n~ce~ ~o
4 implemeax ~hc SUSMP. Amm~d~d Petition for R~view submined by ~he Cities of Bellflower, e~ al.,
5 CApt. 6, 2000) (’~") a~ 3. As is explain~ above, ~ section i11, Pe~irJou~ cazmot raise
6 issues for the firsx rime on review. However, even beyond d~ir failure ~o raise xhis issue below, is
7 is simply inaccura~ to contend thax xhe Regional Boazd lacks ~y ~o zequi~ the Perm~xt~-~ to

xake s~eps u~ add any necessary legal ax~hority ~o be able Io impleme~ the P~,mit, i~cluding ~

SUSMP, and ~o do so by a ~ da~. The Permit has an enxi~ sec~on requiring P~ni~ees to
10 ,~curc l~l amhorixy to implemenx tl~ requirements of the Permit. and u~ show ~ they have
1 done so, Permit, Pan 2.I.E., and ~ ~gularions promulgax~d under xhe federal Clean Wa~r Act
12

("CWA’) explicitly men~ion dxis mand~e. ~0 C.F.R. § 122.26(dX2(i). Moreover, Be Regional
13 Board has inhem~ authority to r~quire d~ Permiue~s to rake whax~v~r ~eps are necessary to
14

ensure the implm,aenm~ion of ~e BMPs d~ Board d~ems necessary to pro~ecI ~he region’s watezs.
15

S~ Cal. Wa~er Code §§ I3377, 74 (~cglcmal boards shall, as r~quired or au~ by the [CWA],
16

issu~ [permits] which apply ~ ensur~ compliance wi~ all applicabl~ provisions of the
17

3. The R~[iomd Board Has th~ Au~ority go Impose Requirements on the
18 Pe.rmittt.~ Related go the Control of Real Property.

19 P~cio~rs also a~ue for d~ ~st ~Lrne in Bel|flow~r 2 ~ha~ d~e R~gional Board lacks the

20 aud~rity to impose requirmms regazding responsibility far maim~naace of xh~ BMPs, and for

21 mmsferofsuchr~ponsibili~ v~ththe mmsf~rofpropenyo ]_~. ax4-5. Theyclaim ~hat the

22 P~,,i~r~l Board has no au~rity ~ impose such requirem~ and that ~he requireme~m "’may

23 result in a violation of S~e and Fedm~d law," subject th~ Pennir~es m civil damage claims, and

24 Lr~f~ag~ on ~h~ir police powers. I~-

25 P~irioner~ do uo~ cite a single smmu~, ca~, or od~er aud~ori~y for ~is -’parade of horrors"

26 ~hey predict. While Pe~oners have failed m clisclos~ whax lawns xhey f~l will be violaxed, how

27 ~hey would be subject u~ liability, or how tbeLr police powers wmdd be -,dF.e~l, it is clear dmt they

2g are subsm~vely wrong abom these eb3ms. As a sm~e agency assiIF~l the respon~’ibili~y to

-18- R0072652
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1 implement federal la~, ~here is no reason why ;he R~gional Board co~d no~ r~

2 P~it~ w ~re deve~ m ~1~ c~ co~fio~ ~ ~ ~i~ m ~dr ~y, or

3 o~~ ~ ~ ~~ of pro~ ~ ~ pubic ~ A~n, ~ P~ e~cidy

4 ~ "~h Pe~iu~ [m] d~o~ ~ i~ ~s~s ~ 1~ ~fi~ ~es~," P~t,

5 Pm 2.E. 1, ~ ~ ~ ~g~gio~, 40 C.F ~ ~ 122.2~dX~6), ~ ~ is ~fo~ explicitly

6 coa~mp~d ~ ~re ~y ~ve ~ ~ ~ e~~ of ~g ~fi~.

8 Adop~ ~� SUS~.

9 p~fi~ ~ ~t ~e SUS~ ~11 ~ve ~ ~ve

l0 ~~ ~o~on ~ ~m tonal, roll cram n~es ~d ~il~es,

11 ~t~m~y~o~i~ ps&~m7n.3;Bdlflo~P~on~lg-20. Howev~,

12 ~y �omp~tely f~l m mm ~ ~de~ ~ ~ c~ even ~sh ~ exig~e of~e ~ed

13 r~enm w ~ss ~ s~fic issues. ~ o~y cleon ~ey ~vi~ for my of ~ iss~s

! 4 is Wmr C~e ~on 13241, wMch ~tes ~y m ~e ~li~t of~ q~ity obj~ves-

15 Since ~e ~fion of wmer q~iw obj~v~ ~ ~t g i~ ~ ~e

16 dmfion is ~el~ ~ P~fi~ ~ ~ve a~l~ly ~ ~is or mere.

17 F~o~, ev~ ~ ~t r~m~ mine, if ~ MI, of ~ i~m ~ c~~ by

18 ~e ~gio~ Bored. Wi~ ~ ~ Pefimm~" ca~em for ~o~dwat~ pm~cfio~ for e~ple,

19 ~e ~io~ B~d ~l~ a ~fic exe~n ~ ~ SUS~ m avoid inf~m~ ~ ~mo~

20 w~ ~wa~r mm~ wo~ ~ pl~ed ~ ~. ~ SUSMP ~q~m~t 11 (W~v~).

21 Simi~ly, ~ ~ ~#o~ ~ ~ ~t ~ ~ ~y s~ific

22 ~ ~ ~ ~ individ~ ~veM~t ~ m~ng ~ vol~mc #o~ce level, ~e ~velo~

23 ~d ~e P~i~s ~ ¢~ ~o~ B~s ~t m~ ~y of ~e iss~s ~, ~y ~ ~ conc~

2� m ~m. F~ly, ~ i~o~fion ~b~u~ m ~ ~rd showed ~ ~il~ pro~s ~ ~y

25 ~d~y~l~ro~co~. ~E~bitMgl2-14.

26

27

28
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1 5. The Regional Board Wa~ Nog Required go Walk the Permittees Through
the lmplementlgiou Process Prior to Adopting the SUSMP

2
Petitioners complaht tha~ II~ Regional Board "provided no di.rec~ion on how r~e Permit~es

3
were to proceed with the implememation of the mandar~l... SUSMP, how such programs could

4
lawfully and reasonably and practicably be incorporated into existing Penmnees" Codes... and

5
how such.., codes could reali~cally be properly reviewed, revi~t, and implemented throughout

6
~he entire County, within six (6) months." Bellflower Petition ~ 20. The Regional Board was

7
under no oblisa~ion w explain to ~be Permir,.ees how w implement r~� ~ of the SUSMP

within ~ respective municipal sysmms. Had ~e Regional Board done so, the Petitioners would
9

no doub~ be complaining aboul The inu’usion on thei~ auwnomy. The Regional Board exen:ised its
lO

jtldgn~m appropriaxely and provided a fidl half-year - despi~e the f~t thal T~ SUSMP is already
II

over a year overdue, see page 2, above - ~br ~he Permil~ees to comply. This is not even a colorable
12

claim regarding the legizimacy of The SUSMP.
]3

6, Neither Water Code 13360, Nor Any Other Provision of Law Cited by
14 the Petitioners, ProhJbils the Regional Beard from Adopting Specif�c

Criteria for the Control of Munkipal Smrmwater from Development.

Petitioners argue ~ the cities should be given flexibility ~n deciding which BMPs to use.
16

Bellflower Pedtion a~ 15-] 6; WSPA Petition at 3. In ~ they have been given such flexibility.
17

The Regional Board approved a list of literally dozens ~f differenx BMPs fi-om which devebpers
18

and municipal Permittee~ may choose for any given project. See LA-RWQCB ltes. No. 99-03,
19

a~tched hereto a~ Exhibi~ N
20:

Petitioners fur~er a~gue0 without any ~ppart or expIana~n what~ever, tha~ ~ SUSMP
21

requiremer~s mandate a specific manner of compliance, and therffore viola~ Wa~ Code section
22

13360. Ps & As a~ 8; Bellflower Petition ax 21. This is tin, rue for two ~pazate reasons. First,
73

SUSMP does no] mandate any specific manner of compliance wi~h a discharge limit, as prohibiw~

by Section I3360,~2 but is i~elf a.n ~nt compilation of mandatory BMPs and a req~dred

per~rmance level for Ther~ ttnrela~d to any discharg~ limit. Second, even if~he SUSMP were
26

violate Sec~on 13360 - which ix does not - ~he federa~ Clean Wa~er Act pre-empts such a s~ate law.
27

28 ’-~ All further ~’ction rcference~ ~re w ~e Calil"orn~ Water Code, unless otherwise n~ted.
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1 a) The SUSMP Does Not Dic~te How m Comply Wi~b a Discharge
Limit, But Is an lndependen~ Compilation of Required BMPs

2 and a Siziag Compeneat to Ensure Their Adequate Performam:e

3 Section 13360 states that no waste discharge requirement or other order of a regional board

4 "shall specify the design, location, type of con_qruc~on, or particular manner in which compliance

5 may be had with that req~ order or decree, and the l~rson so ordered "~d] be permiued

6 comply with the order in any lawful manner." Cal. Water Code § 13360. As inw.rpre~ed by the

7 California Court of Appeal in T~h~-Sierr~ Jh-eserv~ri~,n C_c~.,,n~ v. S~__e Water Resources Conuol

8 ~.~, this means ¢ha~ the Regional Board "may not prescribe the manner in which compliance may

9 be achieved with a discharge standard." 210 Ca]. App. 3d 1421, 1438 (1989). The SUSk4P at

10 issue in ~ cs_~e does not specify how one is u~ comply with any -di~:~uu’ge sumdard." In fact,

11 totally in~~ of any discharge sumdard; it is a .~rately-m~"-~.red array of BMPs ~o

12 nmoff from new and redevelopment projects, coupled with a gizing specification to ensure that ~hc

13 BMPs function at an adcqume level of performance. The Regional Board has no~ provided

14 -discha~e sumdard" - i.e., mandatory level of effluent quality - associated with the SUSMP.

15 Indeed, the numerical performance level in u~� SUSMP is similar ~o the runoff limits for

16 nc~ developmer~ upheld by Tahoe-Sit’tin. In tha~ case, plaimJ~s challenged certain provision~ of

!7 the Lake Talu~ Basin Water Quality Plan tim e~tablished limits on ncw deve|opmen~ to control

18 runoff. Specifically, the provisions (a) established limits on "land �overage for new development in

19 certain designated areas, and (b) prohibiu~d water runoff from new development above zhat level

20 which would occur if rite established land coverage sr~adards were maz. The Court of Appeal

21 upheld both the ~umdard and ~he prohibition on the basis tha~ fl~� Basin Plan did not preclude any

22 means of compliance ~th the runoff limitation and thcret’ore it did not improperly specify the

23 particular manner of compliance.

24 Like the volumetric runoff limit in Tahoe-Sierr& the SUSMP e~tablishes a volumetric

25 benchmark for stormwater control, leaving the actual manner of compliance u3 the individual cities

26 and/or developm~t Ixoject~. In fact, the SUSMP’s volumemc specification is far more flexible

27 than d~ runoff sumdard at issue in Tahoe-Sierra, because (1) in that case, there was arguably ordy

28
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! one practicable way m comply with the smndardJ~ and (2) k truly was a discharge "standard," in

2 ~s~ it limiR-d ~b.~ volume of allowable smrmwater runoff, ra~rr than a specification of a minimam

3 performance level for required sma:mral devices.

4 Fm~’r, ~h~ performance level ~ issue here requires ~ w~er pos~-constructi~n

5 ~ BMPs are used," they be siz.~i so as m mitigate storm wa~er runoff from ~i~he.r (1)

6 g5" l~rcenrile 24-hour runoff ewn~ (2) the volume of annual runoff to achieve 80 percent or more

7 volume ~r~,unen~; (3) uhe volume of runoff from a _75 inch norm event; or (4) ~,e volume of runoff

8 prodwed by a 24-hour rain~l crim~ion for rream~,en[ ~ achieves approxima~ly ~he same

9 reduction in polkmm~ loads achieved by the 85~ percemile 24-houz nmoffeven[, in addition, ~

l0 BMPs mus~ control peak flow discharge ~o provide sue’am channel and over bank flood prozec~ion.

l ~ ~ SUSMP (March g, 2OOO).

12 From the plain readin~ of this provision, k is clear ~haz it does not prescribe ~he design,

13 location, ~pe of consuuc~ion, or particular manner in which compliance may be had with any

1 ~ ~ Tim Court in " -~ also no~-d ~ "if under pr~senz condkions of knowledge and
t~chnolog~v, r~:re is only one rommer in which compliance may be a~hieved, ~ha~ is of no moment"

15 and ~berr is no violafion of sec~ion 1.~360. ,~i.~~a~ 1438;ser!t[f~P~ificWater
Condi~onin~ _ASSOC.. Inc. v. Ciw Council, 73 Cal. App..~d 546 (197q) (holding no violation o~"

16 section 13360becm~e~solemannm’ofcompliar~ewasprrscribedbylhecn’camsmnce~,norby
~ order). Th~s, a lack of a variety of ~.nological means m comply with a per[brmar~e level

17 ~es noZ ~ransform iz imo a prescription for th~ means of compliance - ~ven if such circum~’mnces
exi~-d here.

~" Th~ ~l~i~emen~ imposed by ~ SUSMP ~ of~wo v~: (I) t~ BMPs, ~ad (2~ the
19 req~h-ed n~ede~l]volume~ic perfo~e level fo~ ~ose BMPs. Tl~ ~seace ~ft~e

befor~ ~h~ ~m~e Bc~d i~ ~ e[~lle~e ~o ~he l~. Pefifioae~ re~ their ¢o~ea~ion fl~a~ ~e
~0 ~.~,im~e$ ~ "’di~:l~e sm-~d" oa thei~ claim ~t ~he SUSMP ~ the impl~mjjon of

a specific Numerical Mkiga~ion Standard and Sl~rcific design smmlards to be compli~l with.’
21 Bellflower P~tion ar 21, ¶ 63. Of coarse, as imlicatrd above, these are ~ aumerical

standards, as ewn ~ of the P_erkianers r~cognizr..._~_~, ~ Lener from Elroy Kiepk~, City
22 E~inwr, City ofLa Caf~la Flinlzidge, io Dermis D~ck~on, Regional ~oard (D~. 21, 1999},

included in ~he R~ord, m I.
23 However, even if Pet’hioners did inmnd m challenge ~ BMPs themselves, ~y are no

longer ~ m do so, a.s ~ BMPs were approved by ~ R~gional Board over a year ago. See
24 Exhibi~ N. Moreover, the wc~/th of BMPs available would def~az any claim ~ u~ Board dicmxed

~ manor of compliance. S~ no~ 16. Finally, Petitioners never objec~d m the BMPs when Uhey
2S wer~ approved, and in facl, many were suppo~ve. In fact, the BMPs in the SUSMP impose

~xac[ same req,irem~ts {wi~h the e~ep6on of seven mbsmmially similar requiremems added by
26 ~ Regional Board) proposod by the County of Los Angel~s, wi~ the support and ,a,p, proval of the
27

res~of~hePmmir~r~,inrlmirAugt~ll, 1999, drafiSUSMP. Com._z~reFinaISUSMPtoPs&As
F.xhibiz A. II was not umil ~: SUSMP was issued, with i~s volumeuic speciflca~on for

2[~ performance ofthasc BMPs, th~ the Pennir~s voiced any opposition.
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1 12, and WSPA argues that it applies only to the adoption of --federally-mandated wasxe discharge

9_ requirements and ix:rmits." WSPA Petition at 5. Becau.~ the SUSMP i! part ofa WDR (as is

3 explained below) and L~ federally mandated (as explaitmd in the prior section and below), its

4 adoption was not sabject m CEQA,

5 a)    The SUSMP Is aa Element of a Waste Discharge Requirement

6 The SUSMP is an explicit part of the Permil, Part 2.11I,A.I .c. Since the Permit is, on its

7 veryface, denominatedaWDR, the SUSMP is also part of a WDIL .q~14C.C.R. § 15263

g (the CEQA exemption for WDRs @plies to NPD£S permits); Cal. Water Code § 13374 (same).

9 Thus, even if the exemption in Section ! 3389 is limiP, d to the adoption of WDRs, it applies to the

l 0 whole of the Permit, inclading the SUSMP, which is thus exempt from CEQA.

11 Furthermore, viewing NPDES permits (and the SUSMP) as WDRs for p~s of CEQA

12 review was affma~d in Pacific Water Condition_in_g Ass’~ v. City Commil, 73 Cal. App. 3d 546

13 (1977). The court explained that the exemption in Section 13399 is not merely an administrative

14 concession to regional boards who only have 120 days to issue WDRs after receiving a report of

i 5 intended discharge, but rather, is part of the Porter-Cologne Act ordained specifically m allow the

16 State T_0 _administer the NPDES _re’ore, am. Id. at 556. The court states that "lilt is thirly apparent ~

17 the exerapfion for the promulgation of waste discharge reqaireme.ms from CEQA contained in

1$ Water Code Section 133g9 was meant to parallel the exemption for the issuance of NPDES permits

19 from the re.quirements ofNEPA found in Seaion 1371 of the foderal act." Id._.:atS56. Thus, the

20 fact that the SUSMPs were not separately "ageadized" or "noticed" as WDRs is irrelevant, as the

21 whole of th¢ Pemm is exempt from CEQA pursuant to Section 13389.

22 b) The Requirement for BMP$ Is Federally Mandated, and
Defenders of Wildlife Do~s Not Negate that Requirement or

">3 Make it Discretionary.

24 As is explained i~ section IV.D.6.b), above, the implementation of BMPs is mandamd by

25, ~he CWA. WSPA argues that CEQA applies becaase tbx "~roposed numerical design standards are

26 no[ federally reqxfired." Id. ax 4-5.:~ ha support of iLs c]ai~ thag ~he SUSMP is -’not federally

_>7 2, A general explanation of why the SUSMP ]g~ federally mandated is provided above, at

.~g pages 23-23. Here, we specifically address WSPA’s invocation of Dcf ~¢nd¢~ of Wildlife.

-25- R0072659

280~ 17:26 TEL)32.39341210



05-02-2000 06:28;xe Froe-flATU~L RSSOURC~$ DEFENSE COUNCIl. B259341210 T-462 P,051/035 F-6Z$

1 required." WSPA suttes dutt the CWA does not require compliance with "numeric limitations," and

2 i~ ciles m _Def~s._ of Wi|dliti~ v. Browr~r, I~. ax 5, lines 5-6. ThL~ suuemem reveals WSPA’s

3 fundam~a! mis~ding both ofr~e SUSMP and the CWA.

4 ]~efenders of WildiLfe addressed the question of whether CWA section 402(p) requires uhe

5 establishment ofwaxer quality-basect, nuraed¢ effluent limits for municipal stormwaxer discl~ges-

6 The SUSMP is ~ a numea’ic limit, buI a minimum performance level established to satisfy the

7 M~P rea_ulremem. Nowhere in the SUSMP does i~ set forth any numerical discharge timim6on,

8 either in terms of a maximum volume or pollutant concenmaion. The numerical specification in

9 the SUSMP is for the si2ing BMPs; it egablishes no limits on ~he naxure of the eventual discharge.

l0 Moreover, even if dm SUSMP

11 reference ~o applicable water quality standards, which was the issue in the Defenders of Wildlife

12 case. Thtts, that case is irre|¢vanr-22 W33ax the SUSMP is desisned in reference to is the MEP

13 standard, which is mandamd by the CWA. ~ section tV.D.6.b), above; Defenders of Wildlife,

14 191F.3d 1159, 1164(1999). Thtts, tbe SUSMP is the direct result ofaCWA mandate, and i~is

l 5 exempt fi-om the requiremenm of CEQA. By WSPA’ s logic, requiring tha~ storm drains be cleaned

16 "annually~ would be a "numeric limit

17 Finally, WSPA mislakenly applies CammiUee ~or It Pro~_e_~___i_ve Gilrov v. Sutr~ Wal~!~

18 [resources Control P,d., 192 Cal. App. 3d 847 (1987), to claim that the CEQA exemption of Section

] 9 13389 is not applicable to SUSMPs. WSPA Petition at

20 hand because the challenged orders in ~ were issued under the ~ authority of the

21 Por~r-CologneAct, and__not unde~_.th~CWA, asrb~SUSMPwas. ~.ax862. Asthe~cour~

22

23

24 = The CWA creates a two-pronged system for wau~ qualh7 �onuol. Tha~ s.ystem imposes
both techn~logy-~ standards a~. water quality-based ~. The SUSM~..~s afec.hnologv~-

pollumnm to the..M~., p~76 Defenders of Wildlife. on d~ other hand, m~olved a dispme oyez wnetne~ mumc~pm stormwazer
l~rmits had to inelt~e ~,-~iC .e .~. ,,~m .limits to.meet .w~, ter q~.~,i~w sr~r~..~s, AS indicateA above,

27 ~gg foomote 20, Defenders expltc~tl~. ~.the ~mpomuo.n of BMPs,,.as m the SUSMP. Thus, i~s
holding regarding n~men¢ eHluent limits ts ~rrelevam to tt~e curren~ mspute.

28
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1 poims out, Section 13372 limits the exemption of Section 133 g9 to flmse actions "required under

2 flxe [CWA]." As is explai.,md above, the SUSMP ~ a CWA requi~mem.~

3 In ~n, ~ SUSMP, ~ a lmrt of a federally-~ municipal ~ormwaler pert’Mr, is both

4 a WDR and fedemlly-mandamd, am[ thus, is exempt from CEQA pursuant t~ Section 13399.

5
8. Th~ SUSMP I~ Not ~n "Umftmded M~md~t~" in Violatiou of the

6 California Constit~tlon Because it is Part of an NPDES Permit.

7 Petitioners ~gue that the SUSMP cons’timtes an "unfunded mandate" prohibited by the

g California Constitution, Article XIII.B Section 6. WSPA Petition a~ 6, Ps & As at 9-10; Bellflower

9 Petition ax 21-22. The referenced provision of the Constitution requi~es siam subvention of funds

I 0 to reimburse local govesnments whsm the legislature or a slam agency rmmdates a new program or

11 higher level of service on local agencies.-" Accordingly, stme subvention is no.__!t required when the

12 ~ governmem imposes the costs of a new program or higher level of service. CaL Con-~. Art.

13! XIII.B, § 6; I-laves v. Com~_~ssionon State Mandates, II Cal. App. 4a’ 1564~ 15gl (1999).

14 The state Legislana’e enacted Pa~t 7, within Division 4 of Tide 2 of the Government Code,

15 Cal. Oov’tCode§§ 17500 er ~q., to implernem the provisions ofthe Califomia Constitution at

16 issue.-~s Part 7 defines the types of casts for which the state is required to xeimburse local agencies.

17 The fundamental principle is that reimbursem~-m is only required for "costs mandated by the

IS Cal. Gov’t Code §§ 17561. Such costs ~e specifically defined to exclude orders is-m~’d bY regi°nal

19 boards pursuant to the poV~er-Col _otme Act. IcL. at §§ 17514 and 16. Thus, l, he Legislature clarified

20 that the ’amfunded mandate" provisien of the Califorma Co~ximtion does not ~Iv to re#_ ional

WORs.

22 -’~ As SUSMP~ are exempt from CEQA, Pexitioner~’ argmnems abom the Regiomtl Board’s
failme ~o co~.~ider potenti~.ly sigmfietmt adverse effects ofrhe..St3S~ a~. irrelevan, t, a~ are23 ref~ences to the potential-imlmet-~ mad c.m.eg, ori.cal-exemption oi~u.~.o~_ m ~
Ree!=~_ri_on Co.. Inc. v. Mai~ .qan Gabriel Baron Watermaster, cited m Ps & As at 11-12.

24
-’~ Section 6 of Azticle XlII.B of the Califor~a Constitution provides in pertinent

25 Whenever the Legi$latme or any State agency mandates a ~ew program or higher
level of service on ~my local government, the Stare "~aall pro~de a subvention of fimds to

26 reimburse such loe.~l government for the co~s of such program or increased level of service.
Cal. Const. Art. XIII.B, § 6.

27 ~s In the Matter of the petition of tim City of San Bernardino, State Board Order No. WQ

_.g 91-0g (J~ly,~g, 1991) ("WO 91-0g’) at ~5. -
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I municipal discharges (and ther~/bre nol "’required") in order u~ nmke hs interp~mtion useful to

2 The SUSMP is r~ither. Se~ above. Thus, even under WSPA’s ~tiat~[ in~erpr¢Inlion of

3 Government Code I 1352(b) as applying only to "required" WDRs, this section still would apply to

4 the SUSMP, thus exempting it from APA requiremems.

5 E. Rt’qaes~ for Su, y

~ Petitioners r~ques~s for s~ys of the SUSMP and various od~er Regional Board actions are

? addressed in the accompa~yin~ Stay Opposition, which is in~rponaed by reference herein. In

8 e~ence, these reque.~ should be denied because Pefi~oners have �ompletely fail~d ~ sati~t~ the

9 well-establish~d prerequist~-s for oly~ning a stay.

10 F. Request for a

11 All of the Petitioners save WSPA r~luested a heating before the State Board. Bellflower

12 Petition at 24. However, State Board regulations es~blL~ cleer condh~ons that must be ~atisfied in

13 order for a hearing to be granted, and those conditions have not been samfied here. The

14 regulations ~’~ate:

15 If petitioner requests a hearing for the purpose of presen~ng addiuonal evidence, the
petition shall include a star, nero ~ additional evidence is aYaflable that was not

16 presented to ~he regional boa~ or that evictence was ." .m~r .o~. y excluded by the
regional board. A de~Wd sta~em_ er~t of ~he nature of the evxdence and of the facts to

17 be .nroved shall als~ be included. If evidence was no~ presemed to the regional
board ~ reason it WaS no~ ~ed shall be ex_~lalne4.

18

19 23 C.C.R. § 2050 (empha~ added).

20 Petitioners claim to have had’available evidence [d~at was] not presented to the Regional

21 Board," Bellflower Pemion at 24, ye¢ they provide neither a sufficient explanation oft he reason

22 was not presented, nor a *detailed statement of ~e nature of the evidence and ~e facts to be

23 proved.’" Consequendy, by the plain language of the applicable regulations, this reque~ must be

2~ denied.

25 Their only explanation for why the information was not presenu-’d is their clahn that ~he

26 Resional Board provided laxe notice of certain changes and made subsumtive chanses after the

27 close of public testimony. Id. However, it is absolately appropriaxe, and even routine, for the

28 Regional Board to make changes to proposals a~ their hearing. Indeed, tl~ i~ much of r~ purpose
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I of the hearing. Furthermore, as explained above, ~,~ § IV.A.2, because the cha~se~ were wid~tn

2 t.he SCOl~ of The suggestions and challenges that had been circulazed for over six mond~s prior to

3 hearing, or ~ leas[ were logical outgrowths ~hereof, the changes were perfectly legimnaze.

4 P~itioners had ample opportunity to ~t any information ~ha~ ~hey fek was relevant at any time

5 between May of 1999 ~ page 8) and Ja~tttary 26, 2000.

6 F~re, Petitioners l~ovid¢ no explanation of what inform~on or evidence They wish

7 to present, making it impossible to deurrmine whether The information is subsumtively woruhy of

8 inu~dur, tioa. Moreover, this failure is in direct conflict with the requirements of the Sum: Board

9 regulations. Consequently, The Sutr~ Board should deny Petitioners" reques~ for a hearing and

10 should rule directly on [he merits ofd~ir petit’ions.

1!

12 V. CONCLUSION

13 For all the foregoing reasons, the instant Petitions for Review should be DENIED.

14

! 5 Respect-Rally

16

17
DATED: May ~ 2000 NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COLTN~CIL~ INC.

18 By:

19
D~vid S. ~
Alex N. Helperin

20 Am3rneys for NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE
COUNCIL, INC.

21
DATED: May ~ 2000 SANTA MONICA BAYKEEPF-.R

23 By:

24 Azlomeys for SANTA MONICA

25

26 DATED: May ..~ 2000 I-IEAL THE BAY

aTh~r Hoecherl - - "28 Attorneys for ]’IF_AL THE BAY
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! Richard Montevideo,
Ratan & T~k~

2 611 ~n Blv~, 14~ Fl~r
Co~ M~ CA 9262~19503 F~No. (714)

4

6 3750 U~v~ty Aven~,
~.O. Box 102g

7 ~v~, CA 92502-I028
F~ No. (~) 68~3083

8

9 L~ C. ~eI�~
~yer, Bro~ ~ Pi~

~No. (312) 701-7711
12

14 320 W~ 4~ S~ S~

15 Los~el~,CA ~13
F~ No. (213~ 57~

16

17

18

20

2!

22

23
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FAX TRANSMISSION

This mmsmissio,~ is ~ pages including ~is cover sheet.
If ummmssion problems occur, please notify Virginia a~ (323) 934-6900.

DATE:      May ~000

Fax No.
TO: Elizabeth Mill~ Jrnnings 916/653-0428

Richard Momevideo, Esq. 714/546,9035
$~ephen P. Deitsch, Esq. 909/686-3083
Ly’man C. Welch,, Esq. 31Z/701-7711
Xavier Swmrdkannu 213/576-6660
S~ve Fleishcli 310/305-7985
Mark Gold/HcaIh~ Hoecl~d 310/5S1-4195

FROM:     Alex N. Helperin

M~SSAGE:
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Met), 23, 2000

Dear Ms. Jenniugs:

The Natural Resources Defense Council C’NRDC"), Santa Momca BayKeeper, ",rod Heal
~he Bay, having been designated as a ~trty" for purposes of the hearing on the above-referenced
pc~itions (~he "Heming"), are cturenxly an’anging witnesses and ~es1~r~ony for presemafion a~ the
Hearing. We are wdtiag to formally reque~ ~ lhe agenda for lhe Hearing be slrucmred so as
Io permit the av, endm3~ of Dr. Richard Homer - a national exper~ on swrmwau~ management
who is e.xn’emely fam~ar with the program al issue - as an expe~ wimess. Dr. Homer’s
leslimony is crhi~a] to th~ presea~ion of our case, for the reasons articulated below. Indeed, his
absence.due Io a ~fl’teduling comtlict would be prejudicial ~o our case, given the fact that we
received .less thaa ~hirty days’ amice of the Hearing.

Dr. Homer is a profe~qor in the I)epartment~ of Civil and Environmen~,l Engineering and
Land~ape Archit~t.’tute at the University of Washington, where he has been teachin~
conducting research on issmes of urban runoff for the pa~ I 8 years. He has published over I DO
book chapter~, articles, and technical ~port~ on the subje¢[ of urban runoff.

Dr. Homer ~s extremely familiar with ~he slandard urban smrmwater mitigation plan
C’SUSMP,) that is being challenged, fle has followed ~ development off,he SUSMP, and he
-has submitled ~sthnolly to the Regional Board, irt the form of ~gaed declarations accompanying
NRDC’s commen~ leuer~. Indeed, he has served as NRDC’s primary consulumt in reviewing [he
SUSMP. Dr. Hom~"s ~.sights into ~he SUSMP are therefore unique - ifnol indispensable.
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Ms. Jennings
SIa~e Wa~er Resources Control Board
May 23, 2000
Page 2

Sincerely,

David S. Beckmaa
Alex N- Helpenn

Xavier Swarai -kaaau
Richard Moa:’~ideo, Esq.
Lyman C. Welch, E~.
Stephen P. Deitsch, Esq.
Slevcn Fl¢ischli, Esq.
Mark Gold
Hea~ Hoecl~.erl, Esq.
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Types of Filtration Mechanisms

o:o Sand Filters

o:o Vegetative Filters

o:o Catch Basin Inserts

°:o Other Media Filters (including Compost)

Types of Gravity Separation

°:o Detention Basins

o:° Wet Ponds

o:o Oil/Water Separators

Development Process of SUSMP
August 10, 1999 - Workshop

September 16, 1999 - Informational Item
for the Board

September 16, 1999 - Public Comment
before the Board

August - December - Approximately 50
Informal Meetings

December, 1999 - Renewed Release

January 26, 2000 - Second Formal Hearing
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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan Hearing

SWRCB/OCC Files A-1280, (a) and (b)

California State Water Resources Control Board
June 7-8, 2000

Presented by:

Natural Resources Defense Council
Santa Monica BayKeeper

Heal the Bay

Mark Gold, D.Env.
Executive Director of Heal the Bay

~ D.Env., Environmental Science &
Engineering

> M.S., Biology

~ Adjunct faculty member, UCLA

> Member of EPA’s Federal Advisory
Committee for Urban Wet Weather

~ Conducted research on local water quality
for over 15 years
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The Economic Benefits of Clean Coastal Waters

~ Ocean Dependent Activities generates
approx. $9 billion annually for Southern
California

~ Coastal tourism generates approx. $2
billion annually to LA County

(not including fishing, navigation, and other
commercial purposes)

~ 50-60 million visitors annually to Santa
Monica Bay Beaches alone

Urban Runoff Problem in Los Angeles County

~Largest source of impairments to Santa
Monica Bay

> Southern California has one of the worst
runoff problems in the entire country
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Urban Runoff Problem in Los Angeles County

~ Beaches with poor water quality

~ Aquatic toxicity

~ Contaminated Sediments

~ Trash and Debris

~ Increased erosion and sedimentation
and habitat degradation

The 1998 303(d) List of Impaired Waters

In Region 4:

~ 156 impaired water bodies and water
body segments

~ 734 specific impairments

~ 19 major pollutants of concern
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The 1998 303(d) List of Impaired Waters

Common Contaminants of Concern:

¯Heavy Metals - copper, lead, zinc
¯Oil and Grease
¯Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons
¯Trash and Debris
¯Total Suspended Solids (TSS)
¯Pathogens
¯Nutrients
¯Pesticides

Contaminants of Concern in Urban Runoff in the
Los Angeles Region

~ Studies have found that concentrations
of contaminants of concern in the region’s
storm drains exceed federal and state
water quality criteria (e.g. 1993 AOC
Report)
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Beach Contamination due to Urban Runoff in the
Los Angeles Region

~ Studies have found high levels of
indicator bacteria in both wet weather and
dry weather in Santa Monica Bay (Gold, et
al., 1990 and 1992; Stenstrom and Strecker,
1993)

~ Studies have also found elevated
indicator bacteria levels in storm drains
which discharge to Santa Monica Bay
(Gold, et al., 1990)

Adverse Health Impacts of Urban Runoff
in the Los Angeles Region

1995 Epidemiological Study found a
statistically significant increase in adverse
health effects from swimming within 100
yards of a flowing storm drain, including:

¯ fever
¯ chills
¯ ear discharge
¯ vomiting
¯ coughing with phlegm
¯ gastrointestinal illness
¯ respiratory disease
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Toxicity

~ Studies have shown toxicity of
stormwater flows in the region (e.g.
Ballona and Malibu Creeks, Bay, S., et al.
(1996))

>SCCWRP study on Ballona Creek:
> Well developed toxic plume into Santa
Monica Bay during rain events extended up to
2 miles offshore

> Toxicity exhibited two days after rain

> Zinc and copper accounted for 5-44% of
toxicity

Trash and Debris

> 25% of bottom of SM Bay contains man-
made materials

~ Trash levels have remained consistently
high since at least 1977

> Annual Costs to Clean-Up:

¯LA County - $4,000,000
¯City of Long Beach - $970,000
¯Port of Long Beach - $400,000
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Contaminated Sediments

~ Creates "Toxic Hot Spots" at the Mouths
of Rivers

~ 14 Sites of Concern and 7 Hot Spots have
been identified in the LA Region

~ Marina del Rey/Ballona Creek
~ 725,000 cubic meters identified as
contaminated with DDT, Dieldrin, Chlordane,
and Metals

Accumulation of Sediment

Huge Costs Associated with Dredging

High Flow Rates Caused by Urban Runoff Can
Cause Ecological Impairments

~ Malibu Creek Watershed

Natural Creeks

Habitat Degradation

Increased Erosion and Sedimentation
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Water Quality Impacts of Increased Population
Density and Imperviousness

~ Increase in peak discharges

~ Increase in volume of runoff from storms

~ Increase in runoff velocity

~ Increase in frequency and severity of
floods

> Reduced stream flow during dry weather
due to reduced infiltration

~ Reduced infiltration and groundwater
recharge

The Role of New and Redevelopment
in Creating the Problem

Storm water pollution = volume and velocity
of surface runoff + concentration of
pollutants in runoff

By creating impervious surface,
development has dramatic effects on
increasing the quantity and quality of
storm water runoff

Adverse effects are encountered at 10%
impervious surface in a watershed or
subwatershed
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The CWA Requires the Inclusion of BMPs in
Municipal Stormwater Permits

> Municipal storm water permits must
"require controls.., including management
practices [BMPs], control techniques and
system, design and engineering methods..
¯ as appropriate for the control of such
pollutants." 33 U.S.C. Sec¯ 1342 (p)(3)(B).

~BMPs are required in permits "where
reasonably necessary to achieve effluent
limitations and standards or to carry out the
purposes and intent of [the] CWA." 40
C.F.R. Sec. 122.44(k)(3).

The CWA Requires the Inclusion of BMPs in
Municipal Stormwater Permits

~The CWA also authorizes the EPA and
authorized states to issue permits that
include any conditions deemed necessary
to carry out the provisions of the CWA. 33
U.S.C. Sec. 1342(a)(1); NRDC v. Browner,
568 F.2d 1369 (D.C. Cir. 1977).
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The CWA Requires the Inclusion of BMPs
in Municipal Stormwater Permits

~ Federal regulations require BMPs
in permits where reasonably
necessary to achieve effluent
limitations and standards or to carry
out the purposes and extent of the
CWA. 40 C.F.R. Sec. 122.44(k).

The CWA Requires the Inclusion of BMPs in
Municipal Stormwater Permits

~ The Ninth Circuit upheld the inclusion of
specific structural BMPs in a municipal
stormwater permit. Defenders of Wildlife v.
Browner, 191 F.3d 1159, 1161 (9th Cir. 1999).
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Versions of the
SUSMPs

Early 1999 o Preliminary Drafts of Model SUSMPs for
Cities within L.A. County

May, 1999 o Los Angeles County’s SUSMPs

May 20, 1999 - "Final Draft" Model SUSMPs

July 21, 1999 o Submittal of Proposed Model SUSMPs

August 12, 1999 ° Revised Proposed Model SUSMPs

August 16, 1999 - Proposed Model SUSMPs with
Changes by Board Staff

December 7, 1999 ° Final Tentative SUSMP

March 8, 2000 o Final SUSMP

Development Process of SUSMP
August 10, 1999 - Workshop

September 16, 1999 - Informational Item
for the Board

September 16, 1999 - Public Comment
before the Board

August - December -Approximately 50
Informal Meetings

December, 1999 - Renewed Release

January 26, 2000 - Second Formal Hearing
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Supporters of the Final SUSMP

EPA
California Coastal Commission

City of Los Angeles
City of Calabasas

City of Santa Monica
City of West Hollywood

Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy

The Foremost Stormwater Experts In The
Country Support The Use of This Standard

Dr. Michael Stenstrom -- Los Angeles, California (UCLA)

Dr. Richard Horner -- Seattle, Washington (Univ. of Wash.)

Thomas Schueler -- Washington, D.C.
(Center for Watershed Protection)

Dr. Robert Pitt -- Birmingham, Alabama (Univ. of Ala.)
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Studies in the Record Regarding BMP
Effectiveness

Industry - "American Society of Civil Engineers"

Academia -"Horner, et al."

Government - "EPA"

Other - "Center for Watershed Protection"

Two separate groups have developed

databases on the issue of BMP effectiveness.

"The Center for Watershed Protection... has
prepared a database containing BMP
performance data for 123 structural BMPs,’’1 and

the American Society of Civil Engineers has
developed what EPA refers to as "a
comprehensive database on BMP performance.’’2

1 U.S. EPA, Results of the Nationwide Urban RunoffProgram (Volume 1-
Final Report), December 1983, at 5-47.
2 www.~pa.qovlOSTIstormwat~r, December 10, 1999.
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Development Process of SUSMP
August 10, 1999 - Workshop

September 16, 1999 - Informational Item
for the Board

September 16, 1999 - Public Comment
before the Board

August - December - Approximately 50
Informal Meetings

December, 1999 -Renewed Release

January 26, 2000 - Second Formal Hearing

Versions of the
SUSMPs

Early 1999 - Preliminary Drafts of Model SUSMPs for
Cities within L.A. County

May, 1999 - Los Angeles County’s SUSMPs

May 20, 1999 -"Final Draft" Model SUSMPs

July 21, 1999 -Submittal of Proposed Model SUSMPs

August 12, 1999 - Revised Proposed Model SUSMPs

August 16, 1999 - Proposed Model SUSMPs with
Changes by Board Staff

December 7, 1999 - Final Tentative SUSMP

March 8, 2000 - Final SUSMP
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Water Code Section 13360
Does Not Prohibit

the Adoption of Specific BMPs

~The SUSMP is a statutorily mandated
compilation of required practices and
structures, along with a minimum performance
level.

~The SUSMP does not prescribe "the manner
in which compliance may be achieved with a
discharge standard." Tahoe-Sierra Preservation Council
v. State Water Resources Control Bd.. 210 Cal. App. 3d 1421,
1438 (1989).

~The SUSMP is similar to the runoff limits for
new development upheld in Tahoe-Sierra.

Water Code Section 13360
Does Not Prohibit

the Adoption of Specific BMPs

~ The CWA requires the use of BMPs and pre-
empts any conflicting state law.

~"Notwithstanding any other provision of [the
Porter-Cologne Act], the state board or
regional boards shall, as required or authorized
by the [CWA]... issue waste discharge
requirements... [to] ensure compliance with
all applicable provisions of the [CWA]..." Cal.
Water Code Sec. 13377.
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The CWA Requires the Inclusion
of Specific BMPs

in Municipal Stormwater Permits

~ BMPs are defined to include "schedules
of activities, prohibitions of practices,
maintenance procedures, and other
management practices to prevent or reduce
pollution .... BMPs also include treatment
requirements, operating procedures, and
practices to control plant site runoff ...."40
C.F.R. Sec 122.2.

The Adoption of the SUSMP
is Exempt from CEQA Requirements

~ "Neither the State Board nor the Regional
Boards shall be required to comply with the
provisions of [CEQA] prior to the adoption
of any waste discharge requirement."
Water Code Sec. 13389.

~The SUSMP is a part of the Los Angeles
County Permit, which is a WDR.
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Contrary to WSPA’s Contention,
the Requirement for BMPs is Federally Mandated

and Thus Exempt From CEQA

~ The SUSMP is mandated by the CWA in
that it is a minimum performance level
established to satisfy the MEP requirement
of CWA sec. 402(p).

~ The SUSMP is not a numeric effluent limit.

~WSPA’s reliance on Defenders of Wildlife
v. Browner is completely misplaced.

The SUSMP is NOT an Unfunded Mandate

Regional Board orders implementing the CWA are
exempt from the requirements of reimbursements.

~ "The requirement to reimburse local
agencies for state-mandated costs does not
apply to NPDES permits issued by the Regional
Boards."1

~ Gov’t Code Sec. 17514 and 17516 specifically
exclude orders issued by Regional Boards
pursuant to the Porter-Cologne Act from the
requirements of reimbursement.

1 In the Matter of th~ Petition of San Dleao Unified Port District, Order No.
WQ 90-3 (May 17, 1990) at "18.
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The SUSMP is NOT an "Underground Regulation"
Promulgated in Violation of the APA

The SUSMP is not a regulation as defined
by the APA.

~ The APA explicitly excludes the
"issuance of [WDRs] and permits pursuant
to section 13263." Cal. Gov’t Code Sec.
11352(b)

The SUSMP is part of a WDR.

"Conventional structural BMPs can be a useful
element in the management of storm water quality
but they are not a panacea to achieve water quality
standards.’’1

"Changes in urban planning and design will also be
required to address peak flow and volume
increases that occur with urbanization.’’2

1 Scott Taylor, PE, Vice President RBF, =Overview of Conventional
Stormwater Runoff Water Quality BMP Characteristics and
Performance", Stormwater Runoff Water Quality
Science/Engineering Newsletter, May 19, 2000, Vol. 3, No. 2, 1.
2 Id at 2.
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1 I. INTRODUCTION

2 The Natural Resources Defense Council, Heal the Bay, and the Santa Monica BayKeeper

3 (collectively, "NRDC") submit this post-hearing brief in response to the four questions raised by

4 the State Water Resources Control Board ("Board") in its June 12, 2000 letter. The answers to the

5 Board’s four questions are found by considering the basic, underlying legal standard that governs

6 the development of the program at issue and municipal stormwater programs in general.

7 The main purpose of the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan ("SUSMP") adopted

8 by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board ("LA-RWQCB" or "Regional Board")

9 is identical to the federal statutory requirement underlying any municipal stormwater program: to

10 minimize the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable. SUSMP at 2 and 6;

11 Permit, Part 2; 33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(3)(B)(iii). While additional requirements also apply, the

12 maximum extent practicable (or "MEP") standard is a fundamental one with which any

13 modifications to the SUSMP must be consistent.

14 In order to effectively minimize the discharge of pollutants, as required by MEP, a

15 stormwater pollution control program must satisfy a number of requirements, of which two are

16 particularly relevant here: (1) it must be of sufficient scope to address all the major sources of

17 pollution; and (2) it must include a performance standard to ensure that it effects clear

18 requirements, effective controls, and a level playing field. In addition, the ultimate objective of this

19 and other programs implemented under the Permit is "to protect the beneficial uses of receiving

20 waters in Los Angeles County." Permit at 7, Finding 27.

21 Given these considerations, the .75-inch design standard is the absolute minimum sizing

22 standard that will satisfy the applicable legal requirements. Further, the SUSMP must apply to

23 "’environmentally-sensitive areas" and to both "ministerial" and "discretionary projects." Finally,

24 the definition of "redevelopment" must remain essentially the same as it is now. By retaining

25 these essential aspects of the SUSMP, as approved by the Regional Board, the Board can assure

26 that the SUSMP program is consistent with the MEP standard. Just as important, the Board can

27 assure that it supports the efforts of a unanimous Regional Board in taking a critical step toward

28 controlling one of the worst storm water pollution problems in the nation.
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1 III. THE BOARD’S FOUR QUESTIONS

2 A. The 0.75-inch Design Standard

3 1. Is It the Appropriate Numerical Standard?

4 The 0.75-inch design standard~ currently in the SUSMP is the minimum acceptable standard

5 for development planning in the Los Angeles area. A more appropriate standard for development

6 in the Los Angeles area would require projects to be designed to mitigate all the runoff generated

7 from either the first 1.0 inches of rain, or from the a one-year, 24-hour storm, whichever is greater,

8 as recommended by Dr. Richard Homer, a nationally renowned stormwater expert. 2 Nonetheless,

9 as is explained below, the 0.75-inch standard is minimally acceptable for the region.

10 a)    Application of the MEP Standard

11 The appropriate numerical sizing standard is one that satisfies the underlying requirement to

12 control the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable. Uncontroverted evidence in

13 the record - as well as common sense - indicates that the greater quantity of water that a structural

14 best management practice ("BMP") is designed to handle, the more pollution it can remove. See

15 also LA-RWQCB Resolution No. R-00-02, Finding 10 ("[t]he ability of any BMP to be effective is

16 limited by the volume of water that the BMP is exposed to in any discrete period of time.") Thus,

17 if the standard were simply to control the discharge of pollutants to the "maximum extent," the

18 answer to the question of the appropriate standard would be simply: "the bigger, the better."

19 The remainder of the "maximum extent practicable" standard introduces the notion of

20 practicability. It essentially limits the "the bigger, the better" mandate at the point at which it

21 becomes impracticable to design BMPs any larger. "Practicability" can be assessed in this context

22 by the real-world experience of literally hundreds of other jurisdictions across the nation, which

23 already institute programs similar to the SUSMP, with sizing standards far in excess of 0.75

24

25
~ In reality, the numerical design standard provided in the current SUSMP provides a more

26 flexible list of four different equations, from which the regulated parties can select. We refer to
that standard as "the 0.75-inch design standard" for simplicity.

27 2 Sere NRDC Comment Letter (Sept. 9, 1999) at 1, n.2 (Admin. Record, Vol. VII, Item 30),
for a more comprehensive discussion (hereinafter referred to as "September Comment Letter").

28
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1 inches.3 Locally, the City of Santa Monica has had a similar program in place for several years,
2

employing, for example, a 1.0 inch standard for new parking lots. The fact that so many
3

municipalities have been able to implement programs with sizing standards of 1.0-1.3 inches,
4

without any demonstrated negative social or economic consequences, conclusively demonstrates
5

that it is not impracticable to implement a 0.75-inch standard in Los Angeles. Thus, in order to
6

comply with the legally-mandated MEP standard, the SUSMP must include a sizing standard that is
7

equal to or greater than 0.75 inches.
8

b) Using Diminishing Returns as a Standard
9

There are other means of determining the limits of practicability. Several experts around

the country have endorsed a system that uses empirical data regarding the pollution removal
11

efficiencies of BMPs as their size increases to find the "point of diminishing returns." This is not
12

the applicable legal standard, but we address it here because of its apparently wide-spread use.
13

This method recognizes that, as the size of a BMP increases by a fixed amount, the amount
14

of corresponding benefit obtained becomes progressively smaller; hence, "diminishing returns."
15

The County of Los Angeles ("County") used this method to develop its numerical design standard,
16

and the result was the adoption of the 0.75-inch standard. Se___ge discussion in September Comment
17

Letter at 2-3 (Admin. Record, Vol. VII, Item 30). The County also incorporated the MEP standard
18

in its analysis. See Id. at 1.
19

The LA-RWQCB used a version of this approach in developing its standard, as well. The
20

0.75-inch design standard appears in Section 9 (page 10) of the SUSMP.~ When this model is used
21

in Los Angeles, and local hydrologic conditions are inserted into the equation, the resulting number
22

is approximately 0.75 inches. Never, in the more-than-a-year that this issue has been being
23

discussed, has any of the Petitioners presented a single iota of actual data to counter this fact.
24

25 3 See, ~ Exhibit L to the brief"Points and Authorities To Be Presented by NRDC, the
26 Santa Monica BayKeeper, and Heal the Bay," submitted to the Board on May 31, 2000.

~ The first option listed in Section 9 for calculating the minimum size for structural BMPs is
27 to use the industry-standard WEF model and the "maximized capture storm water volume," which

is based on this principle of diminishing returns.
28
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1 c) Support for the 0.75 Inch Standard

2 Finally, we note that the 0.75-inch design standard is not only minimally acceptable under

3 the MEP standard and repeatedly validated by analyses of diminishing returns, but it is also widely

4 supported by experts and agencies all over the country. In fact, as the Record shows, this standard

5 was supported by the four leading stormwater experts in the United States: Dr. Michael Stenstrom

6 (UCLA), Dr. Robert Pitt (Univ. of Alabama), Thomas Schuler (Center for Watershed Protection),

7 and Dr. Richard Homer (Univ. of Washington). It is also supported by the United States

8 Environmental Protection Agency, the California Coastal Commission, and the Santa Monica

9 Mountains Conservancy. The strong support of top-notch experts from every region of the United

10 States serves to underscore that the opposition of some cities and a few industry groups is largely

11 knee-jerk. Rarely, if ever, has any technical proposal by any Regional Board received such

12 extraordinary national support.

13 d) Summary

14 In sum, whatever criterion one selects - the legal standard of MEP, the industry models of

15 diminishing returns, or reliance on expert recommendations - the existing standard is the right one.

16 2. Should There Be Different Numerical Standards For Different Areas?

17 Answer: Not beyond what the SUSMP already provides. No change should be made.

18 As is explained above, see ~ at 3 and footnote 1, the SUSMP actually provides four

19 different options for calculating the numerical design standard for structural BMPs. These various

20 formulas take into account both the degree of imperviousness and the local hydrologic conditions.

21 Thus, the numerical design standard is already tailored to both site-specific and regional conditions.

22 Furthermore, to the extent that the standards are based on principles of diminishing returns,

23 those principles apply equally regardless of the locale. The shape of the curve representing the

24 percentage of pollutants removed relative to the size of the BMPs is essentially the same regardless

25 of how much rainfall occurs or what the characteristics of the site are. Thus, in order to maximize

26 the cost-effectiveness of this program, one can choose an optimal sizing standard (or formula) that

27 works independent of the location within the basin. This is what the LA-RWQCB has done.

28
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1 Finally, there are the related issues of level playing fields and simplicity. Were a variable

2
standard implemented, some cities are sure to claim that they will be disadvantaged compared to

3
other municipalities. More important perhaps, variable standards would be more difficult to

4
implement and monitor, making the task of reducing runoff pollution more challenging to the

5
RWQCB staff and also to those with the responsibility of complying with the SUSMP.

6
B. Redevelopment

7
The "redevelopment" issue became clouded at the Hearing, partly due to ambiguity within

8
the SUSMP, and partly due to the extreme and misleading examples suggested by the Petitioners.

9
NRDC supports the Board’s efforts to clarify this issue, while leaving existing definitions largely

10
intact. In addition to answering the Board’s specific questions, we attempt to provide a more

11
cogent structure below as well as set forth language that can be used in the SUSMP (se___ge page 8).

12
As a preliminary matter, it is important to understand the general scope of application of the

13
SUSMP program, and to draw two clarifying distinctions regarding SUSMP requirements.

14
1. The Scope of the SUSMP Program

15
There are two separate criteria that must be satisfied by any development project for the

16
SUSMP requirements to apply to it: (1) it must be of a type that is among the nine enumerated

17
categories in the SUSMP; and (2) it must qualify as "new development" or "redevelopment," as

18
defined in the SUSMP. In order to clarify the SUSMP’s application, the definition of

19
"redevelopment" should be clarified and there should be a distinction drawn to clarify the

20
application of two different types of SUSMP requirements.

21
2. Distinction: Baseline BMP Requirements v. Sizing Requirements

22
The first distinction is between the two types of requirements imposed by the SUSMP,

23
which we refer to as (1) the "baseline BMP requirements" and (2) the "sizing requirement." The

24
baseline BMP requirements appear in Sections 6, 7, and 10 of the SUSMP, and require specific,

25
individual, common-sense BMPs, tailored to the specific type of development at issue. (For

26
example, loading dock areas and fueling stations must be covered, SUSMP at 11 and 12.)

27

28
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1
The intent of the SUSMP is that common-sense, "baseline BMP requirements" apply to ~

2
development to which they are relevant, regardless of whether it otherwise qualifies as

3
"redevelopment," provided the development meets the first criterion above - i.e., it is among the

4
nine enumerated categories. (In other words, any time a fueling station is built at a gas station, it

5
should be covered; any time a trash containment area is built at one of the nine types of facilities, it

6
should be screened.) Developers should not be able to avoid these basic, common-sense

7
requirements by "piecemealing" their development to keep it under a "redevelopment" threshold.

8
The "sizing requirement," on the other hand, which appears in Section 9 of the SUSMP,

9
requires the mitigation of a minimum volume of runoff, by designing additional structural BMPs to

10
be at least a minimum size. Here, a threshold is necessary, as the Board recognized in asking what

11
types of projects should be included "within the mitigation requirements?" Thus, the following

12
discussion is limited to the application of the sizing requirement.

13
3. The Second Distinction - Entire Facility v. Newly Developed Area

14
The second distinction to bear in mind is a distinction between two different thresholds that

15
trigger compliance with the sizing requirement: firs~t, the type and amount of development that

16
should trigger compliance with the sizing requirement just with respect to the area developed; and

17
second, the type and amount of development that should trigger a requirement to bring an entire

18
facility into compliance with the sizing requirement, as if the whole facility were being built at that

19
time. The answer to the Board’s question (what types of redevelopment should trigger a sizing

20
requirement?) differs depending on how much of a facility the sizing requirement is to apply.

21
a) Mitigation of the Runoff From the Entire Facility

22
The intent of the redevelopment provisions was to ensure that, if there is a major change to

23
a facility, the entire facility must come into compliance with the numeric sizing requirement, the

24
0.75 standard. See, e._g:,. Hearing Tr. at 304. No one ever intended it to apply to the resurfacing of

25
a roof, as the Petitioners suggested at the Hearing. The first sentence in the current definition of

26

27

28
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1
"redevelopment" lists three (3) types of changes that constitute redevelopment:5 (1) additions of at

2
least 5,000 square feet, (2) additions of at least 50% of impervious surface, or (3) improvements to

3
fifty percent or more of the existing structure. It is the third part of this definition that is confusing

4
and should be modified.

5
In order to accomplish the intended purpose - to apply the numeric sizing requirement to an

6
entire facility only when that facility undergoes a major change - the definition of"redevelopment"

7
should include the second factor from the current definition and an analogous cost threshold (as in

8
the County program). Thus, an entire facility (which falls within one of the nine categories covered

9
by the SUSMP) should have to comply with the sizing requirement whenever any of the following

10
changes are made (whether it be in the context of redevelopment or remodeling - the terminology

11
does not matter, if one of these criteria is met): (1) there is a 50% increase in impervious area, (2)

12
the cost of new improvements exceeds 50% of the market value of the existing improvements (this

13
is consistent with the County’s program).

14
b) Mitigation of Runoff From the Modified/Newly Developed Area

15
The first factor in the current definition - the addition of 5,000 square feet - was intended to

16
serve as a floor, to ensure that large facilities could not add 49% to their areas without having to

17
comply with the numeric sizing requirement. However, there is some indication that the intent was

18
for very large facilities (e.g., 100,000 ft.2) that add more than 5,000 ft.2 of impervious surface but

19
less than 50 percent of their total area to have to comply with the numeric sizing requirement only

20
on the new area, rather than having to bring the entire facility into compliance.

21
NRDC can accept this limitation with one caveat: given that such redevelopment need only

22
mitigate the runoff from the new area, this requirement is actually quite modest. Accordingly,

23
NRDC believes that the threshold should be 1,000 ft.2. The requirement would still exclude minor

24
redevelopment, but there is no reason why redevelopment of more than 1,000 ft.2 should be exempt

25
from the mitigation requirement on that redeveioped area. Moreover, since this only applies to the

26
s The second sentence in the definition is meant to be illustrative only, and its specifics of

27 that language is not important, provided the fu’st sentence is clarified, as nothing that does not
satisfy the criteria in the first sentence would be regulated based on the second sentence.

28
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1
second of the two SUSMP application criteria, the additional 1,000 ft.2 would still have to occur at

2
one of the nine types of enumerated facilities for the requirement to apply.

3
4. Suggested Language

4
In order to effectuate the system described above, changes are necessary to the definition of

5
redevelopment, as well as to the scoping language that explains which of the requirements in the

6
SUSMP apply to redevelopment projects. We suggest the following change to the definition of

7
redevelopment and the addition of a section on scope of application, as follows:

8
a) Redevelopment

9
" ’Redevelopment’ means, on an already developed site, the creation or addition of at fifty

10 percent or more of impervious surfaces or the making of improvements valued at at least 50 percent
of the value of the existing improvements. Redevelopment may include, but is not limited to..."

11
b) Scope of Application to Development and Redevelopment

12

13 "All of the requirements of this SUSMP apply to any new development that fits within one
of the nine enumerated categories.

14
"All of the requirements of this SUSMP apply to the whole of any facility that fits within

15 one of the nine enumerated categories and that undergoes any ’redevelopment,’ as defined herein.

16
"’Notwithstanding a failure to qualify as ’redevelopment,’ as defined herein, any addition of

17 1,000 ft.2 of impervious surface to a facility that is among the nine enumerated categories must
comply with the mitigation requirement in section 9 of the SUSMP in the newly developed area.

18
"All of the requirements of this SUSMP other than those in section 9 apply to any changes

19 at existing facilities and any new development that is among the nine enumerated categories."

20
C.    Environmentally-Sensitive Areas

21 There is no question that location should be a factor in determining the application of the

22 SUSMP. The Permit itself is explicit about that. Se__~e Permit, Part 2.III.A. 1 .a. It is also consistent

23 with the underlying objective of the permit, discussed in the Introduction, of"protect[ing] the

24 beneficial uses of receiving waters." Permit at 7, Finding 27. Creating an additional category for

25 environmentally-sensitive areas is a reasonable way to achieve this goal. Finally, the contention

26 that the Permit only allows for new "development categories" to be added is completely

27 unsupported and nonsensical. There is nothing in the Permit that limits the additional types of

28 categories that the LA-RWQCB may add beyond the seven categories enumerated in the Permit.
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1
In addition, because projects within (or discharging to) an environmentally-sensitive area

2
are a category unto themselves, based on the legitimate concern over the beneficial uses of those

3
areas, there is no reason to further restrict the application of the SUSMP based on one or more of

4
the other project types. Any new development or qualifying redevelopment within such an area

5 should be covered. Of course, this would still exclude minor additions (under 1,000 ft2) to existing
6

developments. No change is necessary in the SUSMP to achieve this.
7

D. Discretionary Projects
8

The Board asked two questions: (1) whether the SUSMP should apply to discretionary, as
9

well as ministerial, projects; and (2) how "discretionary" should be defined. The answer to the first
10

question eliminates the need for an answer to the second, as the term "discretionary" is irrelevant.
11

The SUSMP should apply to all project types that meet the two criteria defining the scope of the
12

program s(Ee.g ~ at 5), regardless of whether such projects are deemed "discretionary" or not.
13

Indeed, if the Board were to limit the SUSMP only to the relatively small number of proiects which
14

must receive discretionary approvals, the Board would effectively eviscerate the SUSMP.
15

Indeed, it would be arbitrary and capricious to limit the requirements of the SUSMP only to
16

projects where permits are not "automatically" granted (i.e., discretionary projects). There is no
17

meaningful distinction between discretionary and non-discretionary projects with respect to their
18

potential impact on water quality, their ability to control runoff, or the reviewing agency’s ability to
19

ensure that these requirements are satisfied. Indeed, serious runoff pollution problems are defined

by the fact that they are created by numerous incremental discharges of pollution, not only or
21

primarily by a relatively few large, "discretionary" projects.
22

It is, therefore, not surprising that the Clean Water Act makes no distinction between
23

"discretionary" and "non-discretionary" projects; the Act applies equally and generally without
24

consideration of this distinction. In fact, the "discretionary/non-discretionary" dichotomy is an
25

artifact of the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") with no logical or legal
26

applicability here. It would be a logical mistake, and a legal error, to so condition the SUSMP.
27
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1
With respect to the Permit, although it does highlight discretionary projects, nothing in the

2
Permit limits the LA-RWQCB’s authority to apply the SUSMP more broadly. In fact, the Permit

3
explicitly permits the SUSMP to apply to more categories of projects than are enumerated therein.

4
Finally, if the Permit did profess to limit the LAoRWQCB’s authority in a manner than prevented it

5
from controlling the discharge of pollutants to the MEP, such a limitation would be invalid. See

6
NRDC Opp. Brief at 9-10. Indeed, the Clean Water Act does not limit the application of the MEP

7
standard to purely discretionary projects.

8
In sum, the requirements in the SUSMP are just like other commonplace codes (such as the

9
electrical code or the building code) that apply generally. Building inspectors would have to ensure

l0
compliance with the SUSMP, just as they routinely do with respect to a myriad of other

11
requirements, prior to issuing an approval. It is critically important that the Board allow the

12
SUSMP provisions to work in the only way in which they will meaningfully reduce polluted runoff:

13
by applying to all projects that fall within the SUSMP’s substantive provisions, whether or not

14
deemed "ministerial" or "discretionary" in the CEQA lexicon.

15
IV. Conclusion

16
For all the foregoing reasons, the demands within the Petitions for Review should be

17
DENIED and the SUSMP should be upheld and modified as specified above.

18
Respectfully submitted,

19

20 DATED: July __~__, 2000 NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, INC.

By:
22 David S. Beckman

Alex N. Helperin
23 Attorneys for NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE

COUNCIL, INC.
24

25

26

27

28
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1 PROOF OF SERVICE

2
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

3 ) SS.
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES )

4

5 I am employed in the County of Los Angeles, State of California. I am over the age of 18
md not a party to the within action. My business address is: 6310 San Vicente Boulevard, Suite

6 250, Los Angeles, California 90048.

On July 6, 2000, I served the within document described as POST-HEARING ON
BRIEF ON BEHALF OF NRDC, THE SANTA MONICA BAYKEEPER, AND HEAL

8 THE BAY on the interested parties in said action by placing a true copy thereof in the United
States mail enclosed in a sealed envelope with .postage prepaid, addressed to the interested

9 parties as follows:

10

11
SEE ATTACHED SERVICE LIST

12

13

14 I am "readily familiar" with the firm’s practice of collection and processing
correspondence for mailing. It is deposited with U.S..postal service and/or an overnight courier

15 service on that same day in the ordinary course of business. I am aware that on motion of party
served, service is presumed invalid if postal cancellation date or postage meter date is more than

16 1 day after date of deposit for mailing in affidavit.

17 I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the
foregoing is true and correct.

18
Executed on July 6, 2000 at Los Angeles, California.

19

21 Calvano

22

23

24

25

26

27

211
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1 Richard Montevideo, Esq.
Rutan & Tucker

2 611 Anton Blvd., 14th Floor

3
Costa Mesa, CA 92626-1950

4 Stephen P. Deitsch, Esq.

5 Best, Best & Krieger
3750 University Avenue, Suite 400

6 P.O. Box 1028
Riverside, CA 92502-1028

7

8 Lyman C. Welch, Esq.
Mayer, Brown & Platt

9 190 S. La Salle Street

10 Chicago, IL 60603-3441

11
Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer

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

13 Los Angeles, CA 90013

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28
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1 DAVID S. BECKMAN (Bar No. 156170) .
ALEX N. HELPER.IN (Bar No. 173203) "

2 NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, INC.
6310 San Vicente Boulevard, Suite 250

3 Los Angeles, CA 90048 Z0~ JUL 25 P 2:12
(323) 934-6900

4
STEVE FLEISCHLI (Bar No. 175174) .

5 SANTA MONICA BAYKEEPER , ".-
P.O. Box 10096

6 Marina del Rey, CA 90295
(310) 305-9645

7
HEATHER HOECHERL (Bar No. 186401)

8 HEAL THE BAY
2701 Ocean Park Boulevard, Suite 150

9 Santa Monica CA 90405
(310) 581-4188

10

11

12 STATE OF CALIFORNIA

13 STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

14

15 In Re: the Consolidated Petitions of the Cities of)SWRCB/OCC FILES A-1280, (a), and (b)
Bellflower, et al., the City of Arcadia, and)

16 Westem States Petroleum Association, for ) OBJECTIONS TO PETITIONERS’
Review of Actions and Inaction by the California)POST-HEARING BRIEF

17 Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los    )
Angeles Region, and its Executive Officer, in )Date: June 7-8, 2000

18 Connection with Order No. 96-054 [NPDES No. )Time: 10:00 a.m.
CAS614001] and Resolution No. R-00-02 (Jan.)Location: Torrance Cultural Arts Center

19 26, 2000). )
)

20 )
)

21 )
)

22

23        The Natural Resources Defense Council, Heal the Bay, and the Santa Monica BayKeeper

24 (collectively, "NRDC") hereby object to the City of Bellflower, et al.’s post-hearing brief ("brief")

25
. on the ground that the brief exceeds the page length requirements imposed by the State Water

26
Resources Control Board ("Board"). The brief also improperly cites documents which are

27

28 protected by the attorney-client privilege. Each issue is briefly discussed below.
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1 First, the Board’s June 12, 2000 Order regarding post-hearing briefs ("Order") stated, in

2 pertinent part, that briefs were "subject to a 10-page, double-spaced limit" and that "[n]o new
3

evidence, exhibits, or testimony may be attached." Board’s Order at 1. Nevertheless, Petitioners
4

attached a lengthy exhibit to their brief, in violation of the Order. The exhibit is directly responsive
5

6 to the questions raised in the Board’s Order, containing suggested SUSMP revisions. It contains

7 information of exactly the type which was included by other parties in the text of their briefs

8 proper. Petitioners should not be allowed to vastly expand their brief by breaking the rules.

9 ’
Second, Petitioners purport to cite a communication between a Board attorney and a

10
Regional Water Quality Control Board staff-member. This communication is subject to the

11

12 attorney-client privilege and, therefore, should not have been used in this quasi-adjudicative

13 administrative proceeding. (In this connection, it is worth noting that the communication does not

14 stand for the premise for which it is cited. Rather, the attorney-client communication reflects a

15 view on what Regional Board staffcould do, on the one hand, and what the Regional Board could
16

do, on the other.)
17

Therefore, NRDC respectfully requests that the Board strike Petitioners’ post-hearing brief
18

19 because it is significantly violates the Board’s Order--as it was clearly calculated to do. The Board

20 also should purge the administrative record of communications which are subject to the attorney-

21 client privilege (or related doctrines protecting attorney work product).

22
Respectfully submitted,

23

24
~,DATED: July 2000 NATU~..KAL.,R~SOURCE~SE COUNCIL, INC.2, - ....

26 By:
David S. Beckman27 Alex N. Helperin
Attorneys for NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE28 COUNCIL, INC.
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1 PROOF OF SERVICE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
3 ) SS.

COUNTY OF I~OS ANGEI~ES )
4

5 I am employed in the County of Los Angeles, State of Califomia. I am over the age of 18
and not a party to the within action. My business address is: 6310 San Vicente Boulevard, Suite

6 250, Los Angeles, California 90048.

7 On July 24, 2000, I served the within document described as OBJECTIONS TO
PETITIONERS’ POST-HEARING BRIEF on the interested parties in said action by placing a

8 true copy thereof in the United States mail enclosed in a sealed envelope with postage prepaid,
addressed to the interested parties as follows:

9

I0

11 SEE ATTACHED SERVICE LIST

12

13
I am "readily familiar" with the firm’s practice of collection and processing

14 correspondence for mailing. It is deposited with U.S. postal service and/or an overnight courier
service on that same day in the ordinary course of business. I am aware that on motion of party

15 served, service is presumed invalid if postal cancellation date or postage meter date is more than
1 day after date of deposit for mailing in affidavit.

16
I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the

17 foregoing is true and correct.

18 Executed on July 24, 2000 at Los Angeles, California.

19

21
¯ Wendy Blankenburg --~

22

23

24

25

26

27

28
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1 Richard Montevideo, Esq.
Rutan & Tucker

2 611 Anton Blvd., 14th Floor
Costa Mesa, CA 92626-19503

4
Stephen P. Deitsch, Esq.

5 Best, Best & Krieger
3750 University Avenue, Suite 400

6 P.O. Box 1028
Riverside, CA 92502-1028

7

8 Lyman C. Welch, Esq.

9
Mayer, Brown & Platt
190 S. La Salle Street

10 Chicago, IL 60603-3441

ll
Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer

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

13 Los Angeles, CA 90013

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28
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October 3, 2000

VIA FACSIMILE (916/653-0428) & OVERNIGHT DELIVERY

Chairman Arthur G. Baggett Jr. and Members of the Board
State Water Resources Control Board
901 P Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Draft Order: Petitions of the Cities of Bellflower, et al., the City of
Arcadia, and Western States Petroleum Association, for Review of
January 26, 2000 Action of the Los Angeles Regional Board

Dear Chairman Baggett and Members of the Board:

[. Introduction

The Natural Resources Defense Council ("NRDC"), Santa Monica BayKeeper,
and Heal the Bay hereby submit the following written comments on the August 24, 2000
draft order ("Draft Order") issued in the above-entitled matter by the State Water
Resources Control Board (the "Board").

Generally, we support the Board’s Draft Order and, in particular, those aspects
which uphold the general thrust of the SUSMP program and its numeric sizing criteria.
In general, we believe that the Draft Order, if finalized, constitutes a critical step forward
in the battle to control this State’s leading source of water quality impairment--polluted
runoff.

Nevertheless, we are very troubled by three aspects of the Draft Order, each of
which constitutes a substantial weakening of the SUSMP program approved by the Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board ("Regional Board"). By overturning the
Regional Board’s inclusion in the SUSMP of retail gasoline outlets (’~RGOs"),
Environmentally Sensitive Areas ("ESAs"), and ministerial projects, the Board proposes
to open serious loopholes in the plan. Not only is each of these three exclusions in the
Draft Order legally unsupported, but each also constitutes extremely poor public policy.
The role of this Board should be to support efforts by Regional Water Boards to tailor
pollution reduction programs to the needs of the watershed. These three elements of the
Draft Order constitute a profound deviation from this role.
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Chairman Baggett and Members of the Board
September 27, 2000
Page 2

II. Standard that Governs this Board’s Review of the SUSMP.

As we described in our briefs, and at the hearing in this matter last June, the
Board’s role here is circumscribed by well-settled law. In short, the Board’s actions must
be based on substantial evidence in the record; furthermore, the basis and reasons
provided by the Regional Board in support of the challenged action may not be disturbed
where they are sound and well-justified in the record. See In the Matter of the Petition of
Stinnes-Western (_’hem. Corp., WQ 86-16 (Sept. 18, 1986) at 16-18.

III. The Board Must Revise the Draft Order and Uphold the Regional
Board’s Inclusion of Gas Stations, Environmentally-Sensitive Areas,
and Ministerial Actions in the SUSMP.

The vast majority of the Draft Order clearly complies with the applicable legal
requirements, but three elements just as patently do not: the RGO, ESA, and ministerial
actions issues. With respect to’each area, the Board appears to have ignored copious
evidence in the administrative record that supports the Regional Board’s actions while
failing to articulate a reasonable basis, and substantial evidence, in support of its own
proposed course.

A. The Board’s Draft Order Fails to Identify A Single Valid Basis
for Excluding Retail Gasoline Outlets from the Provisions of
the SUSMP.

The Draft Order concludes that RGOs should not be subject to the SUSMP’s
numeric design criteria for three reasons: RGOs are "heavily regulated," relatively small
(and therefore allegedly unable to treat storm water), and existing BMP approaches
"’should be adequate to achieve MEP." Draft Order at 22. None of these conclusions is
supported by evidence in the record. Indeed, the Board’s approach here is directly
contrary to evidence submitted and testimony adduced at the June hearing in this matter.

First, there is not a scintilla of evidence in the record to support the notion that
RGOs need not be subject to the SUSMP’s design requirements because they are already
"heavily regulated," the first premise advanced in the Draft Order. In fact, both the
Geomatrix report prepared for WSPA, "Storm Water Best Management Practices for
Retail Gasoline Outlets," and the California Storm Water Quality Task Force’s "Best
Management Practice Guide for Retail Gasoline Outlets" discuss the applicable
regulatory context. Neither document identifies any regulatory program that even
approximates the SUSMP’s design requirements, nor any existing requirement that
interposes any impediment to structural treatment approaches. See "Storm Water Best
Management Practices for Retail Gasoline Outlets" ("Geomatrix") at 1-2; "Best
Management Practice Guide for Retail Gasoline Outlets" ("SWQTF") at 2-3.

Second, there is not a scintilla of evidence in the record to support the concept that
the "relatively small size" of RGOs precludes structural treatment approaches in general
or those designed in compliance with the SUSMP numeric design approach specifically.
In tact, the Geomatrix study discusses a wide variety of structural treatment approaches.
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Far from stating or implying that these are impractical due to RGO size, WSPA’s own
consultants recognized that these approaches can, and would, be installed at RGOs:

In the event that the practical pollution prevention measures described
above [sweeping, canopies, etc.] are determined to be insufficient, or in
areas where additional controls are mandated, it may be necessary to
install storm water treatment devices.

Geomatrix at 15 (emphasis added). The Geomatrix report goes on to discuss
appropriate structural BMPs and their relative effectiveness at controlling various
pollutants, and WSPA’s consultants even include references "that provide
sufficient design level information .... " /d. Nowhere is any analysis provided
that suggests that RGOs could not meet the SUSMP design standard. It is,
therefore, nonsensical for the Board to rely on the "relatively small size" of RGOs
as a basis for excluding them from a treatment requirement. The fact that
installation of these devices is not desirable from WSPA’s perspective is beside the
point. See Geomatrix at 15-31.

ThiN, the record also does not provide even remote support for the Draft Order’s
vague suggestion that existing approaches "should be adequate" to meet MEP. Draft
Order at 22. In fact, no state or federal agency has ever stated or implied that "existing
approaches" are adequate to meet MEP. Just the opposite is true. The SWQTF
document, for example, is prefaced by a half-page disclaimer which states, among other
things, that no water board in California has "endorsed the contents" therein. SWQTF at
1. Indeed, the authors of the SWQTF report (who notably include representatives of
ARCO, Unocal, Chevron, WSPA, and Geomatrix) do not state that the guide is intended
to represent MEP.~

Critically in this colmection, WSPA and its own experts have admitted that runoff
from even "properly operated and maintained RGOs" is "not appreciably different" from
sources which this Board and the Regional Board have determined, consistent with the
MEP standard, must be subject to the SUSMP. Geomatrix at 32 (emphasis added). The
Draft Order’s exclusion of RGOs is, therefore, entirely arbitrary. By treating equally
polluted sources, such as RGOs and parking lots, in a fundamentally different manner, the
Draft Order fails to apply the MEP standard in an even-handed way. The Draft Order
must be revised so that RGOs must meet all SUSMP requirements.

~ To the contrary, they suggest that the collected BMPs discussed in the SWQTF report are intended to
serve as a "’default" approaches for the State, a purpose which logically presumes the necessity to go
beyond "default" where circumstances require it.
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B. The Board’s Draft Order Errs by Not Upholding the
Applicability of the SUSMP to ESAs and Then Directing the
Regional Board To Supply an ESA Threshold.

Environmentally Sensitive Areas, known as ESAs, require the highest degree of
protection from polluted urban runoff, and yet this Board proposes to offer these areas no
protection at all. Because of apparent confusion over the manner in which the SUSMP is
intended to work, an unsupported impression of the efficacy of current law in protecting
ESAs, and an unwillingness to remand this issue back to the Regional Board for
additional clarification, the Board suggests that it is indifferent to protecting California’s
most vulnerable ecosystems. We doubt that these are the Board’s intentions and suggest
a better course, one which is consistent with law: uphold the Regional Board’s inclusion
of ESAs in the SUSMP and direct the Regional Board to supply a new development
project threshold after appropriate public notice.

First, the Draft Order betrays a misunderstanding of how the SUSMP applies to
ESAs. The Draft Order suggests critically that the SUSMP, in this instance, is not
"’relatively simple to apply." Draft Order at 24. In point of fact, it is simple to apply
when it comes to redevelopment projects. As to redevelopment, the generally applicable
5000 square foot SUSMP threshold applies to ESAs just as it does to any other
development category. Hence the notion that the SUSMP might be triggered by
something as small as a patio addition in an ESA is as absurd as it is calculated to
frighten the Board. As for new development, the Regional Board appeared to concede
that a minimum sizing threshold should be used--a revision which the Board
acknowledges would clarify the SUSMP in regard to new development in or near ESAs.

Second, as with the RGO issue, here again the Board asserts, without foundation,
that development in ESAs is already subject to "extensive regulation under other
regulatory programs." Draft Order at 24. While it may be true that other programs, such
as this Board’s own Areas of Special Biological Significance (~’ASBS") rules, can
condition new development’s impacts on water quality, there is no evidence in the record
that demonstrates that these unnamed programs offer equivalent protection. For example,
many ESAs would not come under this Board’s ASBS program. Moreover, just this
month, some dischargers have challenged the applicability of the ASBS protections to
inland discharges and to storm water discharges, whether direct or indirect. Finally, even
where ecologically sensitive areas have been designated with some sort of special status
(such as Malibu Creek and Lagoon in Southern California), this has not prevented them
from beconaing polluted.

In short, the Board’s premise does not withstand analysis and is faulty.
Furthermore, it is entirely unsupported in the record as a basis to exclude ESAs from the
SUSMP. Orders of the Board, like those of any administrative agency, cannot rest on
cursory conclusions without support in the record. See, e.g., 23 C.C.R. Section 648.7
("[a]ny final decision of the Board... shall be based on the record and .shall include a
statement of reasons fbr the decision .... ").
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Third and finally, while the Draft Order’s conclusion regarding ESAs is not
explicitly predicated on the issue of whether ESAs are appropriately considered
"development categories," there can be no question that the Regional Board’s use of that
term encompasses ESAs. Draft Order at 24. In arguing the contrary position, Petitioners
attempt to make a linguistic mountain out of a molehill. The best evidence of whether the
Regional Board considered ESAs to be a "development category" is to consider those
permits issued by the Regional Board contemporaneously with the SUSMP. Those
permits, Order No. 99-060 (City of Long Beach) and Order No. 00-108 (Ventura
County), make clear that SUSMP provisions apply to "development categories" and
explicitly include ESAs as one such category. See City of Long Beach Municipal Storm
Water Permit, Order No. 99-060, at 16-17 and Ventura County Storm Water Permit,
Order No. 00-108, at 16-17. This is direct and cogent evidence that the Regional Board
considers "development categories" to include ESAs. Whether or not the Regional
Board’s phraseology here is artful is immaterial.

For these reasons, the Regional Board did not err by including ESAs in the Los
Angeles County SUSMP, and this Board should not overturn this essential aspect of the
SUSMP. The Board, instead, should remand the narrow new development "~threshold"
issue to the Regional Board. Remanding issues to a Regional Board is consistent with the
Board’s typical practice and, in this instance, is particularly appropriate given the Los
Angeles RWQCB’s great familiarity with the underlying issues.

IV. While the Permit Does Refer to Discretionary Projects, These
References Do Not Amount to a Limitation on Applying the
SUSMP to Non-Discretionary, or Ministerial, Projects.

The Draft Order identifies a number of references in the Permit to "discretionary"
projects. Draft Order at 25. Petitioners claim that these references constitute a
prohibition on the application of the SUSMP to non-discretionary projects. The Drali
Order sustains Petitioners argument, although the Draft Order properly notes that "the
limitation of the SUSMP to discretionary projects may not be sufficiently broad for an
effective storm water control program." Draft Order at 25.

Nevertheless, neither the Petitioners nor the Board in the Draft Order have
identified a single place in the Permit which "prohibits" or "limits" the SUSMP
provisions to discretionary projects. Under the circumstances, the Board errs in
transmuting the Permit’s implied focus on discretionary projects into something it is not:
a limitation on application to non-discretionary, or ministerial, projects.-~

Rules of statutory construction, while not directly applicable to the interpretation
of a permit, set forth approaches which are relevant nonetheless. It is a "’cardinal rule of

2 In this connection, it is logical that the Permit would focus on the largest projects, those that are typically

"discretionary." These projects may, on their own, pose significant water quality threats and be subject to
extensive public debate. The Permit’s focus does not necessarily exclude application of the SUSMPs to
run-of-the-mill ministerial projects, which naturally would not necessarily be the focus of extensive
discussion.
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statutory construction that courts must not add provisions to statutes." Security Pac.
Nat’l Bank v. Wozab, 51 Cal. 3d 991,998 (1990). Literal interpretations should be made
unless repugnant to the obvious purpose of a statute. Duty v. Abex Corp., 214 Cal. App.
3d 742, 749 (1989).

Applying these rules to the Permit, it is clear that the Board is adding a
prohibition to the Permit where the plain words of its text provides none. Likewise, the
Board is failing to literally interpret the Permit. The Board is, instead, surmising the
meaning of the Permit based on the interrelationship between a number of permit
provisions, none of which states or approximates the extreme conclusion the Board is,
itself supplying (an absolute prohibition on application of the SUSMP to ministerial
projects).

Even if the Board’s interpretation of the Permit were correct, the/’act that the
Board itself recognizes that its interpretation is at odds with the probable needs of an
adequate storm water control program (Draft Order at 25) has consequences which the
Board may not avoid. The Board, essentially, is saying that the underlying Permit is
(most probably) flawed in that, by not extending the SUSMP to ministerial projects, it
does not control storm water pollution to the maximum extent practicable, as the Clean
Water Act requires. At minimum, therefore, the Board must, consistent with the logic of
its Draft Order, order the Regional Board to reopen and address this impermissible
limitation in its current Los Angeles County storm water permit. It is inconsistent with
the Board’s duties here to recognize such an important shortcoming, in such an important
element of the State’s water quality control program, without assuring that the issue is
remedied promptly.

V. Conclusion

For all of these reasons, we respectfully request that the Board finalize the
Draft Order as proposed, but with the following important changes:

1.     Affirm the applicability of the SUSMP’s numerical sizing criteria
to Retail Gasoline Outlets;

2. Affirm the applicability of the SUSMP, and its numeric sizing
criteria, to Environmentally Sensitive Areas and remand the narrow issue of what new
development threshold should apply to the Regional Board; and

(continued...)
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3.    Affirm the applicability of the SUSMP, and its numeric sizing
criteria, to non-discretionary, or ministerial, projects and approvals.

Sincerely,

David S. Beckman Mark Gold Steve Fleischli

Alex N. Helperin Heather Hoecherl Santa Monica BayKeeper

NRDC Heal the Bay
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BEST BEST ~, KRIEGER LLP

LAWYERS

February 25, 2000

VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. M_AIL

State Water Resources Control Board
Office of Chief Counsel
901 "P" Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
Attn: Craig Wilson, Esq.
Assistant Chief Counsel

Re: Petition for Review of January 26, 2000 Action of the California Regional
Water Quality Comrol Board, Los Angeles Region, and Actions and Failures
to Act By It and Its Executive Officer, Dennis Dickerson, Pursuant to Order
No. 96-054 (NPDES No. CAS 61400)

Dear Ladies and Gentlemen:

The undersigned serves as City Attorney for the City of Arcadia, California
("Arcadia"). Pursuant to Title 23 California Code ofRegnlations ("CCW’) Section 2050, et se__q.,
Arcadia hereby petitions the State Water Resources Control Board (the "Board"), pursuant to
California Water Code Section 13320 and applicable California law, for review of the above actions
and failures to act. Arcadia further requests an Immediate Stay pursuant to California Water Code
Section 13321 and Title 23 CCR Section 2053, and further requests a Hearing pursuant to Title 23
CCR Section 2050(b).

Arcadia makes reference to the filing with the Boitrd of a certain "PETITION FOR
REVIEW OF JANUARY 26, 2000 ACTION OF THE CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER
QUALITY CONTROL, LOS ANGELES REGION, AND ACTIONS AND FAILURES TO ACT
BY IT AND ITS EXECUTIVE OFFICER, DENNIS DICKERSON, PURSUANT TO NO. 96-054
(NPDES NO. CAS 614001), filed with the Board together with supporting and related documents

I~ \’1’[ Jl ~\."; I ’1 )\55463~
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BEST BEST & KRIEGER LLP

Craig Wilson, Esq.
Assistant Chief Counsel
February 25, 2000
Page 2

on or about February 25, 2000 in the matter captioned, "The Cities ofArtesia, et se_._q~et al. v. the
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region, et al." (the "Related
Petition"). Arcadia deems the facts, allegations and matters set forth in the Related Petition to be
applicable to Arcadia and hereby joins in and intends to rely upon the Related Petition for purposes
of Arcadia’s Petition. Pursuant to Title 23 CCR Section 2050, Arcadia further sets forth the
following:

(l) The City of Arcadia is a municipal corporation organized and existing under
the laws of the State of California and located in the County of Los Angeles,
California, and is governed by its Charter. Arcadia’s address is City of
Arcadia, 240 West Huntington Drive, P.O. Box 60021, Arcadia, California
92066-602 I.

(2) Arcadia is a permitee under that certain Permit issued by t-he California
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region, on July 15,
1996, Waste Discharge Requirement for Municipal Storm Water and Urban
Run-Off Discharges within the County of Los Angeles, Order No. 96-054
(NPDES No. CAS 614001). Arcadia is an interested aggrieved party as
Arcadia is adversely impacted by actions taken by the California Regional
Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region and Dennis Dickerson
("Respondents") in connection with a Regional Board mandated Standard
Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan imposed on Arcadia and other interested
parties on January 26, 2000, and as Arcadia is adversely impacted by failures
to act on the part of the Respondents in connection with a Standard Urban
Strom Water Mitigation Plan submitted by Arcadia and other parties in July
of 1999. Arcadia is challenging the actions taken by the Respondents on
January 26, 2000 and the failures of the Respondents to act lawfully in
reviewing and approving the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan
submitted by Arcadia and other parties, in accordance with state and federal
law, as described in the Related Petition.

(3) The date on which Respondents acted or failed to take appropriate action was
January 26, 2000. On and atter that date, the Respondents have continued to
fall to take appropriate action as set forth in the Related Petition.

. (4) Arcadia alleges that the actions and failures to act by the Respondents are
inappropriate and improper, and in support of this allegation incorporates by
reference herein the Related Petition and, without limitation, Paragraphs 11
through and including 75 thereof.

I( V PUII\,S I ’I )’,55463 g
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LAW OFF’ICES OF

BEST BEST & KRIEGER LLP

Craig Wilson, Esq.
Assistant Chief Counsel
February 25, 2000
Page 3

(5) Arcadia is aggrieved as result of the actions and failure--to act by the
Respondents and, in support in of this allegation, incorporates by reference
herein the Related Petition and, without limitation, Paragraphs 11 through 86
thereof.

(6) Arcadia requests that the Board grant to Arcadia the relief set forth in
Paragraphs (1) through and including (6) on pages 27 and 28 of the Related
Petition, as if Arcadia were one of the "Petitioners" as described therein.

(7) Arcadia hereby incorporates by reference, joins in and relies upon the Related
Petition including, without limitation, the statement of points and authorities
filed in support of the Related Petition.

(8) Arcadia understands and believes that, as set forth in Paragraph 79 of the
Related Petition, a copy of a request to the Regional Board requesting the
preparation of the Regional Board’s record in connection with this matter,
including a request for a copy of the audiotapes and the reporter transcripts
of the January 26, 2000 hearing, as well as a request for a list of persons the
Regional Board has identified as having an interest in the subject matter of this
Petition, has been served on the Regional Board.

(9) This Petition has been set to Respondents Regional Board and its Executive
Officer.

(10) Arcadia relies upon the matters as set forth in Paragraph 79 of the Related
Petition with respect to the preparation of the Regional Board’s record.

Arcadia hereby requests a Hearing pursuant to Title 23 CCR Section 2050(b). In
support thereof, Arcadia relies upon the facts, allegations and matters set forth in the Related Petition
including, without limitation, Paragraphs 76 through and including 78 thereof.

Pursuant to Title 23 CCR Section 2053, Arcadia seeks a stay of the action taken by
the Regional Board and any subsequent action to be taken by the Executive Officer in imposing the
Regional Board SUSMP, as that term is defined in the Related Petition, in clear violation of the terms
of the Permit and state and federal law in order to avoid substantial harm to Arcadia. In support of
its request for a stay, Arcadia relies upon the Related Petition including, without limitation,
Paragraphs 80 through and including 86 thereof, and all documents filed by the Petitioners in the
Related Petition in suppo~ thereo£

R V I’UI IL"; I’D\554638

R0072716



L~w OF~-ICIES OF

BEST BEST & KRIEGER LLP

Craig Wilson, Esq.
Assistant Chief Counsel
February 25, 2000
Page 4

Please contact the undersigned with respect to any correspondence and other
communication submitted to Arcadia concerning this Petition.

Very truly yours,       "

Stephen P. Deitsch
(California Bar No. 89318)
of Best Best & Krieger LLP
City Attorney
City of Arcadia

SPD:mfa                                                            -~

cc: .The California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region (via facsimile and U.S. Mail)

. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Director
of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (via facsimile and U.S. Mail)

R0072717



1 STEPHEN P. DEITSCI-L ~So. 089318
LAW OFHCES OF

2 BEST BEST & KRIEGER LLP
3750 UNIVERSITY AVENUE, SUITE 400

3 P.O. BOX 1028
RIVERSIDE, CALIFORNIA 92502-1028 -

4 TELEPHONE: (909) 686-1450 -
TELECOPIER: (909) 686-3083

5                                                                                    "
Attorneys for Petitioner City of Arcadia

8 PETITION BEFORE THE

9 STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

10

11 THE CITIES OF BELLFLOWER, BELL Case No.
GARDENS, BURBANK, CERR/TOS,

12 COMMERCE, COMPTON, DIAMOND PETITIONER CITY OF ARCADIA’S
BAR, DOWNEY, HAWAIIAN GARDENS, POST-HEARING REPLY BRIEF TO JUNE

13 HUNTINGTON PARK, INDUSTRY, 12, 2000 STATE BOARD INQUIRY
IRWlNDALE, LA CANADA-FLINTR!DGE,

14 LA MIRANDA, LA VERNE, LAKEWOOD, ~
LAWNDALE, MONROVIA, Date: June 7-8, 2000

15 MONTEBELLO, PALOS VERDES Time: 10:00 a.m.
ESTATES, PARAMOUNT, PICO R!V’ERA,Location: 3350 Civic Center Drive

16 POMONA, RANCHO PALOS VERDES, Torrance, CA 90503
ROSEMEAD, SAN GABR!EL, SANTA FE

~ 7 SPRINGS, SIGNAL I-BLL, SOUTH GATE,
VERNON, WALNUT, AND WHITTIER,

18 municipal corporations; and THE BUILDING
INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION OF

19 SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA, a Non-Profit
Mutual Benefit Corporation, and THE

2 0 BUILDING INDUSTRY LEGAL DEFENSE
FOLLNDATION, a Non-Profit Mutual Benefit

21 Corporation, and CITY OF ARCADIA, a
municipal corporation,

22
Petitioners,

23
VS.

24
THE CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER

2 5 QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, LOS
ANGELES REGION; AND DENNIS

2 6 DICKERSON, Executive Director of the Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control

2 7 Board.
Respondents.

28

PETITIONERS’ POST-HEARING REPLY BRIEF TO .RJNE 12, 2000
aVpUl3 \ S PD\ 5-/436 3 STATE BOARD INQUIRY R0072718



Petitioner, City of Arcadia, joins in the Brief filed on behalf of all other Petitioners in this
2

matter on or about July 6, 2000 and in the "Petitioners’ Proposed Revisions to Respondents’
3

Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan for Los Angeles County and Cities in Los Angeles
4

County" filed with the Brief. Furthermore, Petitioner City of Arcadia specifically concurs with that
5

section of the Brief captioned, "V. CONCLUSION" and with the prayers, requests and
6

recommendations set forth therein.
7

8
DATED: July 7, 2000 BEST BEST & KRIEGER LLP

9 ,

3-0

3-]- STEPHEN P. DEITSCH
Attorney for Petitioner City of Arcadia

3.2

3.3

].4

].5

].7

18

3.9

20

23.

22

23

24

25

26

27

28
2

PETITIONERS" POST-HEARING REPLY BRIEF TO JUNE 12, 2000
RVPUB\SPD\574363 STATE BOARD INQUIRY
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3- PROOF OF SERVICE

2 I, Monica F. Almore declare:

3 I am a resident of the State of California and over the age of eighteen years, and
not a party to the within action; my business address is Best Best & Kfieger LLP, 3750 University

4 Avenue, Suite 400, P.O. Box 1028, Riverside, California 92502-1028. On July 7, 2000, I served
the within documents:

PETITIONERS’ POST-HEARING REPLY BRIEF TO JUNE 12, 2000 STATE
6 BOARD INQUIRY

7 [] by transmitting via facsimile the document(s) listed above to the fax number(s) set
forth below on this date before 5:00 p.m.

8
[] by placing the document(s) listed above in a sealed envelope with postage thereon

9 fully prepaid, in the United States mail at Riverside, California addressed as set
forth below.

3.0
[] by causing personal delivery by of the document(s) listed above to the person(s) at

3. 3. the address(es) set forth below.

3- 2 [] by personally defivering the document(s) listed above to the person(s) at the
address(es) set forth below.

1.3
[] I caused such envelope to be delivered via overnight delivery addressed as

3-4 indicated on the attached service list. Such envelope was deposited for delivery by
{Overnight Delivery Name Inserted Here} following the firm’s ordinary

3- 5 business practices.

3-6
See Attached Service Li~t

3.7 I am readily familiar with the firm’s practice of collection and processing
18 correspondence for mailing. Under that practice it would be deposited with the U.S. Postal

Service on that same day with postage thereon fully prepaid in the ordinary course of business. I
am aware that on motion of the party served, service is presumed invalid if postal cancellation3.9 date or postage meter date is more than one day after date of deposit for mailing in affidavit.

20 I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the
2 3- above is true and correct.

2 2 Executed on July 7, 2000, at Riverside, California.

23

24 F. Almore
25

26

27

28



SERVICE LIST

David S. Beckman, Esq. Steve Fleischli, Esq.
Alex N. Helperin, Esq. Santa Monica Baykeeper
Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. P.O. Box 10096
6310 San Vicente Boulevard, Suite 250 Marina del Rey, CA 90295
Los Angeles, CA 90048

Heather Hoeched, Esq. Richard Montevideo, Esq.
Heal The Bay Rutan & Tucker LLP
2701 Ocean Park Boulevard, Suite 150 611 Anton Boulevard, Fourteenth Floor
Santa Monica, CA 90405 Costa mesa, CA 92626-1950

L an
~ayer, C. Welch, Esq. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer

Brown &Platt Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control
190 S. La Salle Street Board
Chicago, IL 60603-3441 320 West 4~h Street, Suite 200

Los Angeles, CA 90013

Jorge A. L~one, Esq. Xavier Swamikannu
Senior Staff’Counsel Regional Water Quality Control Board
901 "P" Street 320 West 4* Street, Suite 200
Sacramento, California Los Angeles, CA 90013

Elizabeth Miller Jennings, Esq. State Water Resources Control Board
Office of Chief Counsel Office of Chief Counsel
State Water Resources Control Board 901 "P" Street
901 "P" Street Sacramento, CA 95814
Sacramento, CA 95814

2O

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

2 8 227/065121-0067
7468901 AM00



1 GREGORY R. McCLINTOCK
MAYER, BROWN & PLATT

2 350 S. Grand Avenue, Suite 2500
Los Angeles, California 90071-1503

3 Telephone: (213) 229-9500
Facsimile: (213) 625-0248

4
LYMAN C. WELCH

5 MAYER, BROWN & PLATT
190 S. La Salle Street

6 Chicago, Illinois 60603-3441
Telephone: (312) 701-7404

7 Facsimile: (312) 706-9117

8 Attomeys for Westem States
Petroleum Association

9

10 STATE OF CALIFORNIA

11 STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

12

13 In the Matter of the Petition of ) FILE NO.
)

14 WESTERN STATES PETROLEUM ) PETITION FOR REVIEW OF THE
ASSOCIATION, ) REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL

15 Petitioner, ) BOARD -- LOS ANGELES REGION’S
) JANUARY 26, 2000 APPROVAL OF THE

16 For Review of the Los Angeles Regional) STANDARD URBAN STORMWATER
Water Quality Control Board’s ) MITIGATION PLAN REGULATION

17 January 26, 2000 Approval of the )
Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation )

18 Plan Regulation )
)

19

20 I. INTRODUCTION

21 The Western States Petroleum Association ("WSPA") requests that the State Water

22 Resources Control Board ("State Board") review the Regional Water Quality Control Board -- Los

23 Angeles Region’s ("Regional Board") January 26, 2000 approval of the Standard Urban Stormwater

24 Mitigation Plan ("SUSMP"). The Regional Board’s failure to follow mandatory procedural

25 requirements and failure to adequately consider the economic consequences of its action require

26 that the State Board reverse the Regional Board’s action. This petition is filed pursuant to

27 California Water Code Section 13320 and Title 23, California Code of Regulations, Section 2050.

28
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1 II. INFORMATION REQUIRED BY SECTION 2050

2 In support of WSPA’s Petition For Review, WSPA provides the following information as

3 required by Title 23, California Code of Regulations, Section 2050:

4 A.    The Petitioner is the Western States Petroleum Association, 505 N. Brand Blvd.,

5 Suite 1400, Glendale, California 91203.

6 B.    Petitioner requests review of the Regional Board’s January 26, 2000 approval of the

7 SUSMP regulation which, among other requirements, mandates treatment control best management

8 practices including numeric design standards. These standards would impact a number of project

9 categories, including retail gasoline outlets. As of the date this petition was prepared, the final

10 approved Regional Board resolution was not yet available fi’om the Regional Board.

11 C.    The Regional Board’s approval of the SUSMP regulation occurred on

12 January 26, 2000.

13 D. The Regional Board’s action was improper for the following reasons: 1) The

14 Regional Board’s Mandate Of Specified Numerical Design Standards Without Properly Evaluating

15 Their Economic Consequences Is Arbitrary, Capricious and Contrary to Law; 2) The Regional

16 Board Did Not Allow Adequate Time For Public Review of Significant Changes To The Proposal;

17 3) The Regional Board Did Not Satisfy CEQA Requirements; 4) The Regional Board Has Not

18 Complied with the Administrative Procedure Act; and 5) The Numeric Design Standards Are An

19 Unfunded Mandate.

20 WSPA incorporates herein by reference the statement of points and authorities at Part II. G

21 below. As the Regional Board has not yet made its final approved order available, additional

22 grounds for review of the Regional Board action may be discovered at a later date. If needed,

23 further details regarding the Regional Board’s action and the grounds for review will be provided in

24 supplemental pleadings.

25 E. WSPA is a trade association representing approximately thirty companies engaged in

26 all aspects of the exploration for, production, refining, transportation and marketing of petroleum

27 and petroleum products in the Western United States. WSPA is aggrieved by the Regional Board’s

28 action because many of its members own or operate retail gasoline stations in the portion of

2
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1 California that will be impacted by the SUSMP regulation’s mandatory requirements on retail

2 gasoline outlets. In particular, the SUSMP regulation’s numeric design standards will impose

3 significant unnecessary costs and expenses on these WSPA members during the construction of

4 new retail gasoline outlets. In addition, WSPA, as an advocate for its members, has an interest in

5 ensuring that the Regional Board’s orders and regulations are reasonable and in compliance with

6 applicable legal requirements.

7 F. WSPA requests the State Board either delete the numeric design standards applicable

8 to retail gasoline outlets from the Regional Board’s order or that the State Board remand the matter

9 to the Regional Board with directions to do the same, and requests such other relief as any

10 subsequently discovered facts may indicate is appropriate.

11 G.    WSPA provides the following statement of points and authorities in support of this

12 Petition. As the Regional Board has not yet issued its final approved order with respect to this

13 matter, additional grounds for review of the Regional Board’s action may be discovered at a later

14 date. If needed, supplemental Points and Authorities will be submitted.

15 Several procedural and substantive defects in the Regional Board’s action require the

16 reversal of the Regional Board’s approval of the SUSMP regulation and the mandated numeric

17 design standards applicable to retail gasoline outlets. Each of these defects is described below.

18 1. The Regional Board’s Mandate Of Specific Numerical Design Standards
Without Properly Evaluating Their Economic Consequences Is Arbitrary,

19 Capricious and Contrary_ to Law.

20 The Regional Board must evaluate "economic considerations" when establishing waste

21 discharge requirements and water quality standards. Water Code Sections 13241 (d) and 13263(a).

22 In addition, the Regional Board is prohibited from specifying the "design, location, type of

23 construction, or particular manner" for compliance with a Regional Board requirement or order.

24 Water Code § 13360(a). Contrary to this authority, the SUSMP regulation requires implementation

25 of specified numeric design requirements to mitigate storm water runoff. The Regional Board

26 performed no analysis to determine whether any of the specified numerical design standards would

27 be economically achievable or reasonable if applied to retail gasoline outlets. The evidence before

28 the Regional Board showed that such numeric standards were unnecessary, expensive and would

3
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1 provide little or no environmental benefit. In fact, that evidence indicated that such standards could

2 result in an environmental detriment. Because the Regional Board had no basis to show that the

3 numerical design standards were economically reasonable or practicable, the Regional Board’s

4 application of such requirements to retail gasoline outlets is arbitrary, capricious and contrary to its

5 authority.

6 2. The Regional Board Did Not Allow Adequate Time For Public Review of
Significant Changes to The Proposal.

7
The 19-page Staff Report and Record of Decision supporting the proposal was only released

8
on January 18, 2000 -- just eight days before the Regional Board’s action. In addition, a Change

9
Sheet containing significant substantive modifications to the proposal was released on Friday,

10
January 21, 2000 and the revised version of the proposal was not made available to the public

11
before the Regional Board hearing. By delaying the release of these key documents, the Regional

12
Board violated due process by depriving affected members of the public of an adequate opportunity

13
to review and comment.

14
Moreover, the short time period allowed for public review of these critical documents is

15
contrary to the public review requirements contained in the Regional Board’s prior Order No. 96-

16
054. That order required a 45-day period for interested parties to submit comments and provided

17
the Executive Officer with a 120-day period to consider the proposal and comments before reaching

18
its decision. Due to the late release of key documents, the Regional Board’s staff prevented the

19
requirements of Order No. 96-054 from being fulfilled and the public was deprived of the

20
opportunity to meaningfully participate in the agency’s process.

21
3. The Regional Board Did Not Satis~ CEQA Requirements.

22
The Regional Board’s action will have a significant impact on the environment because it

23
would require many new construction projects to submit an Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan for

24
approval and implement specific post-construction controls, which, in the case of retail gasoline

25
outlets at least, could have potentially significant adverse effects on groundwater. Since the

26
proposed numerical design standards are not federally required and they will significantly affect the

27

28
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1 environment, the Regional Board must follow CEQA requirements if it wishes to adopt such

2 standards.

3 The Regional Board’s Staff Report incorrectly suggested that the proposed numerical design

4 standard is federally required by Section 402(p) of the Clean Water Act. Contrary to the Regional

5 Board’s interpretation, the Clean Water Act does not require municipal stormwater discharges to

6 comply with numeric limitations -- any such requirements are discretionary. Defenders of Wildlife

7 v. Browner, 191 F.3d 1159, 1166-67 (9th Cir. 1999). Therefore, the Regional Board’s adoption of

8 numerical design standards, if authorized at all, must be through its State authority.

9 The Regional Board’s Staff Report asserted that the proposed regulation is exempt from

10 CEQA by reason of Water Code Section 13389, however, that section only exempts the adoption of

11 federally-mandated waste discharge requirements and permits. Se._.g Water Code § 13372;

12 Committee for a Progressive Gilroy v. State Water Resources Control Bd., 192 Cal. App. 3d 847

13 (1987). As noted, since numeric design standards are not federally-mandated, CEQA review of the

14 SUSMP regulation is required.

15 4. The Regional Board Has Not Complied with the Administrative Procedure

16
The Regional Board did not follow the requirements of the California Administrative

17
Procedure Act (APA). The APA applies because the numeric design standards are a standard of

18
general application which meets the APA definition of a regulation. Sere Government Code Section

19
11342. Contrary to the assertion in the Regional Board’s Staff Report, Government Code Section

20
11352(b) does not exempt the proposal from the APA because this provision only exempts required

21
"waste discharge requirements and permits" and, as described above, neither federal nor state law

22
requires numeric design standards to be included in permits. Therefore, the Regional Board’s

23
adoption of the numeric design standards is a quasi-legislative action and the APA applies.

24
Moreover, the Regional Board Staff Report’s assertion that any challenge to the Regional Board’s

25
action would be untimely is ludicrous. The numerical design standards were added to the proposed

26
SUSMP regulation shortly before it was adopted and the Regional Board’s final approved order

27
evidencing such action has not yet even been finalized.

28
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1 5. The Numeric Design Standards Are An Unfunded Mandate.

2 The proposed numeric design standards also constitute an unfunded mandate prohibited by

3 the California Constitution. Se.._ge Cal. Constitution Art. 13B § 6. Since the numeric design standards

4 are not required by any federal law and have been adopted through a discretionary exercise of

5 authority by the Regional Board, the limits are not "costs mandated by the federal government."

6 Government Code Section 17513. Consequently, since the numeric design standards do not qualify

7 as a federal mandate, the Regional Board’s order is invalid because it does not provide for

8 appropriate funding.

9 H. A list of persons known by the Regional Board to have an interest in this matter was

10 requested from the Regional Board, but not available at the time this petition was prepared. A copy

11 of a February 24, 2000 letter to the Regional Board requesting this list is attached hereto as

12 Exhibit A.

13 I. A copy of this petition has been sent to the Regional Board.

14 J. A copy of a request by WSPA to prepare the Regional Board record on this matter is

15 attached hereto as Exhibit A.

16 III. CONCLUSION

17 For the foregoing reasons, WSPA respectfully requests that the State Board grant this

18 petition.

19

20 DATED: February 24, 2000 Respectfully submitted,

21

22 Gregory R. McClintock
Lyman C. Welch

23 MAYER, BROWN & PLATT

24 Attorneys for WESTERN STATES PETROLEUM

25

ASSOC~ON

:; By:
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MAYER, BROWN & PLATT
IgO SOUTH LA SALLE STREET

CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60603-3441

LYMAN C. ~FELCH

Iweich~mayerbrown.co~

February24,2000

VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 West Fourth Street
Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Re: Request for Preparation of the Regional Board Record of the January 26,
2000 SUSMP Approval

Dear Sir or Madam:

On behalf of the Western States Petroleum Association, this letter constitutes a request
pursuant to Title 23, California Code of Regulations, section 2050 for the preparation of the
record from the Regional Board’s January 26, 2000 approval of the Standard Urban Stormwater
Mitigation Plan, including the transcript of the Board hearing of that date, if available.

In addition, we request a copy of the Regional Board’s list of parties known to have an
imerest in the SUSMP proceeding. We understand that one or more other petitions for review
are being filed as well and it is not our intention to require duplicative work. If convenient, you
can simply provide us with a copy of whatever you provide to the other petitioners.

C. Welch

LCW/jm

i 266g~5 ]. l                                                                                                  U

CHICAGO BERLIN CHARLOTTE COLOGNE HOUSTON LONDON LOS ANGELI~S NEW YORK WASHINGTON
INDEPENDENTMEXICO CITY CORRESPONDENT: ~JAUREGUI, NAVARRETEo NADER Y RO, JAS

INDEPENDENT PARIS CORRESPONDENT: LAMBERT & LEE
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MAYER, BROWN & PLATT

190 SOUTH LA SALLE STREET

CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60603-3441

LYMAN C. WELCH ~:l~.! :I .... ’; ’ 31z-782-o6oo

Iwelch@mayerbrown,com

February24,2000

VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 West Fourth Street
Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Re: Request for Preparation of the Regional Board Record of the January 26,
2000 SUSMP Approval

Dear Sir or Madam:

On behalf of the Western States Petroleum Association, this letter constitutes a request
pursuant to Title 23, California Code of Regulations, section 2050 for the preparation of the
record from the Regional Board’s January 26, 2000 approval of the Standard Urban Stormwater
Mitigation Plan, including the transcript of the Board hearing of that date, if available.

In addition, we request a copy of the Regional Board’s list of parties known to have an
interest in the SUSMP proceeding. We understand that one or more other petitions for review
are being filed as well and it is not our intention to require duplicative work. If convenient, you
can simply provide us with a copy of whatever you provide to the other petitioners.

~c.~W
erely’

LCW/jm

12668551.1                                                                              R0072729
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1 MAYER, BROWN & PLATT
GREGORY R. McCLINTOCK (State Bar No. 043987)

2 350 S. Grand Avenue, Suite 2500
Los Angeles, California 90071-1503 ~.. ~

3 Telephone: (213) 229-9500
Facsimile: (213) 625-0248

MAYER, BRO3hrN & PLATT
I_~, ~ ,.-,, .....: = :~ .: , :~

5 LYMAN C. WELCH (State BarNo. 206258)
190 S. La Salle Street

6 Chicago, Illinois 60603-3441
Telephone: (312) 701-7404

7 Facsimile: (312) 706-9117

8 Attomeys for Petitioner
WESTERN STATES PETROLEUM ASSOCIATION

9

10 STATE OF CALIFORNIA

11 STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

12

13 In the Matter of the Petition of ) FILE NO. A-1280(b)
)

14 WESTERN STATES PETROLEUM )
ASSOCIATION, ) AMENDMENT TO WESTERN

15 ) STATES PETROLEUM ASSOCIATION’S
Petitioner, ) PETITION FOR REVIEW OF THE

16 ) REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL
For Review of the Los Angeles Regional) BOARD - LOS ANGELES REGION’S

17 Water Quality Control Board’s ) JANUARY 26, 2000 APPROVAL OF THE
January 26, 2000 Approval of the ) STANDARD URBAN STORMWATER

18 Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation ) MITIGATION PLAN REGULATION
Plan Regulation )

19 )

20 The Western States Petroleum Association ("WSPA") hereby amends its petition, pending

21 before the State Board pursuant to California Water Code Section 13320 and Title 23, California Code

22 of Regulations, Section 2050, for review of the January 26, 2000 action of the Los Angeles Regional

23 Water Quality Control Board ("Regional Board") approving the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation

24 Plan ("SUSMP") regulation. WSPA files this amendment to ensure that the subsequent actions by the

25 Executive Officer of the Regional Board and the final approved SUSMP regulation are deemed to be

26 covered by WSPA’s petition. In support of this amendment, WSPA states as follows:

27 1. On March 8, 2000, the Executive Officer of the Regional Board approved the final

28 SUSMP regulation as directed by the January 26, 2000 resolution of the Regional Board. On or about

1
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1 this date, the Executive Officer also released copies of the final approved SUSMP regulation and the

2 January 26, 2000 Regional Board Resolution No. R-00-02 to the public. A copy of Regional Board

3 Resolution No. R-00-02 is attached hereto as Exhibit A. A copy of the final Approved Standard Urban

4 Stormwater Mitigation Plan for the Los Angeles Region is attached hereto as Exhibit B.

5 2. The Executive Officer made significant changes to the fmal SUSMP regulation which

6 were not the subject of public review and which are not supported by the administrative record. Such

7 significant changes include, without limitation, expansion of the definition of a "retail gasoline outlet"

8 and elimination of the credit for roofing surface area that had previously been authorized in calculating

9 stormwater runoff volume. The Regional Board’s March 8, 2000 summary of several of these

10 significant changes to the SUSMP regulation is attached hereto as Exhibit C.

11 3. The Executive Officer’s approval of the fmal SUSMP regulation, the adoption of

12 significant changes to the SUSMP regulation and Regional Board Resolution No. R-00-02 each suffer

13 from the same procedural and substantive defects set forth in WSPA’s original Petition for Review.

14 WSPA incorporates by reference all of the information in its original Petition for Review, including the

15 information required by Section 2050, as if set forth fully herein.

16 4. A copy of this filing has been sent to the Regional Board.

17 FOR THE FOREGOING REASONS, WSPA respectfully requests that the State Board grant

18 this amended petition.

19

20 DATED: April 6, 2000 Respectfully submitted,

21

22
MAYER, BROWN & PLATT

23 GREGORY R. McCLINTOCK
LYMAN C WELCH

25
By: Ly~/m C. We~-n26

27 Attorneys for Petitioner
WESTERN STATES PETROLEUM ASSOCIATION

28
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6. The nature of property use is related to the types and quantities of pollutants that are wansported from
that property during a rainfall event.

7. As property is developed or redeveloped, the utilization of Best Management Practices provide an
opportunity to reduce the loading of pollutants to water bodies. This is accomplished by various
techniques and can be passive (source reduction) or active (treatment). As property is developed from
undisturbed lands, the project can be designed to incorporate Structural or Trmtment Control (Best
Management Practices (BMPs) Ifutt would normally not be available or practical to use on property
that has been in urban use.

8. BMPs are effective means of reducing pollutants and Structural or Trealrnent Control BMPs can be
"designed-into" a project in a cost effective way and in a manner that is either ~ausparmt to or which
enhances the use to which the property has been placed. Some BMPs encourage the se~fing aside of
areas as a greenbelt to allow storm water runoff to flow over are.as which are permeable, fi~’eby
allowing all or a portion of the runoff to infiltrate. Other BMPs can be designed and built into
structures such as catch basins that incorporate replaceable filters to absorb oily wastes or by installing
screens to prevent litter from passing through the system and into the water body.

9. Arrays of Su, uctural or Treatment control BMPs are available to developers of both new and
redevelopment properties. The use of BMPs is already required by the terms of the Los Angeles
County and Long Beach Municipal Storm Water and Urban RunoffNPDES pormits.

10. The ability of any BMP to be effective is limited by the volume of water that the BbfP is exposed to in
any discre~ period of time. A BMP that can only be effective for a re’nail volume of storm water
runoff is inherently less effective than one sized to accommodate a larger volume of water.

11. Storm water runoff will normally convey a disproportionate loading of pollutants in the initial period
runoff is generated during a storm event. Storm events generating up to 0.75 inches of precipitation,
measured over a 24-hour period, constitute 85 percent of the total mount of runoff that can be
expected during an average wet season. Designing a BMP to be able to accommodate this amount of
runoff will result in the application ofa BMP intervention to all but 15% of the total runoff during a
year, and usually all of the critical runoff that occurs in the early phase of the precipitation event,
commonly referred to as the "first Flush."

12. Both the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit (Part lll.A.l.c) and the City of Long Beach MS4 Permits
contain provisions related to the adoption of Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs)
requiring their development and implementation.

13. Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans are required for a specified set of enumerated projects
and the permit specifically identifies seven distinct categories for which SUSMPs are required to be
prepared. The permit specifically states that the seven categories of projects are the minimum
categories requiring SUSMPs.

14. Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans are also required for development or redevelopment of
Parking Lots 5,000 square feet or greater and Locations in Environmentally Sensitive Areas. These
categories have been added to advance efforts to control storm water pollution beyond the minimum in
Los Angeles County.

15. Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans are required to be approved by the Regional Board
Executive Officer following which they are to be implemented by the Permittees and used by the
Permittees as the minimum criteria for the approval of project specific Urban Storm Water Mitigation
Plans and the issuance of grading or building peanits to project applicants.

16. The Statewide Construction Storm Water Permit requires that Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans
(State SWPPPs) contain post-cousu’uction BMPs that will be implemented aftzr �onstn~ction is
complete.
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17. Section 402 (p) of the Clean Water Act r~quires the Administrator of the Uait~! States Environmental
Protection Agen~’T or her designated agent, in this inst~ce, the Regional Board, to require ~s part of
the storm water program "controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent
practicable, including management practices, conlmi techniques and system, design and engineering
methods, and such other provisions as the Administrator or the State determines appropriate for the
control of such pollutants." [USC Section 1342 (pX3)(B)].

18. A recent decision of the United States 9* Circuit Court of Appeals, Defenders of Wildlife v. Browner
(1999) Case No. 98-71080, provides additional support and clarification of the authority of the
Administrator and the Regional Board to impose additional controls on storm water pollution. The
Court in Defenders of Wildlife v. Browner said that the USEPA and the States have discretion under
the law to determine what pollution controls ar~ ap~ to achieve compliance.

19. Pursuant to the requirements of Regional Board Order No. 96-054, Waste Discharge Requirements for
Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discha~es within the County of Los Angeles, the Regional
Board Executive Officer received a proposal for Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans
submitted by the Principal Permittee.

20. Upon the review of the Regional Board Executive Officer, the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation
Plan submitted for the seven applicable categories was deemed inadequate. A ~-vised SUSMP
proposal was developed subsequent to a discussion of the proposal’$ conceptual foundation at a public
workshop held on August I0, 1999. This workshop was well attended with over 80 municipal
representatives and interested parties participating.

21. On August 16, 1999, a public notice was issued indicating that the Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plans proposed by the Principal Pennittee would be augmented by the addition of criteria
related to specifying numerical design criteria for BMP construction. The matter was noticed for the
Regional Board’s September meeting to allow the issue to be discussed before the Board although no
formal action of the Regional Board itself is r~luired for SUSMP approval.

22. On September 16, 1999, the Regional Board conducted a public heating on the Standard Urban Storm
Water Mitigation Plan proposal as amended by the Executive Officer. At that hearing, the Regional
Board Executive Officer suggested additional time would be necessary to develop a more
comprehensive proposal incorporating the comments received at the public hearing.

23. Between September 16, 1999 and January 25, 2000, the Regional Board Executive Officer met with
interested parties to discuss comments and concerns from interested parties.

24. The Southern California Council of Governments (SCAG) has indicated its interest in obtaining
funding to prepare a regional plan(s) to address storm water pollution and identify regional treaanent
solutions for implementation.

25. On December 7, 1999, the Regional Board Executive Officer released a revised Standard Urban Storm
Water Mitigation Plan document to interested parties.

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT:

1. The Regional Board endorses the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan prepaid by the
Regional Board Executive Officer and noticed to the public on December 7, 1999 and the concepts
therein relating to numerical storm water mitigation standards for Best Management Practices; and

2. The Regional Board directs the Regional Board Executive Officer to approve the Standard Urban
Storm Water Mitigation Plan at the earliest opportunity incorporating changes made and formally
approved by the Regional Board at the January 26, 1999 Board Hearing;

Resolution No. R-O0-02 3 of 4
January 26, 2000

R0072734



3. The Regional Board adopts the approved requi~ncnts as provi~ons applicable to the SUSMP
requirements for the City of Long Beach.

4. The Regional Board adopt~ the numerical mitigation t~andards for ~torm water, endomed herein, as the
minimum design criteria for review of post.construction BMPs in the Los Angeles Region for
construction projects subject to coverage under the Statewide Construction Storm Water Permit.

5. The Regional Board encourages the Permittees and all interested parties to work together in a ~’pirit of
cooperation to effect the implementation of the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan at the
earliest possible date, and

6. The Regional Board encourages the efforts by the Southern California Council of Governments and
area Council of Governments (COGs) to develop regional plans and identify regional ~olutions to
address storm water pollution from new development and redevelopment.

I, Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a f~ll, Uue and correct copy
of a Resolution adopted by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region, on
January 26, 2000.

ORIGINAL SIGNED BY

DENNIS A. DICKERSON
Executive Officer

Resolution No. R-00-02 4 of 4
January 26, 2000

R0072735



STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

FOR LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND CITIES IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY

A~proved - Re~jional Board Executive Of~cer
March 8, 2000.
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY URBAN RUNOFF AND STORM WATER NPDES PERMIT

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

BACKGROUND
The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit (Los Angeles County Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities
(Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional
Board) on July 15, 1996, requires the development and implementation of a program
addressing storm water pollution issues in development planning for private projects.
The same requirements are applicable to the City of Long Beach under its separate
municipal storm water permit (City of Long Beach MS4 Permit), which was issued on
June 30, 1999.

The requirement to implement a program for development planning is based on, federal
and state statutes including: Section 402 (p) of the Clean Water Act, Section 6217 of
the Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments of 1990 ("CZARA"), and the
California Water Code. The Clean Water Act amendments of 1987 established a
framework for regulating storm water discharges from municipal, industrial, and
construction activities under the NPDES program. The primary objectives of the
municipal storm water program requirements are to:

1.    Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and
2. Reduce the discharge of pollutants from storm water conveyance systems

to the Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP statutory standard).

The Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of
the municipal storm water program to address storm water pollution from new
Development and Redevelopment by the private sector. This SUSMP contains a list of
the minimum required Best Management Practices (BMPs) that must be used for a
designated project. Additional BMPs may be required by ordinance or code adopted by
the Permittee and applied generally or on a case by case basis. The Permittees are
required to adopt the requirements set herein in their own SUSMP. Developers must
incorporate appropriate SUSMP requirements into their project plans. Each Permittee
will approve the project plan as part of the development plan approval process and
prior to issuing building and grading permits for the projects covered by the SUSMP
requirements.
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All projects that fall into one of seven categories are identified in the Los Angeles
County MS4 Permit as requiring SUSMPs. These categories are:

¯ Single-Family Hillside Residences
¯ 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Developments
¯ Automotive Repair Shops
¯ Retail Gasoline Outlets
¯ Restaurants
¯ Home Subdivisions with 10 to 99 housing units
¯ Home Subdivisions with 100 or more housing units

The Regional Board Executive Officer has designated two additional categories subject
to SUSMP requirements for the Los Angeles County MS4 Permit. These categories are:

¯ Location within or directly adjacent to or discharging directly to an environmentally sensitive
area, and

¯ Parking lots 5,000 square feet or more or with 25 or more parking spaces and potentially
exposed to storm water runoff

The City of Long Beach permit requires SUSMP for the following categories only: (i) 10-
99 home subdivisions; (ii) 100 or more subdivisions; (iii) 100,000 or more square foot
commercial developments; and (iv) Projects located adjacent to or discharging to
environmentally sensitive areas. For the remaining five categories, equivalent
requirements have been included directly in or are expected to be developed shortly
under the City of Long Beach Storm Water Management Plan.

Permittees shall amend codes and promulgate ordinances not later than September 8,
2000, to give legal effect to the SUSMP requirements. The SUSMP requirements for
projects identified herein shall take effect not later than October 8, 2000.

DEFINITIONS
=100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development" means any commercial development

that creates at least 100,000 square feet of impermeable area, including parking
areas.=Automotive Repair Shop" means a facility that is categorized in any one of the
following Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codes: 5013, 5014, 5541, 7532-7534,
or 7536-7539.

"Best Management Practice (BMP)" means any program, technology, process, siting
criteria, operational methods or measures, or engineered systems, which when
implemented prevent, control, remove, or reduce pollution.

=Commercial Development" means any development on private land that is not heavy
industrial or residential. The category includes, but is not limited to: hospitals,
laboratories and other medical facilities, educational institutions, recreational facilities,
plant nurseries, multi-apartment buildings, car wash facilities, mini-malls and other
business complexes, shopping malls, hotels, office buildings, public warehouses and
other light industrial complexes.
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"Directly Connected Impervious Area (DCIA)" means the area covered by a building,
impermeable pavement, and! or other impervious surfaces, which drains directly into
the storm drain without first flowing across permeable land area (e.g. lawns).

"Discretionary Project" means a project which requires the exercise of judgement or
deliberation when the public agency or public body decides to approve or disapprove a
particular activity, as distinguished from situations where the public agency or body
merely has to determine whether there has been conformity with applicable statutes,
ordinances, or regulations.

=Environmentally Sensitive Area" means an area designated as an Area of Special
Biological Significance by the State Water Resources Control Board (Water Quality
Control Plan, Los Angeles Region: Basin Plan for the Coastal Watersheds of Los
Angeles and Ventura Counties (1994) and amendments) or an area designated as an
Area of Ecological Significance by the County of Los Angeles (Los Angeles County
Significant Areas Study, Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning (1976)
and amendments) or an area designated as a significant natural area by the California
Resources Agency. Refer to Table 3 for a listing.

"Greater than (>) 9 unit home subdivision" means any subdivision being developed for
10 or more 10 single-family or multi-family dwelling units.

"Hillside" means property located in an area with known erosive soil conditions, where
the development contemplates grading on any natural slope that is twenty-five percent
or greater.

"Infiltration" means the downward entry of water into the surface of the soil.

"New Development" means land disturbing activities; structural development, including
construction or installation of a building or structure, creation of impervious surfaces;
and land subdivision.

"Parking Lot" means land area or facility for the temporary parking or storage of motor
vehicles used personally, for business or for commerce with a lot size of 5,000 square
feet or more, or with 25 or more parking spaces.

"Redevelopment" means, on an already developed site, the creation or addition of at
least 5,000 square feet of impervious surfaces or the creation or addition of fifty percent
or more of impervious surfaces or the making of improvements to f’~ty percent or more
of the existing structure. Redevelopment includes, but is not limited to: the expansion of
a building footprint or addition or replacement of a structure; structural development
including an increase in gross floor area and/or extedor construction or remodeling;
replacement of impervious surface that is not part of a routine maintenance activity;
and land disturbing activities related with structural or impervious surfaces.
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"Restaurant" means a stand-alone facility that sells prepared foods and drinks for
consumption, including stationary lunch counters and refreshment stands selling
prepared foods and drinks for immediate consumption. (SIC code 5812).

"Retail Gasoline Outlet" means any facility engaged in selling gasoline and lubricating
oils.

"Source Control BMP" means any schedules of activities, prohibitions of practices,
maintenance procedures, managerial practices or operational practices that aim to
prevent storm water pollution by reducing the potential for contamination at the source
of pollution.

"Storm Event" means a rainfall event that produces more than 0.1 inch of precipitation
and that, which is separated from the previous storm event by at least 72 hours of dry
weather.

"Structural BMP" means any structural facility designed and constructed to mitigate the
adverse impacts of storm water and urban runoff pollution (e.g. canopy, structural
enclosure). The category may include both Treatment Control BMPs and Source
Control BMPs.

"Treatment" means the application of engineered systems that use physical, chemical,
or biological processes to remove pollutants. Such processes include, but are not
limited to, filtration, gravity settling, media adsorption, biodegradation, biological
uptake, chemical oxidation and UV radiation.

"Treatment Control BMP" means any engineered system designed to remove pollutants
by simple gravity settling of particulate pollutants, filtration, biological uptake, media
adsorption or any other physical, biological, or chemical process.

CONFLICTS WITH LOCAL PRACTICES
Where provisions of the SUSMP requirements conflict with established local codes,
(e.g., specific language of signage used on storm drain stenciling), the Permittee may
continue the local practice and modify the SUSMP to be consistent with the code,
except that to the extent that the standards in the SUSMP are more stringent than
those under local codes, such more stringent standards shall apply.

SUSMP PROVISIONS APPLICABLE TO ALL CATEGORIES
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REQUIREMENTS

1. P~K STORM WATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE ~TES

PosFdevelopment peak sto~ water ~noff discharge rotes shall not ex~ed the
estimated pre-development rate for developments where the increased peak sto~
water discharge rate will result in increased ~ten~al for downstream erosion.

If appli~ble, ~e following items are required and must be Implemented in the site
layout dudng the subdivision design and approval process, ~nsistent ~ applicable
General Plan and Local Area Plan policies:

Con~ntrate or duster Development on ~ons of a site ~ile lea~ng ~e remaining land in
a natural undistu~d ~ndition.

¯ Limit clearing and grading of native v~e~on at a site to ~e minimum amount needed to
build lots, allow a~ss, and provide fire pmte~on.

¯ Maximize ~ees and o~er vege~on at ea~ site by planting addi~onal v~e~on, clustering
tree areas, and pmmo~ng ~e use of naive and/or drougM ~emnt plan~.

¯ Promote natural vegetation by using pROng lot islands and o~er lands~d a~as.
¯ Presewe dpadan areas and we~ands.

3. MINIMIZE STORM WATER POLLUTANTS OF CONCERN

Storm water ~noff ~om a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended
solids, metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to ~e sto~ water conveyance
system. The development must be designed so as to minim~e, to the maximum e~ent
practicable, the introdu~ion of pollutants of ~ncem ~at may result in signifi~nt
impala, generated ~om site ~noff of directly connected impewious areas (DClA), to
¯ e sto~ water conveyance system as approved by the building o~dal. Pollutants of
concern, ~nsist of any pollutants that exhibit one or more of the following
characteristics: current Ioadings or historic deposi~ of ~e pollutant are impacting the
beneficial uses of a receiving water, elevated levels of the pollutant are found in
sediments of a receiving water and/or have the potential to bioa~umulate in organisms
therein, or the detectable inputs of the pollutant are at a ~n~ntmtions or loads
considered potentially toxic to humans and/or flora and fauna.

In meeting this spec~c requirement, "minimization of the pollu~nts of ~ncem" will
require the in~oration of a BMP or ~mbination of BMPs best suited to maximize the
reduction of pollutant Ioadings in that runoff to the Maximum E~ent Practi~ble. Those
BMPs best suited for ~at pu~ose are those listed in the California Sto~ Water Best
Management Practices Handbooks; Caltrans Storm Water Quafity Handbook: Planning
and Design Sta~ Guide; Manual for Sto~ Water Management in Washin~on State;
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The Maryland Stormwater Design Manual; Florida Development Manual: A Guide to
Sound Land and Water Management;, Denver Urban Storm Drainage Criteria Manual,
Volume 3 - Best Management Practices and Guidance Specifying Management
Measures for Sources of Nonpoint Pollution in Coastal Waters, USEPA Report No.
EPA-840-B-92-002, as "likely to have significant impact" beneficial to water quality for
targeted pollutants that are of concern at the site in question. However, it is possible
that a combination of BMPs not so designated, may in a particular circumstance, be
better suited to maximize the reduction of the pollutants.

Examples of BMPs that can be used for minimizing the introduction of pollutants of
concern generated from site runoff are identified in Table 2. Any BMP not specifically
approved by the Regional Board in Resolution No. 99-03, "Approving Best
Management Practices for Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Programs in Los
Angeles County", for development planning may be used if they have been
recommended in one of the above references.

4. PROTECT SLOPES AND CHANNELS

Project plans must include BMPs consistent with local codes and ordinances and the
SUSMP to decrease the potential of slopes and/or channels from eroding and
impacting storm water runoff:

¯ Convey runoff safely from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.
¯ Utilize natural drainage systems to the maximum extent practicable
¯ Control or reduce or eliminate flow to natural drainage systems to the

maximum extent practicable
¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.
¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.
¯ Install energy dissipaters, such as dprap, at the outlets of new storm drains,

culverts, conduits, or channels that enter unlined channels in accordance
with applicable specifications to minimize erosion, with the approval of all
agencies with jurisdiction, e.g., the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the
California Department of Fish and Game

5. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SlGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly
adjacent to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the
dumping of improper materials into the storm water conveyance system. Graphical
icons, either illustrating anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are
effective supplements to the anti-dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the project area must be
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stenciled with prohibitive language (such as: "NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO
OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons, which prohibit illegal
dumping, must be posted at public access points along channels and creeks
within the project area.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

6. PROPERLY DESIGN OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS.

Outdoor material storage areas refer to storage areas or storage facilities solely for the
storage of materials. Improper storage of materials outdoors may provide an
opportunity for toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals, nutrients, suspended
solids, and other pollutants to enter the storm water conveyance system. Where
proposed project plans include outdoor areas for storage of materials that may
contribute pollutants to the storm water conveyance system, the following Structural or
Treatment BMPs are required:

¯ Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water must be: (1) placed in
an enclosure such as, but not limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar structure
that prevents contact with runoff or spillage to the storm water conveyance
system; or (2) protected by secondary containment structures such as berms,
dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks
and spills.

¯ The storage area must have a roof or awning to minimize collection of storm
water within the secondary containment area.

7. PROPERLY DESIGN TRASH STORAGE AREAS

A trash storage area refers to an area where a trash receptacle or receptacles are
located for use as a repository for solid wastes.

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into
nearby storm drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All trash container areas must meet
the following Structural or Treatment Control BMP requirements (individual single
family residences are exempt from these requirements):

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and
pavement diverted around the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site
transport of trash.
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8. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons why water quality controls
will not function as designed or which may cause the system to fail entirely. It is
important to consider who will be responsible for maintenance of a permanent BMP,
and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance properly. As part of project
review, if a project applicant has included or is required to include, Structural or
Treatment Control BMPs in project plans, the Permittee shall require that the applicant
provide verification of maintenance provisions through such means as may be
appropriate, including, but not limited to legal agreements, covenants, CEQA mitigation
requirements and/or Conditional Use Permits.

For all properties, the verification will include the developer’s signed statement, as part
of the project application, accepting responsibility for all structural and treatment control
BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred and, where applicable, a
signed agreement from the public entity assuming responsibility for Structural or
Treatment Control BMP maintenance. The transfer of property to a private or public
owner must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any Structural or Treatment Control BMP to be included in the sales or
lease agreement for that property, and will be the owner’s responsibility. The condition
of transfer shall include a provision that the property owners conduct maintenance
inspection of all Structural or Treatment Control BMPs at least once a year and retain
proof of inspection. For residential properties where the Structural or Treatment
Control BMPs are located within a common area which will be maintained by a
homeowner’s association, language regarding the responsibility for maintenance must
be included in the projects conditions, covenants and restrictions (CC&Rs). Printed
educational materials will be required to accompany the first deed transfer to highlight
the existence of the requirement and to provide information on what storm water
management facilities are present, signs that maintenance is needed, how the
necessary maintenance can be performed, and assistance that the Permittee can
provide. The transfer of this information shall also be required with any subsequent
sale of the property.

If Structural or Treatment Control BMPs are located within a public area proposed for
transfer, they will be the responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for
transfer by the County or other appropriate public agency. Structural or Treatment
Control BMPs proposed for transfer must meet design standards adopted by the public
entity for the BMP installed and should be approved by the County or other appropriate
public agency prior to its installation.

9. DESIGN STANDARDS FOR STRUCTURAL OR TREATMENT CONTROL BMP$

Structural or Treatment control BMPs selected for use at any project covered by this
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SUSMP shall meet the design standards of this Section unless specifically exempted.

Post-construction Structural or Treatment Control BMPs shall be designed to:

A. mitigate (infiltrate or treat) storm water runoff from either:

1. the 85t~ percentile 24-hour runoff event determined as the maximized capture storm water
volume for the area, from the formula recommended in Urban Runoff Quality Management,
WEF Manua/ of Practice No. 231ASCE Manua/ of Practice No. 87, (1998), or

2. the volume of annual runoff based on unit basin storage water quality volume, to achieve 80
percent or more volume treatment by the method recommended in California Stormwater Best
Management Practices Handbook - Industdall Commercial, (1993), or

3. the volume of runoff produced from a 0.75 inch storm event, prior to its discharge to a storm
water conveyance system, or

4. the volume of runoff produced from a historical-record based reference 24-hour rainfall
criterion for "treatment" (0.75 inch average for the Los Angeles County~area) that achieves
approximately the same reduction in pollutant loads achieved by the 85" percentile 24-hour
runoff event,

AND

B. control peak flow discharge to provide stream channel and over bank flood
protection, based on flow design criteria selected by the local agency.

Limited Exclusion

Restaurants, where the land area for development or redevelopment is less than 5,000
square feet, are excluded from the numerical Structural or Treatment Control BMP
design standard requirement only.

10. PROVISIONS APPLICABLE TO INDIVIDUAL PRIORITY PROJECT CATEGORIES

REQUIREMENTS
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A. 1001000 SQUARE FOOT COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENTS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN LOADING/UNLOADING DOCK AREAS

Loading/unloading dock areas have the potential for material spills to be quickly
transported to the storm water conveyance system. To minimize this potential, the
following design criteria are required:

¯ Cover loading dock areas or design drainage to minimize run-on and runoff of storm water.
¯ Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks (truck wells) are prohibited.

2. PROPERLY DESIGN REPAIR/MAINTENANCE BAYS ~

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and gasoline from the
repair/maintenance bays can negatively impact storm water if allowed to come into
contact with storm water runoff. Therefore, design plans for repair bays must include
the following:

¯ Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow storm water
runon or contact with storm water runoff.

¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all washwater, leaks and spills.
Connect drains to a sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the repair/maintenance
bays to the storm drain system is prohibited. If required by local jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial
Waste Discharge Permit.

3. PROPERLY DESIGN VEHICLE/EQUIPMENT WASH AREAS

The activity of vehicle/equipment washing/steam cleaning has the potential to
contribute metals, oil and grease, solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the
storm water conveyance system. Include in the project plans an area for washing/steam
cleaning of vehicles and equipment. The area in the site design must be:

¯ Self-contained and/or covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment facility, and properly
connected to a sanitary sewer.

B. RESTAURANTS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN EQUIPMENTIACCESSORY WASH AREAS

The activity of outdoor equipment/accessory washing/steam cleaning has the potential
to contribute metals, oil and grease, solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the
storm water conveyance system. Include in the project plans an area for the
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washing/steam cleaning of equipment and accessories. This area must be:

¯ Self-contained, equipped with a grease trap, and propedy connected to a sanitary sewer.
¯ If the wash area is to be located outdoors, it must be covered, paved, have secondary containment,

and be connected to the sanitary sewer.

C. RETAIL GASOLINE OUTLETS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN FUELING AREA

Fueling areas have the potential to contribute .oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid,
coolant and gasoline to the storm water conveyance system. The project plans must
include the following BMPs:

¯ The fuel dispensing area must be covered with an overhanging roof structure or canopy. The
canopy’s minimum dimensions must be equal to or greater than the area within the grade break.
The canopy must not drain onto the fuel dispensing area, and the canopy downspouts must be
routed to prevent drainage across the fueling area.

¯ The fuel dispensing area must be paved with Portland cement concrete (or equivalent smooth
impervious surface), and the use of asphalt concrete shall be prohibited.

¯ The fuel dispensing area must have a 2% to 4% slope to prevent ponding, and must be separated
from the rest of the site by a grade break that prevents run-on of storm water to the extent
practicable.

¯ At a minimum, the concrete fuel dispensing area must extend 6.5 feet (2.0 meters) from the comer
of each fuel dispenser, or the length at which the hose and nozzle assembly may be operated plus 1
foot (0.3 meter), whichever is less.

D. AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR SHOP,S,

1. PROPERLY DESIGN FUELING AREA

Fueling areas have the potential to contribute oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid,
coolant and gasoline to the storm water conveyance system. Therefore, design plans,
which include fueling areas, must contain the following:

¯ The fuel dispensing area should be covered with an overhanging roof structure or canopy. The
cover’s minimum dimensions must be equal to or greater than the area within the grade break. The
cover must not drain onto the fuel dispensing area and the downspouts must be muted to prevent
drainage across the fueling area.

¯ The fuel dispensing areas must be paved with Portland cement concrete (or equivalent smooth
impervious surface), end the use of asphalt concrete shall be prohibited.

¯ The fuel dispensing area must have a 2% to 4% slope to prevent ponding, and must be separated
from the rest of the site by a grade break that prevents run-on of storm water.

¯ At a minimum, the concrete fuel dispensing area must extend 6.5 feet (2.0 meters) from the comer
of each fuel dispenser, or the length at which the hose and nozzle assembly may be operated plus 1
foot (0.3 meter), whichever is less.
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2.     PROPERLY DESIGN REPAIR/MAINTENANCE BA_Y_S

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and gasoline from the
repair/maintenance bays can negatively impact storm water if allowed to come into
contact with storm water runoff. Therefore, design plans for repair bays must include
the following:

¯ Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow storm water
run-on or contact with storm water runoff.

¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all wash-water, leaks and spills.
Connect drains to a sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the repair/maintenance
bays to the storm drain system is prohibited. If required by local jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial
Waste Discharge Permit.

3. PROPERLY DESIGN VEHICLE/EQUIPMENT WASH AREAS

The activity of vehicle/equipment washing/steam cleaning has the potential to
contribute metals, oil and grease, solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the
storm water conveyance system. Include in the project plans an area for washing/steam
cleaning of vehicles and equipment. This area must be:

¯ Self-contained and/or covered, equipped with a cladfier, or other pretreatment facility, and propedy
connected to a sanitary sewer or to a permitted disposal facility.

4. PROPERLY DESIGN LOADINGIUNLOADING DOCKAREAS

Loading/unloading dock areas have the potential for material spills to be quickly
transported to the storm water conveyance system. To minimize this potential, the
following design criteria are required:

¯ Cover loading dock areas or design drainage to minimize run-on and runoff of storm water.
¯ Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks (truck wells) are prohibited.

E. PARKING LOTS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN PARKING AREA

Parking lots contain pollutants such as heavy metals, oil and grease, and polycyclic
aromatic hydrocarbons that are deposited on parking lot surfaces by motor-vehicles.
These pollutants are directly transported to surface waters. To minimize the offsite
transport of pollutants, the following design criteria are required:
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¯ Reduce impervious land coverage of parking areas
¯ Infiltrate runoff before it reaches storm drain system.
¯ Treat runoff before it reaches storm drain system

2. PROPERLY DESIGNTO LIMIT OIL CONTAMINATION AND PERFORM
MAINTENANCE .......

Parking lots may accumulate oil, grease, and water insoluble hydrocarbons from
vehicle drippings and engine system leaks.

¯ Treat to remove oil and petroleum hydrocarbons at parking lots that are heavily used (e.g. fast food
outlets, lots with 25 or more parking spaces, sports event parking lots, shopping malls, grocery
stores, discount warehouse stores)

¯ Ensure adequate operation and maintenance of treatment systems particularly sludge and oil
removal, and system fouling and plugging prevention control

11. WAIVER

A Permittee may, through adoption of an ordinance or code incorporating the treatment
requirements of the SUSMP, provide for a waiver from the requirement if
impracticability for a specific property can be established. A waiver of impracticability
shall be granted only when all other Structural or Treatment Control BMPs have been
considered and rejected as infeasible. Recognized situations of impracticability include,
(i) extreme limitations of space for treatment on a redevelopment project, (ii)
unfavorable or unstable soil conditions at a site to attempt infiltration, and (iii) risk of
ground water contamination because a known unconfined aquifer lies beneath the land
surface or an existing or potential underground source of drinking water is less than 10
feet from the soil surface. Any other justification for impracticability must be separately
petitioned by the Permittee and submitted to the Regional Board for consideration. The
Regional Board may consider approval of the waiver justification or may delegate the
authority to approve a class of waiver justifications to the Regional Board Executive
Officer. The supplementary waiver justification becomes recognized and effective only
after approval by the Regional Board or the Regional Board Executive Officer. A waiver
granted by a Permittee to any development or redevelopment project may be revoked
by the Regional Board Executive Officer for cause and with proper notice upon petition.

If a waiver is granted for impracticability, the Permittee must require the project
proponent to transfer the savings in cost, as determined by the Permittee, to a storm
water mitigation fund to be used to promote regional or alternative solutions for storm
water pollution in the storm watershed and operated by a public agency or a non-profit
entity.
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12. LIMITATION ON USE OF INFILTRATION BMPs

Three factors significantly influence the potential for storm water to contaminate ground
water. They are (i) pollutant mobility, (ii) pollutant abundance in storm water, (iii) and
soluble fraction of pollutant. The risk of contamination of groundwater may be reduced
by pretreatment of storm water. A discussion of limitations and guidance for infiltration
practices is contained in, Potential Groundwater Contamination from Intentional and
Non-Intentional Stormwater Infiltration, Report No. EPAI6001R-941051, USEPA (1994).

In addition, the distance of the groundwater table from the infiltration BMP may also be
a factor determining the risk of contamination. A water table distance separation of ten
feet depth in California presumptively poses negligible risk for storm water not
associated with industrial activity or high vehicular traffic.

Infiltration BMPs are not recommended for areas of industrial activity or areas subject
to high vehicular traffic (25,000 or greater average daily traffic (ADT) on main roadway
or 15,000 or more ADT on any intersecting roadway) unless appropriate pretreatment is
provided to ensure groundwater is protected and the infiltration BMP is not rendered
ineffective by overload.

13. ALTERNATIVE CERTIFICATION FOR STORM WATER TREATMENT
M ITIGATION "

In lieu of conducting detailed BMP review to verify Structural or Treatment Control
BMPs adequacy, a Permittee may elect to accept a signed certification from a Civil
Engineer or a Licensed Architect registered in the State of California, that the plan
meets the criteda established herein. The Permittee is encouraged to vedfy that
certifying person(s) have been trained on BMP design for water quality, not more than
two years pdor to the signature date. Training conducted by an organization with storm
water BMP design expertise (e.g., a University, American Society of Civil Engineers,
American Society of Landscape Architects, American Public Works Association, or the
California Water Environment Association) may be considered qualifying.

14. RESOURCES AND REFERENCE -i: .... ,

TABLE 1

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY
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Start at the Source (1999) by Bay Area Stormwater Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten 410-461-8323
different storm water-filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention Landover, MD 20785
facilities.

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Ddve

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatonj aspects,
maintenance considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Practices Handbooks (1993) for Construction Cashiers Office
Activity, Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of 626-456-6959
Structural BMPs, Treatment Control, BMPs and
Source Control BMPs

TABLE 1 (Continued)

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY
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Second Nature: Adapting LA’s Landscape for Tree People
Sustainable Living (1999) by Tree People 12601 Mullholland Ddve

Bevedy Hills, CA 90210
Detailed discussion of BMP designs presented to 818-753-4600 (?)
conserve water, improve water quality, and
achieve flood protection.

Florida Development Manual: A Guide to Sound Flodda Department of the Environment 2600
Land and Water Management (1988) Blairstone Road, Mail b"tat~on 3570

Tallahassee, FL 32399
Presents detailed guidance for designing BMPs 850-921-9472

Stormwater Management in Washington State Department of Printing
(1999) Vols. 1-5 State of Washington Department of Ecology

P.O. Box 798
Presents detailed guidance on BMP design for new Olympia, WA 98507-0798
development and construction. 360-407-7529

Maryland Stormwater Design Manual (1999) Maryland Department of the Environment
2500 Broening Highway

Presents guidance for designing storm water BMPs Baltimore, MD 21224
410-631-3000

Texas Nonpoint Source Book - Online Module Texas Statewide Storm Water Quality Task Force
(1998)www.txnpsbook.ora North Central Texas Council of Governments

616 Six Flags Ddve
Presents BMP design and guidance information Arlington, TX 76005
on-line 817-695-9150

Urban Storm Drainage, C~ter~a Manual- Volume Urban Drainage and Flood Control District
3, Best Management Practices (1999) 2480 West 26th Avenue, Suite 156-B

Denver, CO 80211
Presents guidance for designing BMPs 303-455-6277

Guidance Specifying Management Measures for National Technical Information Service U.S.
Sources of Nonpoint Pollution in Coastal Waters Department of Commerce
(1993) Report No. EPA--840-B-92-002. Springfield, VA 22161

800-553-6847
Provides an overview of, planning and design
considerations, programmatic and regulatory
aspects, maintenance considerations, and costs.

National Stormwater Best Management Practices Amedcan Society of Civil Engineers
(BMP) Database, Version 1.0 1801 Alexander Bell Ddve

Reston, VA 20191
Provides data on performance and evaluation of    703-296-6000
storm water BMPs
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SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY
Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbook: Planning Califomia Department of Transportation
and Design Staff Guide (Best Management P.O. Box 942874
Practices Handbooks (1998) Sacramento, CA 94274-0001

916-653-2975
Presents guidance for design of storm water BMPs
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TABLE 2

EXAMPLE BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (BMPs)

The following are examples of BMPs that can be used for minimizing the introduction of
pollutants of concern that may result in significant impacts, generated from site runoff to
the storm water conveyance system. (See Table I: Suggested Resources for additional
sources of information):

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between
sidewalks and streets. However, sidewalk widths must still comply with regulations for the
Americans with Disabilities Act and other life safety requirements.

¯ Design residential streets for the minimum required pavement widths needed to comply with
ell zoning and applicable ordinances to support travel lanes; on-street parking; emergency,
maintenance, and service vehicle access; sidewalks; and vegetated open channels.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to minimize the number of residential
street cul-de-sacs and incorporate landscaped areas to reduce their impervious cover. The
radius of cul-de-sacs should be the minimum required to accommodate emergency and
maintenance vehicles. Alternative tumarounds should be considered.

¯ Use permeable materials for pdvate sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or interior roadway
surfaces (examples: hybdd lots, parking groves, permeable overflow perking, etc.).

¯ Use open space development that incorporates smaller lot sizes.
¯ Reduce building density.
¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce overall lot imperviousness by

promoting alternative driveway surfaces and shared driveways that connect two or more
homes together.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce the overall imperviousness
associated with parking lots by providing compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions,
incorporating efficient parking lanes, and using pervious materials in spillover parking areas.

¯ Direct rooftop runoff to pervious areas such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas,
and avoid routing rooftop runoff to the roadway or the storm water conveyance system.

¯ Vegetated swales and strips
¯ Extended/dry detention basins
¯ Infiltration basin
¯ Infiltration trenches
¯ Wet ponds
¯ Constructed wetlands
¯ Oil/Water separators
¯ Catch basin inserts
¯ Continuous flow deflection separation systems
¯ Storm drain inserts
¯ Media filtration
¯ Bioretention facility
¯ Dry-wells
¯ Cisterns
¯ Foundation planting
¯ Catch basin screens
¯ Normal flow storage/separation systems
¯ Clarifiers
¯ Filtration systems
¯ Primary waste water treatment systems
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TABLE 3

HABITAT PROTECTION IN THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY AREA

Agency:
State Water Resources Control Board

Designation:
Areas of Significant Biological Significance (ASBS)

D?finitign:
Areas designated by the State Water Resources Control Board as requiring protection of species or
biological communities to the extent that alteration of natural water quality is undesirable.

Affected Area:
(See Table 1 & Figure 2)

Agency:
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning

Designation:
Significant Ecological Areas (SEA)

Definitions:
Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) are areas that have been identified by the Los Angeles County
General Plan as containing unique or unusual species assemblages, or areas of habitat that are rapidly
declining in the Los Angeles County. The SEAs were established to protect a special or sometimes
unique collection of habitats and species from loss due to encroachment and human disturbances.
However, SEAs are not intended to function as isolated preservation areas.

Affected Areas:
(See Table A & Figure 1)

Agency:
California Department of Fish & Game

Designation:
Natural Communities Conservation Plan Region (NCCP)

Definition:
Identifies and provides for the regional or area wide protection and perpetuation of natural wildlife
diversity, while allowing compatible and appropriate development and growth. The goal of the program
is to protect sufficient resources in regional preserves to assure the survival of the ecosystem and, at the
same time, permit compatible uses of less sensitive land.

Affected Area:
(See Table 1 & Figure 3)
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TABLE 3 A

HABITAT PROTECTION IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY AREA1

Figure 1 AFFECTED AREA DESIGNATION DESIGNATING AGENCY
1. Malibu Coastline SEA LACDRP
2. Point Dume SEA LACDRP
3. Zuma Canyon SEA LACDRP
4. Upper La Sierra Canyon SEA LACDRP
5. Malibu Canyon and Lagoon SEA LACDRP
5. Malibu Creek State Park Buffer Area SEA LACDRP
6. Las Virgenes SEA LACDRP
7. Hepatic Gulch SEA LACDRP
9. Cold Creek SEA LACDRP
10, Tuna Canyon SEA LACDRP
11. TemescaI-Rustic-Sullivan Canyons SEA LACDRP
12. Palo Comado Canyon SEA LACDRP
13. Chatsworth Reservior SEA LACDRP
14. Simi Hills SEA LACDRP
15. Tonner Canyon/Chino Hills SEA LACDRP
16. Buzzard Peak/San Jose Hills SEA LACDRP
17. Powder Canyon/Punte Hills SEA LACDRP
18. Way Hills SEA LACDRP
19. San Francisquito Canyon SEA LACDRP
20. Santa Susana Mountains SEA LACDRP
21. Santa Susana Pass SEA LACDRP
22. Santa Fe Dam Floodplain SEA LACDRP
23. Santa Clara River SEA LACDRP
24. Tujunga Valley/Hansen Dam SEA LACDRP
25. San Dimas Canyon SEA LACDRP
26. San Antonio Canyon Mouth SEA LACDRP
27. Portuguese Bend Landslide SEA LACDRP
28. El Segundo Dunes SEA LACDRP
29. Ballona Creek SEA LACDRP
30. Alamitos Bay SEA LACDRP
31. Rolling Hills Canyons SEA LACDRP
32. Agua Amarga Canyon SEA LACDRP
33. Terminal Island SEA LACDRP
34, Palos Verdes Peninsula Coastline SEA LACDRP
35. Harbor Lake Regional Park SEA LACDRP
36. Madrona Marsh SEA LACDRP
37. Griffith Park SEA LACDRP
39. Encino Reservoir SEA LACDRP
40. Verdugo Mountains SEA LACDRP

1 Th~ list is a compilation of date from the Depar’~nent of Fish & Game, State Water Resources Control Board, and the Los Angeles
County Department of Regional Planning as of February 29, 2000. Areas in this may changes, as area are added or delated by the
designating agencies.
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AFFECTED AREA DESIGNATION DESIGNATING AGENCY
42. Whittier Narrows Dam County SEA LACDRP

Recreation Area
43. Rio Hondo College Wildlife Santuary SEA LACDRP
44. Sycamore and Tumbull Canyons SEA LACDRP
45. Dudleya Densiflora Population SEA LACDRP
62. Galium Grande Population SEA LACDRP
63. Lyon Canyon SEA LACDRP
64. Valley Oaks Savannah, Newhall SEA LACDRP
Fig.2 Point Dume to Latigo Point ASBS SWRCB
Fig.3 Palos Verdes Peninsula NCCP DFG
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FIGURE 1

SIGNIFICANT ICAL AREAS

IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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FIGURE 3
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CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

LOS ANGELES REGION

STAFF REPORT AND RECORD OF DECISION

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLANS

AND

NUMERICAL DESIGN STANDARDS FOR BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

SUPPLEMENT

BOARD DIRECTED CHANGES

The Regional Board at its January 26, 2000, meeting directed the Regional Board
Executive Officer to amend the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs)
as indicated by the change sheet presented at the meeting (dated January 25, 2000), and
changes directed by the Regional Board during the meeting. The Regional Board also
adopted the same SUSMP requirements for the City of Long Beach under its separate
municipal storm water permit (Board Order No. 99-060) for project categories that require
SUSMPs.

Regional Board Counsel designated the record for the proceeding to include: i~ all staff
files and the transcript of proceedings for the January 26, 2000, Hearing; (ii) all staff files
and transcript of proceedings for the September 16, 1999, Board Information Item
Discussion; (iii) all staff files for the August 10, 1999, Workshop, (iv) all SUSMP Proposals
circulated by the Permittees, (v) all SUSMP Proposals circulated by the Regional Board
Staff, (vi) all comments received and responses; (vii) and all exhibits presented to the
Board.

This =Supplement" document enumerates the significant changes made to the SUSMP
that were directed by the Board at the hearing and the bases for the changes in the
"Transcript of Proceedings’, testimony presented or materials submitted to the Regional
Board, and other relevant documents.

Applicability of the SUSMP

The SUSMP requirements apply to all projects in the nine enumerated categories for the
Los Angeles County MS4 Program. While some development planning/ construction
requirements in the permit are made applicable only to =Discretionary Projects", this
limitation does not cover the seven =enumerated project categories" in Board Order No.

EXHIBIT
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96-054, and the two additionally designated "enumerated project categories" by the
Regional Board Executive Officer and afSrmed by the Regional Boaro~.

Applicability to Cateqories for the City of L0nq Beach

A statement has been added to cladfy that SUSMP requirements adopted by the
Regional Board apply to the City of Long Beach MS4 Program foronly: (i) 10-99 home
subdivisions; (ii) 100 or more subdivisions; (iii) 100,000 or more square foot commercial
developments; and (iv) projects located adjacent to or discharging to environmentally
sensitive areas. For the remaining five categories, equivalent requirements have been
included directly in or are expected to be developed shortly under the City of Long
Beach Storm Water Management Plan.=

Effective Date for SUSMP Reauirements

A statement has been included to provide Permittees 6 months from the date of Regional
Board Executive Officer’s approval of the SUSMP to amend ordinances and codes to be
consistent with the adopted SUSMP requirements, and thence 30 days thereafter for the
requirements to take effect.~

Definition of Commercial Develooment

The definition of "Commercial Development" has been reworded to be inclusive of all
developments that are not considered "Residential" or "Heavy Industrial" based on the
categorization of the federal storm water regulations.~

Definition of Environmentally Sensitive Areas

A new "Table 3" has been added to the SUSMP to list areas presently covered under the
definition of =environmentally sensitive areas" based on readily ascertainable designations
by the State Water Resources Control Board, the California Resources Agency, and the
County of Los Angeles.~

’ Transcript of Proceedings, January 26, 2000 (CSR No. 10992 and 11568) at 228. Discussion by
Regional Board Counsel Leon and direction by Board Member Cloke.

2 Ibid. at 289. Clarification by Dr. Swamikannu and request by Board Member Cloke to include
clear text to explain its applicability to the Cit~ of Long Beach.

3 Ibid at 76 and 300. Recommendation by Mr. Dickerson responding to a question by Regional
Board Chairman Nahai and affirmation by Board.

41bid at 66 and 285. Discussion by Board Members on the scope of the definition and response by
Dr. Xavier Swamikannu.
s Ibid. at 206, 280, and 305. Discussion with Chairman Nahai and Dr. Coe of the ready
ascertainibility of the designated sites, and agreement to provide a listing in the SUSMP.
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Definition of Parkinq Lots

The definition of "Parking Lots " has been reworded to eliminate the =stand alonen
limitation, so that it now applies to all parking lots with 5,000 square feet or more or with 25
parking spaces or more and exposed to storm wate~

Definition of Redevelopment

The definition of =Redevelopment" has been reworded to include a minimum threshold
of at least 5,000 square feet of impervious area addition to an existing property in order
for the SUSMP requirements to apply. The threshold value is consistent with other
threshold values in the SUSMP, such as Parking Lots and Restaurantsz.

Definition of Restaurant

The definition of "Restaurant= has been reworded to limit applicability to =stand-alone"
facilities and exclude co-located stalls or food counters in general purpose
establishments such as markets and grocery stores.~

Definition of Retail Gasoline Outlet

The definition of =Retail Gasoline Outlet" has been reworded to include all retail gasoline
outlets that sell gasoline and lubricating oils without consideration of the proportion of
receipts derived from such sales.~

Conflict with Local Pracl;ice$

The paragraph has been reworded to allow local ordinances to differ from the SUSMP
so long as they are more stringent?°

Responsibility and Conditions for BMP Transfer

The language has been modified to ensure that the responsibility for the maintenance of
Structural or Treatment Control BMPs is propedy transferred with the sale of a property
and is mandatory.11

6 Ibid. at 301 and 306. Board Members Cloke and Diamond discuss and direct staff to eliminate
the =stand-alone" limitation.

7 Ibid. at 67 and 302. Board Chairman Nahai discusses the absence of ¯ minimum threshold and
directs staff to set a minimum value to address his concems of proportionality aberrations.

~ Ibid. at 68. Board Chairman interprets applicability and Dr. Swamikannu confirms the
interpretation.

9 Ibid. at 46, 49, 308. Board Members discuss the staff proposed definition based on pdmary
activity and direct staff to extend the definition to include all gas stations that pump gas.

~o Ibid. at 308. Board Members discuss the language and provide specific language for the
purpose of local program consistency and to ensure adherence to the SUSMP requirements.
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Roofinq Surface Area Exclusion from Mitiqation Standard

The roofing surface credit for calculation of storm water runoff volume for mitigation has
been eliminated.~=

Limited Exclusion for Small Restaurants from Mitiqation Standard

The sentence has been clarified to state to exempt restaurants less than 5,000 square
feet from the requirement to mitigate storm water only. All other requirements for
restaurants apply.~3

Waiver Provision

The paragraph has been modified to recognize proximity to an unconfined water table as
one basis for the granting of a waiver.~4

A sentence has been added to require that all other BMPs be considered and rejected
before a waiver from the numerical mitigation standard is granted~?

A statement has been added to require that non-enumerated bases for waiver be
brought to the Regional Board for consideration. The Regional Board can delegate the
approval authority for a class of waivers to the Regional Board Executive Officer~.~

11 Ibid. at 63 and 313 Board Members discuss the significance of ensuring proper transfer of BMP
maintenance responsibility and provide firm enabling language.

=2 Ibid. at 48 and 314. Board Members discuss the elimination of the rooftop exemption with the
possibility of reconsideration in the future if Permittees affirmatively demonstrate that rooftop
runoff is not a source of pollutants.

13 Ibid. at 322. Board Members discuss the limited exclusion and agree with Dr. Swamikannu’s
rationale for the exclusion threshold from numerical design standards.

~4 Ibid. at. 60 Board Member Coe suggests the change to address the issue and Dr. Swamikannu
accepts the suggestion.

l~ Ibid. 74 and 326 Board Members discuss the Waiver provision and provide language to ensure
that all options for mitigation are considered.

16 Ibid. at 75 and 328. Board Chairman Nahai provides direction to staff to require any new waiver
bases to be brought to the Regional Board to ensure public discussion and consideration.
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Elizabeth Miller Jennings, Esq.
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Sincerely,

LCW/jm

cc: Richard Montevideo, Esq. .
Stephen P. Deitsch, Esq.
Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
David Beckman, Esq.
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1 I. INTRODUCTION

2 Petitioners herein file this Petition challenging the action taken by the Regional Water

3 Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region ("Regional Board") on January 26, 2000, and all

4 related action taken or to be taken by its Executive Officer in connection therewith, concerning

5 Order No. 96-054 (NPDES No. CAS614001) Waste Discharge Requirements for Municipal Storm

6 Water and Urban Run Off Discharges within the County of Los Angeles (hereinafter "Permit,"

7 "Order," or "Order No. 96-054"). The Petition further challenges various "failures to act" on the

8 part of the Respondents, namely their failures to comply with the Administrative Review Process

9 under the Permit with respect to the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan ("SUSMP")

10 submitted by the Permittees under the subject Permit. ~

11 Petitioners challenge the action taken by the Regional Board on January 26, 2000, the prior

12 and subsequent actions of the Executive Officer in connection thereto, and the failures to act by

13 the Respondents in reviewing and pr~,~ssing the Permit-tees’ SUSMP program, for the following

14 reasons: (1) Respondents failed to comply with the Administrative Review Process set forth in

15 Order No. 96-054; (2) Respondents have no authority under the Permit, the Clean Water Act (33

16 U.S.C. § 1251 et seq.) or the Porter-Cologne Act (Cal. Water Code § 13000 et seq.) to mandate

17 their own SUSMP program on the Permittees; (3) the actions taken by the Respondents violated

18 the terms of the Permit, the Clean Water Act, and the Porter-Cologne Act~.(4) Respondents failed

19 to, present evidence to support the costs effectiveness of the Regional Board SUSMP program
20 and/or to show that the benefits to be obtained therefrom outweigh its costs; (5) Respondents

21 failed to present credible eviden_qce to show that the Regional Board SUSMP program will reduce

22 pollutants to the maximum extent practicable; (6) Respondents’ actions are in violation of

23 California Water Code Section 13360; (7) Respondents’ actions will result in the im_~_position of

24 unfunded mandates in violation of the California Constitution; (8) the Regional Board’s actions

25 constitute regulations adopted in violation of the California Administrative Procedures Act; (9)

26 ~ The Points and Authorities supporting the legal issues in the Petition are set forth in the
27 Petition itself. The following represents a summary of the Points and Authorities, and Petitioners

submit this Statement of Points and Authorities, along with those Points and Authorities in" the
28 Petition, as their collective Statement of Points and Authorities in support of the legal issues raised

in the Petition.

227/065121-0061 R 00 727 7 1
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1 Respondents have failed to comply with the requirements of the Califomia Environmental Quality

2 Act ("CEQA"); and (10) Respondents have failed to provide proper notice of their proposed

3 actions and have failed to provide Petitioners sufficient opportunity to be heard thereby depriving

4 Petitioners of a fair hearing and due process of law.

5 For the foregoing reasons, as further set forth below and in the Petition itself, Petitioners

6 respectfully request that the actions taken by the Regional Board and its Executive Officer be

7 overturned and that the Executive Officer be required to take action on the Permittees’ SUSMP in

8 accordance with the requirements of Order No. 96-054.

9

10 II. BACKGROUND

I 1 On July 15, 1996, Respondent Regional Board issued Order No. 96-054, Waste Discharge

12 Requirements for Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges within the County of Los

13 Angeles, to all municipalities within the County. Under the Permit, the City Petitioners and all

14 other Permittees thereunder were required to submit a SUSMP to the Executive Officer for his/her

15 review and approval or disapproval within six (6) months of the Regional Board’s approval of the

16 recommended Best Management Practices for development projects ("BMPs"). These BMPs were

17 approved by the Regional Board on April 22, 1999, with the adoption of Resolution No. 99-03. In

18 July of 1999 and thereatter through a modification in August of,19919~ the Permittees timely

19 submitted their SUSMP Program.

20 By its own terms, the Permittees’ SUSMP applies to certain development categories

21 identified in the Permit, and requires applicants of designated development projects to submit an

22 Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan that implements appropriate requirements and measures to

23 minimize impacts from storm water runoff, and to reduce storm water pollutants to the maximum

24 extent practicable. A copy of the Permittees’ SUSMP, as submitted in July of 1999 and as

25 thereafter revised in August of 1999, is attached to the Petition and marked as Exhibit "A."

26 The Permittees’ SUSMP incorporates the appropriate elements of the recommended list of

27 BMPs approved by the Regional Board through Resolution No. 99-03 on April 22, 1999. To date,

28 since the submittal of the Permittees SUSMP, the Executive Officer has failed to either approve or

227/065121-0061 R0072772
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1 disapprove the Permittees’ SUSMP, and has thus failed to act in accordance with the

2 Administrative Review process set forth under the Permit.

3 Rather than permitting the Executive Officer to exercise his discretion and act upon the

4 Permittees’ SUSMP, as required under the Permit, on January 26, 2000, the Regional Board

5 directed the Executive Officer to approve a SUSMP prepared by its staff (hereinafter "Regional

6 Board SUSMP"). Under the requirement~s of the Permit, however, the Regional Board SUSMP

7 could not legally have been forced on the Permittees. To the contrary, the Permit requires that the

8 SUSMP Program submitted by the Permittees be reviewed and acted upon and that an

9 administrative process be followed to resolve "any differences in compliance expectations" with

10 the Permit-tees’ SUSMP Program.

11 The Regional Board SUSMP consists of a December 7, 1999 Program prepared by

12 Regional Board Staffand thereafter modified by staff through a change sheet dated January 25,

13 2000. It was then further substantially modified by the Regional Board itself on January 26, 2000,

14 after the close ofthe~_public t_estimo__q~. Copies of the December 2, 1999, Regional Board Program

15 and the January 25, 2000, Change Sheet are attached to the Petition and collectively marked as

16 Exhibit "B." The Regional Board and the Executive Officer’s actions in approving the Regional

17 Board mandated SUSMP directly contradictthe express terms of the Permit itself and were taken

18 without providing Petitioners with sufficient notice of the proposed provisions and a fair hearin[g.

19 The Regional Board SUSMP far exceeds the obligations and requirements of the

20 Permittees under the Permittees’ SUSMP, and was thus adopted by the Regional Board in excess

21 of its authority under the Permit, the Clean Water Act, and the Porter-Cologne Act. In particular,

22 the Regional Board’s SUSMP imposes, among other requirements, the following terms not agreed

23 to or conc.._.____..._~u_rre.d with by the Permittees: (1) a requirement that the Permittees impose a design

24 standard/numerical mitigation measure to require the treatment of .75 inches of rainfall over a 24

25 hour period in nine (9) priority project categories of development (hereafter the "Numerical

26 Mitigation Standard"); (2) a requirement that the Permittees expand their SUSMP to apply to all

27 "non-discretionary" as well as "discretionary" ro~ within the nine subject project categories,

28 in violation of the terms of the Permit; (3) a requirement that the SUSMP extend to two additional

227/065121~361 R007277351179.01 aO2F24/00 -3-



1 project categories, in addition to the seven categories set forth in the terms of the Permit; and (4) a

2 requirement that the SUSMP apply to all "redevelopment" within the nine~ priority projec. _ t

3 categories, again in conflict with the Permit-tees’ SUSMP.

4 In addition, the Regional Board SUSMP was adopted without evidence or findings

5 showing that it would improve water quality, that it is cost effective, or even that it will "reduce

6 the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable," as required under the Clean Water

7 Act. The Regional Board SUSMP was adopted and imposed on the Permittees without sufficient

8 testing, analysis, or other evidence as to its effectiveness and without any balancing of the benefits

9 of the Program versus its excessive cost. Respondents in this Petition have acted arbitrarily and

10 capriciously and have not acted in accordance with law.

11 In short, the SUSMP mandated by the Regional Board on January 26, 2000, has not been

12 submitted by or agreed to by the Permittees, has not been adopted in accordance with the terms of

13 the Permit, the Clean Water Act or the Porter-Cologne Act, has not been shown to be cost-~

14 effective or beneficial to the waters of the State of California or the United States, and has not

15 been shown to control pollutants to the "maximum extent practicable" as required by state and

16 federal law.

17

18 III. RESPONDENTS’ ACTIONS WERE IMPROPER AND INAPPROPRIATE

19 BECAUSE RESPONDENTS FAILED TO COMPLY WITH THE

20 ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW PROCESS REQUIRED UNDER ORDER NO. 96-

21 054

22 The Administrative Review Process set forth under the Permit (Order No. 96-054, § 2.I.(3)

23 requires that the Regional Board and its Executive Officer follow an Administrative Process "for

24 review and acceptance of reports and documents submitted to the Regional Board," and provides

25 for a method "to resolve any differences in compliance expectations between the Regional Board

26 and Permittees, prior to initiating enforcement action." (Id..~.) The Regional Board, at its January

27 26, 2000 hearing, admitted that the Administrative Review Process applied, and further admitted it

28 had, failed, to. comply_ with the letter of the law required by this process. Respondents’ failure to

227~o65~2t.~1 R0072774
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l comply with these terms of the subject Permit and to properly process the Permittees’ SUSMP

2 pursuant to the Permittees’ Administrative Review Process constitutes a violation of the Permit

3 and federal and state law.

4 Under the Administrative Review Process, the Executive Officer is required to notify the

5 Permittees of his approval or disapproval of the Permittees’ SUSMP within 120 days of its

6 submittal. To date, Respondents have failed to comply with such requirement and have failed to

7 comply with various other requirements set forth in the Permit in reviewing and processing the

8 Permitte.~es’ SUS_MP: (See Order No. 96-054, Part 2.I.G.) Respondents have further failed to

9 resolve any differences in compliance expectation with the Permittees’ SUSMP, which is required

10 by the Permit before the Permittees can be found to bein violation of the Permit. Accordingly,

11 under the terms of the Permit, the Executive Officer is prohibited from taking "enforcement

12 action again a Permittee until the Executive Officer has notified the Permittee in writing that

13 the Administrative Review Process has been exhausted and that the Executive Officer has

14 determined that a violation exists warranting enforcement." (Order No. 96-054, Part 2.I.G.2.d.)

15 In failing to act on the Permittees’ SUSMP in accordance with the Permit, and through the

16 Regional Board and the Executive Officer’s actions to force the Regional Board SUSMP on the

17 Permittees, Respondents acted inappropriately and improperly. (23 CCR, § 2052 (A)(B).) The

18 State Board must therefore find that Respondents acted arbitrarily and capriciously in violation of

19 law, and should order said Respondents to comply with the terms of the Permit and review and

20 process the Permittees’ SUSMP accordingly. (Id.)

21

22 IV. RESPONDENTS HAVE NO AUTHORITY UNDER THE PERMIT, THE CLEAN

23 WATER ACT, OR THE PORTER-COLOGNE ACT TO MANDATE THEIR OWN

24 SUSMP ON THE PERMITTEES.

25 In July of 1996, when the Regional Board issued Order No. 96-054, the Board exercised its

26 discretion and set forth the requirements by which the Permittees were to comply with the

27 requirements of the Clean Water Act to reduce the discharge of pollutants "to the maximum extent

28 9racticable." (See, 33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(3)(b).) To date, Respondents have produced no evidence

~7~o~5~-oo6~ R00727755117901 a02/24/00 -5-



1 make any findings or show any relationship between the reasonableness of these costs and the

2 need for the program instead of the Permittees’ SUSMP Program. Respondents’ failure to analyze

3 the costs of its mandated SUSUMP violates the California Water Code and Order No. 96-054, and

4 precludes implementation of cost effective storm water pollution control measures under the

5 Order.

6

7 VI. THE REGIONAL BOARD’S SUSMP HAS NOT BEEN SHOWN TO REDUCE

8 POLLUTANTS TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT PRACTICABLE

9 The Clean Water Act requires the subject Permittees to impose controls to reduce

10 pollutants "to the maximum extent practicable." At th+ time of the hearing on January 26, 2000,

11 and prior thereto, the Regional Board failed to present sufficient evidence to show its SUSMP will

12 result in the reduction of pollutants "to the maximum extent practicable" as required under state

13 and federal law. Accordingly, because Respondents have failed to show that their mandated

14 SUSMP program controls pollutants "to the maximum extent" "practicable, under the express terms

15 of the Clean Water Act, U.S.C. Title 33, Section 1342(p)(3)(B), there is no requirement that

16 Petitioners implement such program.

17 VII. RESPONDENTS’ ACTIONS VIOLATE CALIFORNIA WATER CODE SECTION

18 13360.

19 California Water Code Section 13360 prohibits the Regional Board, as well as the State

20 Board, from specifying specific design, location or types of construction or other particular types

21 of compliance requirements in any order or set of waste discharge requirements. The Regional

22 Board’s attempt to mandate its SUSMP, in furtherance of an "order" issued under the Clean Water

23 Act and Waste Discharge Requirements, is a direct violation of Section 13360, because it is an

24 attempt to impose on the Permittees "specific design, location or types of construction or other

25 types of compliance requirements." (See Cal. Water Code § 13360.) Accordingly, the action

26 taken by the Respondents in attempting to mandate the Regional Board’s SUSMP violates

27 California Water Code Section 13360.

28 ///
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1 VIII. RESPONDENTS’ ACTIONS WILL RESULT IN THE IMPOSITION OF

2 UNFUNDED MANDATES IN VIOLATION OF THE CALIFORNIA

3 CONSTITUTION.

4 Under Article XIII B, Section 6 of the California Constitution, a state agency is prohibited

5 from shifting the financial burden of carrying out governmental functions to local entities, unless it

6 includes a provision specifically reimbursing local governments for the costs of such functions. In

7 the instant case, the Regional Board has imposed its SUSMP program without providing any

8 funding mechanism to the Permittees to implement the mandated program.

9 Regional Board staff has contended that the imposition of the Regional Board SUSMP is

10 not an unfunded mandate because it involves a FederalPermit. Not tru~k._As explained in ~

11 v. CommissiononStateMandates(1992)~Cal.App.4th 1564, theprohi~itiononunfunded

12 mandates applies even where federal la~ is involved, unless the state has no true choice" in the

13 manner of implementing the federal program. (Id. at 1593 emphasis added.)

14 Moreover, Respondents have contended that they have the "discretion" to impose their

15 SUSMP program on the Permittees rather than the Permittees’ SUSMP. In fact, Respondents have

16 specifically relied upon the Ninth Circuit decision in Defenders of Wildlife v. Browner (1999) 191

17 F.3d 1159 to argue that they have the "discretion’._.l....__~ to mandate the Numerical Mitigation Standard

18 and other requirements on the Permittees.4

19 Respondents’ reliance on Defenders of Wildlife v. Browner is self-defeating. As set forth

20 above, the existing Permit and federal and state law do not provide Respondents with any

21 authority to exercise "discretion" to impose a SUSMP not contemplated by the Permit. Even if

22 such discretion existed in this circumstance, however, the exercise of such discretion would

23 require the provision of funds to carry out the purportedly "discretionary" mandated SUSMP.

24 Respondents cannot have it both ways. Either Respondents have the "discretion" under the Permit

25 to mandate their SUSMP program on the Permittees, or they do not. If they have the "discretion"

26 to do so, they then are exercising such "discretion" to mandate a non-federally mandated program.

27 4 Respondents’ reliance on Defenders of Wildlife v. Browner is misplaced. As earlier noied, the

28 Los Angeles Region has operated under the current NPDES Permit since 1996. The instant case
does not address the issuance of a permit as was the case in Defenders of Wildlife.
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1 If such discretion exists and was the basis for the mandated SUSMP, the mandate must be funded

2 in compliance with Article XIII B, Section 6 of the California Constitution. a~___~y_~, su__u_p_~, 11

3 Cal.App.4t~ at 1564.) Conversely, if they do not have the "discretion" to mandate such a program

4 on the Permittees (as such is prohibited by the terms of the Permit itself), then the Respondents’

5 actions are void ab initio.

6

7 IX. RESPONDENTS’ ACTIONS CONSTITUTED THE ADOPTION OF

8 REGULATIONS IN VIOLATION OF THE CALIFORNIA ADMINISTRATIVE

9 PROCEDURES ACT.

10 The California Administrative Procedures Act, Government Code sections 11340, et seq.

11 ("APA") was enacted to establish basic minimum procedural requirements for the adoption,

12 amendment, or repeal of administrative regulations promulgated by the State’s many

13 administrative agencies. (See Grief v. Kizer (1990) 219 Cal.App.3d 422, 431; see also, Go’v. Code

14 § 11346.) Although California law does not require administrative agencies to comply with the

15 APA when simply issuing or amending permits, including the issuance of waste discharge

16 requirements, where the permit or amendment in question rises to the level of an order, regulation,

17 or standard of general application, the APA applies. (Gov. Code § 11342(g).)

18 The action taken on January 26, 2000 by the Regional Board - directing its Executive

19 Officer to adopt the Regional Board SUSMP and requiring the Permittees’ compliance therewith -

20 constitutes an order and standard of general application because it was imposed on all Permittees,

21 i.e., some 85 plus cities in the County, and the County itself. The Regional Board’s SUSMP will

22 require the implementation of a Numerical Mitigation Standard and other requirements on all

23 "discretionary" and "non-discretionary" projects within the nine (9) development categories

24 throughout the entire County of Los Angeles. As a result, the actions taken by the Respondents

25 have risen to the level of an order and a regulation and a standard of general application, r,equiring

26 compliance with the A.PA.

27 In State Water Resources Control Board v. Office of Admin. Law (1993) 12 Cal.App.4t"

28 697, the Court analyzed various amendments to a water quality control plan and found that such
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1 amendments constituted a "regulation" which was required to be adopted in compliance with the

2 APA. The court held that where an administrative agency’s directive "looks like a regulation,

3 reads like a regulation, and acts like a regulation, it will be treated as a regulation whether or not

4 the agency in question so labeled it." (Id. at 702.) The court further found that in light of this

5 strong legislative mandate, the regulatory agency directives at issue, such as amendments to the

6 Water Quality Control Plan, were regulations.

7 Here, the Regional Board’s mandated SUSMP program was imposed under Order No. 96-

8 054, which does not allow for the compulsion of such a program or the compulsion of any

9 program. Far removed from the Order’s provisions and having general application to some 86

10 public entities and innumerable development projects, the mandated SUSMP program constitutes

11 a "regulation" for purposes of the APA. Because the requirements of the APA have not been

12 complied with, the action taken by the Respondents has no legal force or effect. (Id. at 702.)

13

14 X. RESPONDENTS HAVE FAILED TO COMPLY WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF

15 THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT.

16 CEQA required the Respondents to review potential significant environmental impacts

17 before taking their action of January 26, 2000. Specifically, CEQA requires the consideration of

18 all potential significant environmental impacts resulting from the project imposed on the

19 Permittees by the Respondents. (See Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21000 et seq; Azuza Land

20 Reclamation Co. v. Main San Gabriel Basin Watermaster 52 Cal.App.4th 1165, 1188-1191

21 [holding that Regional Water Board’s adoption of order that approved the continued dumping of"

22 municipal solid waste constituted a "project" under CEQA].) In this case, there are a number of

23 potentially significant environmental impacts Respondents should have considered under CEQA,

24 but failed to do so. For example, Respondents failed to consider the impacts of their actions on

25 ground water quality, vector control, the generation of solid and/or hazardous waste, the creation

26 of nuisances throughout the County, the impact on the development of infiltration basins/ponds on

27 low and moderate income housing and other development throughout the County, as well as other

28 potentially significant environmental impacts.
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1 Regional Board staffhas incorrectly contended that California Water Code Section 13389

2 exempts Respondents actions from the requirements of CEQA. However, Section 13389 clearly

3 only exempts the State and Regional Boards from the requirements of CEQA "prior to the

4 adoption of any waste discharge requirement." (See Cal. Water Code § 13389.) In the instant

5 case, Respondents’ actions were neither agendized nor publicly noticed as proposed actions to

6 amend or adopt new "waste discharge requirements." In addition, and as discussed above and in

7 the Petition itself, federal law and state law governing waste discharge requirements provide no

8 authorization for Respondents’ actions. Moreover, the action taken by the Board and the follow-

9 up action taken by its Executive Officer will have significant adverse environmental impacts on

10 the general public. Respondents’ actions were not exempt from CEQA. (See, e.g., _Azuza Land

11 Reclamation Co., su__~L~, 52 Cal.App.4th 1165, 1216-1218.)

12 Accordingly, Petitioners respectfully request that the action taken by the Regional Board

13 and its Executive Officer in imposing the Regional Board’s SUSMP be overturned, as

14 Respondents have failed to comply with the requirements of CEQA.

15

16 XI. RESPONDENTS HAVE FAILED TO PROVIDE PROPER NOTICE OF THEIR

17 PROPOSED ACTIONS AND HAVE FAILED TO PROVIDE PETITIONERS

18 SUFFICIENT OPPORTUNITY TO BE HEARD, THEREBY DEPRIVING THEM

19 OF DUE PROCESS OF THE LAW.

20 As referenced above and in the Petition, the action taken by the Respondents is not and

21 was not authorized anywhere under the Permit, the Clean Water Act or the Porter-Cologne Act.

22 Nonetheless, Respondents conducted a "public hearing" prior to taking action, presumably to

23 evidence the following of some administrative procedure. Respondents, however, failed to

24 provide Petitioners sufficient notice prior to the public hearing of their proposed actions and failed

25 to provide Petitioners sufficient opportunity to be heard prior to taking such actions.

26 Specifically, on the day of the hearing, Regional Board staff presented a "change sheet"

27 dated January 25, 2000, which contained a number of substantive and non-substantive char~.ges to

28 the proposed Regional Board SUSMP. Petitioners, and each of them, therefore were not given
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1 full opportunity to fully review, investigate and consider the ramifications of the proposed

2 changes because the change sheet was not provided to the Petitioners until the January 26, 2000

3 hearing.

4 In addition, after the close of public testimony at the January 26, 2000 hearing, the

5 Regional Board made a series of substantive changes to the proposed Regional Board SUSMP,

6 including but not limited to requiring its application to "non-discretionary" as well as

7 "discretionary" projects, and requiring the Permittees to adopt local ordinances within six (6)

8 months of the date of the Executive Officer’s signature of the Order, with implementation 30 days

9 thereafter. The Regional Board also decided to delete the "rooftop" exemption from the

10 9reviously proposed SUSMP. All of these actions of the Regional Board were taken after the

11 close of public testimony, without proper notice to the Petitioners, and without providing

12 Petitioners a sufficient opportunity to be heard, thereby depriving Petitioners of a fair heating.

13 Respondents’ substantial revisions from the previously proposed SUSMP without

14 providing Petitioners with the any notice or opportunity to be heard denied Petitioners a fair

15 hearingQ~See, e.g., Bank of America_ v. Long Beach (1975)50 Cal.App.3d 882, 886-888 ~

16 ["Clearly, evidence to be used against a party must be disclosed in such fashion that there is an

17 opportunity to rebut it." [Citations]]. "A hearing requires that the party be apprised of the

18 evidence against him so that he may have an opportunity to refute, test, and explain it, and the

19 requirement of a heating necessarily contemplates a decision in light of the evidence there

20 introduced. [Citations]." (English v. Long Beach (1950) 35 Cal.2d 155, 158-159.) The Regional

21 Board’s actions denied Petitioners any reasonable opportunity to fully present their position on the

22 significant revisions of the mandated SUSMP, thereby depriving Petitioners of due process of law.

23 ///

24 ///

25 ///

26 ///

27 ///

28 ///
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I XII. CONCLUSION

2 For the foregoing reasons, as well as those set forth in the Petition, Petitioners herein and

3 each of them, respectfully request that the action taken by the Los Angeles Regional Water

4 Quality Control Board on January 26, 2000, and all subsequent actions based thereon by its

5 Executive Officer, be overturned, and that the Executive Officer be directed to review and approve

6 the Permittees’ SUSMP in accordance with the terms of Order No. 96.054, as well as the Clean

7 Water Act and state law.

8 Dated: February ~,, 2000 Respectfully submitted

9 RUTAN & TUCKER LLP
RICHARD MONTEVIDEO

10 TERENCE J. GALLAGHER

By: ~
12 CHARD MONTEVIDEO

13
Attorneys for Petitioners

14

15
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18

19

20

21

22

23

24
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27

28
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! PROOF OF SERVICE BY OVERNIGHT DELIVERY

3 STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) SS.:

4 COUNTY OF ORANGE )

I am employed in the County of Orange, State of California. I am over the age of 18 and
6 not a party to the within action. My business address is 611 Anton Boulevard, Fourteenth Floor,

Costa Mesa, California 92626-1950.
7

On February 24, 2000, I served on interested parties in said action the within:
8

PETITIONERS’ STATEMENT OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT
9 OF LEGAL ISSUES IN PETITION OF ACTIONS AND INACTIONS OF THE

CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, LOS ANGELES
I0 REGION, AND ITS EXECUTIVE OFFICER, DENNIS DICKERSON, PURSUANT TO

ORDER NO. 96-054 (NPDES NO. CAS614001)
11

I deposited in a box or other facility regularly maintained by Overnight Express, an express
12 service carrier, or delivered to a courier or driver authorized by said express service carrier

to receive documents, a true copy of the foregoing document in sealed envelopes or
13 packages designated by the express service carrier, addressed as stated below, with fees for

overnight delivery paid or provided for.
14

Dennis A. Dickerson
15 Executive Officer

California Regional Water Quality Control Board
16 320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200

Los Angeles, CA 90013
17

18
Executed on February 24, 2000, at Costa Mesa, California.

19
I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the

20 foregoing is true and correct.

21

22 Linda Cauble (
(Type or print name) (Signature)23

24

25

26

27

28

R0072785
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1 RUTAN & TUCKER LLP
RICHARD MONTEVIDEO (BAR NO. 116051)

2 TERENCE J. GALLAGHER (BAR NO. 192341)
611 Anton Boulevard, Fourteenth Floor

3 Costa Mesa, California 92626-1950
Telephone: 714-641-5100

4 Facsimile: 714-546-9035

5 Attorneys for Petitioners ~.=~ .    ~vz~,.~ ..-~..._.

8 PETITION BEFORE THE

9 STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

10

11 THE CITIES OF ARTESIA, BELLFLOWER,Case No.
BURBANK, CERRITOS, COMMERCE,

12 DIAMOND BAR, DOWNEY, IRWINDALE, DECLARATION OF EDUARD SCHRODER
LA CANADA-FLINTRIDGE, LA MIRADA, IN SUPPORT OF REQUEST FOR STAY AN[)

13 LA VERNE, LAKEWOOD, LAWNDALE, PETITION FOR REVIEW OF ACTION OF
MONROVIA, PALOS VERDES ESTATES, THE LOS ANGELES REGIONAL WATER

14 PICO RIVER_A, POMONA, RANCHO PALOS i QUALITY CONTROL BOARD ON JANUARY
VERDES, SANTA FE SPRINGS, SIGNAL 26, 2000, AND OF ITS EXECUTIVE

15 HILL, SOUTH GATE, VERNON, WALNUT, OFFICER, AND OF RESPONDENTSAND WHITTIER, municipal corporations; andFAILURES TO ACT PURSUANT TO ORDER
16 THE BUILDING INDUSTRY ASSOCIATIONNO. 96-054 (NPDES NO. CAS614001)

OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA, a Non-Profit
17 Mutual Benefit Corporation, and THE

BUILDING INDUSTRY LEGAL DEFENSE
18 FOUNDATION, a Non-Profit Mutual Benefit

Corporation,
19

Petitioners,
20

VS.

21
THE CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER

22 QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, LOS
ANGELES REGION; and DENNIS

23 DICKERSON, Executive Director of the Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board,,

24
Respondents.

25

26

27

28
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1 DECLARATION OF EDUARD SCHRODER

2 I, Eduard Schroder, declare as follows:

3 1. I am a member of the Executive Advisory Committee for the Storm Water Program

4 for Los Angeles County, an ad hoc committee consisting of certain Permittees under the California

5 Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region Order No. 96-054 (NPDES No. CAS

6 614001), Waste Discharge Requirements For Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff

7 Discharges from the County of Los Angeles (hereafter "Permit" or "Order No. 96-054"). I am also

8 the Public Works Director for the City of Signal Hill ("City") and have acted in this capacity since

9 June of 1999. Prior to my employment with the City of Signal Hill, I was employed with the City

10 of El Segundo from January of 1994 to June of 1999 a~ its Public Works Director.

11 2. As a part of my responsibilities as a member of the Executive Advisory Committee

12 and as the Public Works Director for the City, I was involved either personally or through the

13 efforts of a consultant retained by the City, in the preparation and submittal of the Standard Urban

14 Storm Water Mitigation Plan ("SUSMP") submitted on behalf of the Permittees for Los Angeles

15 County in July of 1999. I was, moreover, involved in discussions which proceeded and followed

16 the submission of the Permittees’ SUSMP with other representatives of Permittees within the

17 County, and with representatives of the Regional Water Quality Control Board. I was also

18 involved in the preparation and submission of changes to the Permittees’ July 1999 SUSMP

19 Program, changes which were submitted in August of 1999 to the Los Angeles Regional Water

20 Quality Control Board ("Regional Board"). The Permittees’ SUSMP Program, as submitted in

21 July of 1999 and modified in August, is hereafter referred to as the "Permittees’ SUSMP."

22 3. I attended a public workshop conducted on September 16, 1999 by the Regional

23 Board, where at that time Regional Board staff recommended to its Board that it consider

24 unilateral staff imposed mandated changes on the Permittees’ SUSMP Program. At this September

25 16~ workshop, the Regional Board took no action on either the Permittees’ SUSMP or the

26 Regional Board staff’s proposed SUSMP, but instead determined to continue the matter for

27 approximately 90 days with a new hearing to be renoticed.

28 4. On January 26, 2000, I attended a public hearing conducted by the Regional Board
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1 on a proposed SUSMP program that included a number of provisions that were not agreed to by

2 the Permittees nor included in the Permittees’ SUSMP Program as modified and submitted in

3 August of 1999. In fact, at the time of the January 26, 2000 public hearing, and even to this date,

4 neither the Regional Board nor its Executive Officer have reviewed and approved or disapproved

5 the Permittees’ SUSMP Program, in accordance with the Administrative Review Process set forth

6 under Order No. 96-054. Rather, the focus of the Regional Board on January 26, 2000, was on a

7 Regional Board SUSMP Program dated December 7, 1999 as modified by a change sheet dated

8 January 25, 2000 by the Regional Board staff. Because the January 25, 2000 change sheet was not

9 distributed until the day of the heating, I and representatives of other Petitioners did not have

10 sufficient time to properly review and analyze the chariges proposed in the change sheet, and were

11 moreover not in a position to provide adequate testimony on these changes.

12 5. At the close of the January 26, 2000 public comment period, I am informed that the

13 Regional Board proceeded to make yet additional modifications to the staffs proposed SUSMP

14 Program, and to direct its Executive Officer to adopt the Regional Board SUSMP Program as

15 modified by staff through its change sheet dated January 25, 2000, and as further modified by the

16 Board on January 26. The SUSMP Program mandated by the Board on January 26, 2000 is

17 hereafter referred to as the "Regional Board SUSMP." Because of the additional changes made by

18 the Regional Board itself after the close of the public comment period at the hearing on January

19 26, again I and other Petitioners were not in a position to analyze all of the proposed changes

20 made to the Regional Board SUSMP Program at the hearing, nor were we able to proceed and

21 present evidence to the Regional Board to address concerns we have with the changes.

22 6. Although an Order has not yet been adopted by the Executive Officer, ! am

23 informed that the Regional Board SUSMP imposed the following mandated programs and terms,

24 among others, that have not been agreed to or provided for in the Permittees’ SUSMP: (1) a

25 design standard/numerical mitigation measure on the retention and/or treatment of storm water run

26 offof.75 inches within a 24 hour storm event for nine (9) project categories set forth in the

27 Regional Board SUSMP; (2) the application of the SUSMP to all "non-dlscretionary’ as well as

28 "discretionary" projects falling within the nine subject project categories in the County of Los
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I Angeles, in violation of the terms of Order No. 96-054; (3) the addition of two additional priority

2 project categories beyond those set forth in Order No. 96-054, i.e., development in

3 "environmentally sensitive areas" and the development of parking lots with 25 or more spaces; and

4 (4) the application of the Regional Board SUSMP to "redevelopment" as opposed to

5 "development" as provided for under Order No. 96-054.

6 7. The action taken by the Regional Board on January 26, 2000, and the failure of the

7 Executive Officer to act on the Permittees’ SUSMP, has resulted in the Regional Board taking

8 action inconsistent with the Administrative Review Process under the Permit by failing to allow

9 their Executive Officer to act on the Permittees’ SUSMP, and by mandating the Regional Board

I0 SUSMP on the Permittees.

11 8. I have read Order No. 96-054 and am very familiar with its terms and the programs

12 submitted by the Permittees under the Permit. The terms of the Permit do not give the Regional

13 Board the discretion to impose new Permit requirements on the Permittees in mid-stream without

14 a proper hearing on an amendment to the Permit. In addition, the programs set forth in the

15 Regional Board SUSMP will result in the imposition of mandated requirements and programs on

16 Permittees throughout the County of Los Angeles, at significant cost and expense to such

17 Permittees, without any funding from the Regional Board or the State Board to carry out the

18 requirements of these mandates.

19 9. Additional concerns with the actions taken by the Regional Board and its Executive

20 Officer involve the lack of information and scientific evidence and studies on the Regional Board

21 SUSMP Program, the benefits to be obtained from such SUSMP Program, the costs effectiveness

22 of the Regional Board SUSMP, and the lack of information and direction on the implementability

23 of the Regional Board SUSMP. The Regional Board did not provide sufficient evidence at the

24 hearing on January 26, or otherwise, to adequately address these issues, or the requirement that the

25 SUSMP Program reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable.

26 10.    As referenced above, a number of changes were submitted to the Regional Board

27 through a change sheet dated January 25, 2000, a change sheet that was not presented to the

28 Permittees until January 26, 2000 at the time of the hearing. Some of the changes in the change
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1 sheet concern substantial changes to the Program submitted by the Regional Board in December

2 of 1999. Further, after the close of public testimony, I am informed that the Regional Board itself

3 proceeded to make a number of substantial and significant changes to the Regional Board’s

4 SUSMP, without prior notice of the proposed changes and without giving the public, including the

5 Petitioners, an opportunity to provide evidence and input on such proposed changes. These

6 changes include, among other changes, expanding the application of this SUSMP Program to

7 "non-discretionary" as well as "discretionary" projects within the City, providing the City with

8 only six months in which to adopt an ordinance to implement the Regional Board’s SUSMP on

9 both discretionary and non-discretionary projects, with only an additional 30 days to implement

10 the Program; and deleting the so-called "rooftop" exemption from the terms of the Program. With

11 these changes and others, but without sufficient notice of the same, the Regional Board and its

12 Executive Officer failed to give the Petitioners sufficient opportunity to be heard and to present

13 evidence on these various issues and others raised by these last minute changes.

14 11. The impact that will result from the actions and inactions take~ by the Regional

15 Board and its Executive Officer concern not only the Permittees, but also the building industry, the

16 restaurant industry, and the public at large. The impacts are, moreover, substantial and far

17 reaching. First, the water quality benefits to be obtained from the imposition of the Regional

18 Board’s mandated SUSMP Program are undefined, untested, and unknown. Second, although the

19 actual cost to implement the Regional Board SUSMP are unknown at this time (as they have not

20 been fully investigated by the Regional Board), the costs are known to be significant both in terms

21 of additional development costs, design costs, land costs, implementation costs, maintenance costs

22 and environmental costs. Third, substantial harm will result not only to the development

23 community, the building industry and the restaurant industry in the form of lost land and high

24 development costs, these costs will be passed on to the general public, making it more difficult to

25 9rovide low and moderate income housing, and other affordable development. Fourth, the

26 potential liability, bodily injury and property damage created by the design standards imposed by

27 the Regional Board’s action are unknown, but are believed to be substantial. Fifth, the Regional

28 Board has failed to address the implementation problems created by its actions, and has failed to
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1 consider the problems created by expanding the application of SUSMPs to "non-discretionary’

2 projects, in violation of the terms of the Permit. Sixth, the Regional Board has failed to analyze

3 the potential impacts on groundwater quality created by allowing the introduction and infiltration

4 of pollutants of concern through the soil and into the region’s groundwater. Finally, the Regional

5 Board has failed to consider the vector and pest control problems created by its actions, and the

6 nuisances that will result from the Regional Board SUSMP.

7 12.    Accordingly, unless the action taken by the Regional Board and its Executive

8 Officer is stayed, substantial harm will result to both the Petitioners under the Petition, as well as

9 citizens throughout the County of Los Angeles and the general public. Moreover, ifa stay is

10 granted to allow the State Board to adequately review ~he action taken by the Regional Board and

11 its Executive Officer, and to determine whether such action was appropriate or at least whether

12 such action raises substantial questions of law or fact, I am aware of no evidence indicating any

13 substantial harm to any person or member of the public. Clearly, the harm to be incurred by the

14 Petitioners and the members of the public, as well as the building and restaurant industry, far

15 outweigh any alleged harm to any person or the public should a stay not be granted.

16 13. With this Petition, Petitioners believe there are substantial questions of fact which

17 must be addressed that have not been addressed by this Regional Board, many of which we did not

18 have a full opportunity to raise with the Board because of the last minute nature of the changes. In

19 addition, I am advised by counsel for the Petitioners that there are substantial questions of law

20 raised by the Regional Board’s and the Executive Officer’s actions of January 26, 2000 and

21 thereafter.

22 I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the

23 foregoing is true and correct of my own personal knowledge, if called upon as a witness I could

24 and would competently testify thereto under oath.

25 This Declaration was executed this ~., t’/’tkday of February, 2000 in the City of Signal Hill,

26 County of Los Angeles, State of California.

27

28
EDUARD DER
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1 PROOF OF SERVICE BY OVERNIGHT DELIVERY

2

3 STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) SS.:

4 COUNTY OF ORANGE )

5
I am employed in the County of Orange, State of Califomia. I am over the age of 18 and

6 not a party to the within action. My business address is 611 Anton Boulevard, Fourteenth Floor,
Costa Mesa, California 92626-1950.

7
On February 24, 2000, I served on interested parties in said action the within:

8
DECLARATION OF EDUARD SCHRODER IN SUPPORT OF REQUEST FOR

9 STAY AND PETITION FOR REVIEW OF ACTION OF THE LOS ANGELES
REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD ON JANUARY 26, 2000, AND OF

10 ITS EXECUTIVE OFFICER, AND OF RESPONDENTS’ FAILURES TO ACT
PURSUANT TO ORDER NO. 96-054 (NPDES NO. CAS614001)

11
I deposited in a box or other facility regularly maintained by Overnight Express, an express

12 service cartier, or delivered to a courier or driver authorized by said express service carrier
to receive documents, a true copy of the foregoing document in sealed envelopes or

13 packages designated by the express service carrier, addressed as stated below, withfees for
overnight delivery paid or provided for.

14
Dennis A. Dickerson

15 Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board

16 320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

17

18
Executed on February 24, 2000, at Costa Mesa, California.

19
I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Cali fornia that the

20 foregoing is true and correct.

22 Linda Cauble
(Type or print name) -~ (Signature)23

24

25

26

27

28
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RUTAN
&TUCKER

Direct Dial: (714) 662~642
E-mail: ~ontevideo@~t~.com

Feb~ 24, 2000

VIA FEDEX

State Water Reso~ces Control Bo~d ~ c .
Office of Chief Counsel ~~ m "
901 "P" Street
Sacramento, CA 95814 =,:_: .~

Re: ~e Cities of ~cadia, et al. v. The California Regional Water Quality
Control Board, Los ~geles Region, et al.

Dear Mr. Wilson:

Enclosed with this letter is a Petition to the State Water Resources Control Board on
behalf of a number of Petitioners in the County of Los Angeles challenging actions and inactions
of the California Regional and Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region, and its
Executive Officer, in connection with the NPDES Permit for Municipal Storm Water and Urban
Run-Off Discharges within the County of Los Angeles, Order No. 96-054 (NPDES No. CAS
614001). The Petition itself includes the points and authorities supporting the legal issues raised
in the Petition. In addition, enclosed is a separate set of points and authorities supporting the
legal issues raised in the Petition which, when combined with the points and authorities in the
Petition itself, collectively constitute the Petitioners’ statement of points and authorities for
purposes of this proceeding.

Please note that the Petitioners are also seeking a hearing for purposes of presenting
additional evidence that could not have been presented at the time of the hearing on January 26,
2000, because of the late notice and improper notice provided to the Petitioners on substantial
modifications made to the Regional Board’s proposed Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation
Plan ("SUSMP") and changes made after the close of the public testimony.

Also attached to and enclosed with the Petition is a request to the Regional Board to
prepare the transcripts and tape recordings of the proceeding on January 26, 2000, as well as a
request that the Regional Board prepare a list of persons known by the Regional Board to have
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RUTAN
&TUCKER,

State Water Resources Control Board
February 24, 2000
Page 2

an interest in the subject matter of this Petition, and to forward such list to the State Board and
the Petitioners.

Finally, enclosed please find an affidavit supporting Petitioners’ request for a stay given
the significant harm that will result to Petitioners ifa stay is not granted, and the lack of harm to
other interested persons ira stay is granted. We look forward to an expeditious resolution of the
issues raised in the Petition.

Thank you for your consideration of the above and the enclosed. If you have any
questions or need any additional information in this regard, please do not hesitate to contact the
undersigned.

Sincerely,

RUTAN & TUCKER, LLP

Richard Montevideo
RM:lc
Enclosures
cc: Mr. Deftnis A. Dickerson, Executive Officer, LARWQCB (via Overnight Express)
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1 RUTAN & TUCKER LLP
RICHARD MONTEVIDEO (BAR NO. 116051)

2 TERENCE J. GALLAGHER (BAR NO. 192341)
611 Anton Boulevard, Fourteenth Floor

3 Costa Mesa, California92626-1950
Telephone: 714-641-5100

4 Facsimile: 714-546-9035

5 Attorneys for Petitioners

6

8 PETITION BEFORE THE ~.~.~"

9 STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

10

11 THE CITIES OF ARTESIA, BELLFLOWER,Case No.
BURBANK, CERRITOS, COMMERCE,

12 DIAMOND BAR, DOWNEY, IRWINDALE, PETITION FOR REVIEW OF JANUARY 26,
LA CANADA-FLINTRIDGE, LA MIRADA, 2000 ACTION OF THE CALIFORNIA

13 LA VERNE, LAKEWOOD, LAWNDALE, REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL
MONROVIA, PALOS VERDES ESTATES, BOARD, LOS ANGELES REGION, AND

14 PICO RIVERA, POMONA, RANCHO PALOSACTIONS AND FAILURES TO ACT BY IT
VERDES, SANTA FE SPRINGS, SIGNAL AND ITS EXECUTIVE OFFICER, DENNIS

15 HILL, SOUTH GATE, VERNON, WALNUT DICKERSON, PURSUANT TO ORDER NO.
AND WHITTIER, municipal corporations; and96-054 (NPDES NO. CAS614001)

16 THE BUILDING INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION
OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA, a Non-Profit[Request for Immediate Stay - Water Code

17 Mutual Benefit Corporation, and THE Section 13321 and 14 CCR Section 2053]
BUILDING INDUSTRY LEGAL DEFENSE

18 FOUNDATION, a Non-Profit Mutual Benefit[Request for Hearing - 14 CCR Section 2050(b)
Corporation,

19
Petitioners,

20
VS.

21
THE CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER

22 QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, LOS
ANGELES REGION; and DENNIS

23 DICKERSON, Executive Director of the Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board.

24
Respondents.

25

26

27        Petitioners, the Cities of Artesia, Bellflower, Burbank, Cerritos, Commerce, Diamond Bar,

28 Downey, Irwindale, La Canada-Flintridge, La Mirada, La Verne, Lakewood, Lawndale, Monrovia,

~,o~m,-oo,~, R0072795
48050 01 a02f24/00 1



!

I Palos Verdes Estates, Pico Rivera, Pomona, Rancho Palos Verdes, Santa Fe Springs, Signal Hill,

2 South Gate, Vernon, Walnut, and Whittier (hereafler collectively the "City Petitioners"), and the

3 Building Industry Association of Southern California and the Building Industry Legal Defense

4 Foundation, hereafter collectively "Petitioners," hereby petition the State Water Resources Control

5 Board ("State Board"), pursuant to California Water Code Section 13320 and applicable California

6 law, as follows:

7 I. GENERAL ALLEGATIONS

8 1. City Petitioners herein, are and at all relevant times herein, were cities organized

9 under and existing under the laws of the State of California and located in the County of Los

I0 Angeles, California. The respective address for each City Petitioner is as follows:

11 (a) Artesia - 18747 Clarkdale Avenue, Artesia, CA 90701

12 (b) Bellflower - 166600 Civic Center Drive, Bellflower, CA 90706

13 (c) Burbank - 275 E. Olive Avenue, Burbank, CA 91502

14 (d) Cerritos - 18125 Bloomfield Avenue, Cerritos, CA 90703-3130

15 (e) Commerce - 2535 Commerce Way, Commerce, CA 90040

16 (f) Diamond Bar - 21660 E. Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765

17 (g) Downey - 11111 Brookshire Avenue, Downey, CA 90241

18 (h) Irwindale - 5050 N. Irwindale Avenue, Irwindale, CA 91706

19 (i) La Canada Flintridge - 1327 Foothill Boulevard, La Canada Flintridge, CA

20 91011

21 (j) La Mirada - 13700 La Mirada Boulevard, La Mirada, CA 90638

22 (k) La Veme - 3660 "D" Street, La Vema, CA 91750-3599

23 (i) Lakewood - 5050 N. Clark Avenue, Lakewood, CA 90712

24 (m) Lawndale - 14717 Burin Avenue, Lawndale, CA 90260

25 (n) Monrovia - 415 S. Ivy Avenue, Monrovia, CA 91016

26 (o) Palos Verdes Estates -340 Palos Verdes Drive W., Palos Verdes Estates,

27 CA 90274

28 (p) Pico Rivera - 6615 Passons Boulevard, Pico Rivera, CA 90660
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1 (q) Pico Rivera- 6615 Passons Boulevard, Pico Rivera, CA 90660

2 (r) Pomona - 505 S. Gary Avenue, Pomona, CA 91769

3 (s) Rancho Palos Verdes - 30940 Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes,

4 CA 90275

5 (t) Santa Fe Springs - 11710 Telegraph Road, Santa Fe Springs, CA 90670

6 (u) Signal Hill - 2175 Cherry Avenue, Signal Hill, CA 90806

7 (v) South Gate - 8650 California Avenue, South Gate, CA 90280

8 (w) Vernon - 4305 Santa Fe Avenue, Vernon, CA 90058

9 (x) Walnut - 2120 La Puente Road, Walnut, CA 91789

10 (y) Whittier-13230 Penn Street, Whittier, CA 90602

l 1 2. City Petitioners, and each of them, are Permittees under that Permit issued by the

12 2alifornia Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region, on July 15, 1996, Waste

13 Discharge Requirements for Municipal Storm Water and Urban Run-Off Discharges within the

14 County of Los Angeles, Order No. 96-054 (NPDES NO. CAS 614001).

15 3. Petitioners the Building Industry Legal Defense Foundation ("BILD") and the

16 Building Industry Association of Southern California ("BIA/SC") are Non-Profit Mutual Benefit

17 Corporations whose addresses are:

18 (a) Building Industry Association of Southern California - 1330 S. Valley

19 Vista Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765

20 (b)    Building Industry Legal Defense Foundation - 1330 S. Valley Vista Drive,

21 Diamond Bar, CA 91765

22 4. BILD and BIAJSC are California non-profit corporations dedicated to representing

23 the interests of members of the Southern California construction and building industry. BILD is a

24 wholly owned subsidiary of BIA/SC whose purposes are to monitor legal developments and

25 participate in litigation impacting the residential construction industry in Southern California.

26 BIA/SC’s 1,800 members include a significant number of residential developers and associate

27 businesses that construct approximately 70% of all the residential housing units built annua.lly in

28 the Southern California Region. BILD and BIA/SC members reside and conduct commercial land
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1 development activities within the jurisdiction of the California Regional Water Quality Control

2 Board, Los Angeles Region, and within the City Petitioners’jurisdictions. BIA/SC and BILD

3 members are currently engaged in, and in the future will engage in, development projects that

4 must comply with and implement Order No. 96-054, Waste Discharge Requirements for

5 Municipal Storm Water and Urban Run-OffDischarges within the County of Los Angeles. BILD

6 and BIA/SC are authorized to bring legal action, including this Petition, on behalfofBILD and

7 BIA/SC members.

8 5. City Petitioners, BILD, and BIA/SC are interested aggrieved parties as said

9 Petitioners and their members are adversely impacted by actions taken by Respondents in

10 connection with a Regional Board mandated Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan

11 imposed on Petitioners and other interested parties on January 26, 2000, and as said Petitioners are

12 adversely impacted by failures to act on the part of Respondents in connection with a Standard

13 Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan submitted by the City Petitioners in July of 1999. Petitioners

14 herein, as aggrieved parties, with this Petition, are challenging the actions taken by the

15 Respondents on January 26, 2000, and the failures of the Respondents to act lawfully in reviewing

16 and approving the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan submitted by the City Petitioners,

17 ~n accordance with state and federal law, as described below. The actions taken by the

18 Respondents, and each of them, and their failures to act, were improper, inappropriate, arbitrary

19 and capricious, and in violation of state and federal law.

20 6. Respondent, the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles

21 Region ("Regional Board"), is and at all relevant times herein, was a regional agency created

22 pursuant to the provisions of the California Water Code, Section 13200 et seq.

23 7. Respondent Dennis Dickerson is, and at all relevant times herein was, the

24 Executive Officer of the Regional Board.

25 8. The State Water Resources Control Board ("State Board") is a state agency created

26 pursuant to the California Water Code Sections 174 et seq. and 13200 et seq. and is charged with

27 formulating and adopting state policy for water quality control within the State of California.

28 9. Under State law, in formulating and revising state policy for water quality control,
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1 the State Board is required to consult with and carefully evaluate the recommendations of

2 concerned federal, state and local agencies on water quality policy issues. (Cal. Water Code

3 § 13144.) The State Board is designated as the state water pollution control agency for all

4 purposes stated in the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (the "Clean Water Act" - 33 U.S.C.§

5 1251 et seq.), and is the authorized agency to exercise powers delegated to it under the Clean

6 Water Act and any amendments thereto. (Cal. Water Code § 13160.) The State Board is further

7 empowered pursuant to state and federal law, to adopt water quality control plans as required by

8 the Clean Water Act, and such plans, when adopted, supersede any Regional Water Quality

9 Control plans. (Cal. Water Code § 13170.)

10 10. Pursuant to Califomia Water Code Section 13320 and the regulations thereto, the

11 State Water Resources Control Board has jurisdiction over this Petition.

12 II. THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE CLEAN WATER ACT AND STATE LAW

13 11. The Federal Water Pollution Control Act was adopted in 1948, amended in 1972,

14 and again amended in 1977 as the Clean Water Act of 1977. In 1987, the Act was amended to

15 establish new controls on industrial and municipal storm water discharges. The 1987

16 amendments, in part, required National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System ("N-PDES")

17 Permits for storm water discharges fi-om Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems ("MS4s").

18 12.    The Clean Water Act requires permits for discharges from municipal storm sewer

19 systems to require controls "to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent.

20 practicable." (33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(3)(B).) Dischargers who are issued permits and who operate

21 within the terms of such permits are thus in compliance with the requirements of the Clean Water

22 Act.

23 13. The State of California is one of 38 or more states with authorization to administer

24 certain aspects of the NPDES Program within its jurisdiction. The State Board administers the

25 NPDES Program in Califomia pursuant to the Clean Water Act and pursuant to that Memorandum

26 Of Understanding between the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency ("U.S. EPA") and the

27 California State Water Resources Control Board, effective September 22, 1989.

28 14. Pursuant to California Water Code Section 13160, the State Board is the designated
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I agency to exercise the powers delegated to the state under the Clean Water Act, including the right

2 and obligation to administer the NPDES Program. Federal regulations allow NPDES authority

3 within the state to be shared between two or more state agencies, if each agency has statewide

4 jurisdiction over a class of activities or discharges. When more than one agency is responsible for

5 ~ssumg Permits within the state, each agency must make a submission meeting the requirements of

6 the Federal regulations. (40 C.F.R. § 123.1(g)(1).) The Regional Board is not a state agency with

7 statewide jurisdiction over a class of activities or discharges, and has not been authorized under

8 the Clean Water Act or the Federal regulations to administer the NPDES Program in California,

9 and accordingly, has no authority to do so.

10 15. Under existing State law, the State Board may require any state or local agency to

11 investigate and report on any technical factors involved in water quality, provided, however, that

12 the burden, including the costs of such reports, bears a reasonable relationship to the need for the

13 report and the benefits to be obtained therefrom. (Cal. Water Code § 13165.)

14 16. Also under State law, the Regional Board, in requiring state or local agencies to

15 investigate and report on technical factors involved in water quality control, may require such

16 investigations from local agencies only where they can show that the burden, including the cost of

17 such reports, bears a reasonable relationship to the need for the report and the benefits to be

18 obtained therefrom. (Cal. Water Code § 13225(c).)

19 17. Respondent Regional Board is required to formulate and adopt water quality

20 control plans for all areas within its region, and is further required to consult with and consider the

21 recommendations of affected local agencies¯ (Cal. Water Code § 13240.) In establishing water

22 quality objectives and water quality control plans within its region, the Regional Board is required

23 to consider specific factors, including:

24 (a) Past, present and probable future beneficial uses of water;

25 (b) Environmental characteristics of the hydrographic unit under

26 consideration, including the quality of water available thereto;

27 (c) Water quality conditions that could reasonably be achieved through, the

28 coordinated control of all factors which affect water quality in the area;

227/065121-0061
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1 (d)    Economic considerations.

2 (Cal. Water Code. 1324

3 18. California Water Code Section 13360, moreover, prohibits the Regional Board, as

4 well as the State Board, from specifying in any order or set of waste discharge requirements,

5 specific designs, locations, or types of construction standards, or a particular manner in which

6 compliance with an order, requirement or set of waste discharge requirements, is to be met. All

7 persons are permitted to comply with the requirements of any order or waste discharge

8 requirements in any lawful manner. (Cal. Water Code § 13360(a).)

9 III. ORDER NO. 96-054 (NPDES NO. CAS614001) AND THE PERMITTEES’ SUSMP

10 19. On or about July 15, 1996, and effectiv6 as of July 31, 1996, Petitioner Cities were

11 issued a Permit from the Regional Board, Order No. 96-054 (NPDES No. CASrl4001), Waste

12 Discharge Requirements for Municipal Storm Water andUrban Runoff Discharges within the

13 County of Los Angeles, a Permit purportedly issued pursuant to the Clean Water Act and the

14 Porter-Cologne Act (hereafter "Permit," "Order" or "Order No. 96-054").

15 20. In accordance with the terms and provisions of the Permit, the Permittees

16 thereunder, including the City Petitioners herein, were required to submit a Standard Urban Storm

17 Water Mitigation Plan ("SUSMP") to Respondent Dennis Dickerson, the Executive Officer of the

18 Regional Board, for the Executive Officer’s review and approval or disapproval. Under the terms

19 of the Permit, the SUSMP was to be submitted within six months of the Regional Board’s approval

20 of the Permittees’ Best Management Practices for development projects within their jurisdiction.

21 Best Management Practices were not approved by the Regional Board until April 22, 1999,

22 pursuant to Resolution No. 99-03. The required SUSMP program was therefore timely submitted

23 by the Permittees to Respondent Dickerson in July of 1999. This SUSMP Program was thereafter

24 modified in August of 1999 to address certain Regional Board comments (hereafter the July and

25 August 1999 submittals are collectively referred to as the "Permittees’ SUSMP").

26 2 I.    By its terms, the Permittees’ SUSMP applies to certain specified development

27 categories identified in the Permit itself, and requires the applicants of designated develoPment

28 projects to submit an Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan that implements, to the maximum extent
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1 practicable, appropriate requirements and measures to minimize impacts from storm water runoff,

2 and to reduce storm water pollutants to the maximum extent practicable. The Permittees’ SUSMP

3 incorporated additional conditions and requirements as required by the Permit and as necessary to

4 reduce pollutants to the maximum extent practicable. A copy of the Permittees’ SUSMP as

5 submitted in July of 1999, and the modifications submitted in August of 1999, are attached hereto

6 and collectively marked as Exhibit "A."

7 22. The Permittees’ SUSMP incorporates the appropriate elements of the recommended

8 list of Best Management Practices ("BMPs") approved by the Respondent Regional Board on

9 April 22, 1999, by Resolution No. 99-03, and is a guideline to be used by the individual Permittees

I 0 to develop their own specific programs for use in their individual jurisdictions. By its terms, the

11 Perrnittees’ SUSMP applies to "discretionary" projects as defined under the California

12 Environmental Quality Act that fall within one of seven (7) project categories as outlined in the

13 Permit, specifically: 10-99 home subdivisions; 100+ home subdivisions; single family hillside

14 developments; 100,000 square foot commercial development; automotive repair shops; retail gas

15 station outlets; and restaurants.

16 23. The Permit-tees’ SUSMP identifies as potential Best Management Practices, the

! 7 following BMPS: the reduction of impervious surfaces and increased landscaped areas; the

18 direction of rooftop runoff to pervious surfaces such yards; open channels of vegetated areas; the

19 use of vegetated swales and strips in accordance with design criteria to be determined by the local

20 jurisdiction; the use of extended/dry detention basins in accordance with the design criteria to be

21 determined by the local jurisdiction; the use of infiltration basins, trenches, wet ponds, constructed

22 wetlands, oil/water separators, catch basins inserts, continuous deflective separation units, storm

23 drain inserts, media filtration, bioretention basins, dry wells, foundation planting, and other Best

24 Management Practices, all in accordance with design criteria to be determined by the local

25 jurisdiction. Additional requirements in the Permittees’ SUSMP include the protection of slopes

26 and channels, storm drain stenciling and signage, the proper design of common outdoor material

27 storage areas, the proper design of common trash storages areas, the providing ofproofofo.ngoing

28 BMP maintenance, and various other requirements, all with the stated goal of reducing pollutants
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1 "to the maximum extent practicable" in accordance with the Clean Water Act.

2 24. Pursuant to Resolution No. 99-03 adopted by the Regional Board on April 22,

3 1999, the Regional Board found that the approved BMPs "when implemented at development

4 projects, in combination, will reduce pollutants and storm water discharges to the maximum extent

5 practicable." Accordingly, pursuant to Resolution No. 99-03, the Regional Board has determined

6 that the proposed and approved BMPs, when implemented, meet the Permittees requirements

7 under the Clean Water Act, i.e., to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent

8 practicable (see 33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(3)(B)) and, thus, the utilization of the approved BMPs in the

9 Permittees’ SUSMP is direct evidence of the Permittees’ compliance with the Clean Water Act.

10 IV. RESPONDENTS HAVE FAILED TO COMPLY WITH THE

11 ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW PROCESS UNDER ORDER NO. 96-05,1

12 25. The Permit contains a very specific Administrative Review Process required to be

13 followed by the Regional Board and the Executive Officer in reviewing Stormwater Programs to

14 be developed under Order No. 96-054. Respondents, on January 26, 2000, acknowledged the

15 application of this Administrative Review Process to the Permittees’ SUSMP program.

16 26. The Administrative Review Process provides the procedure to be followed "for

17 review and acceptance of reports and documents submitted to the Regional Board," and further

18 provides for a method "to resolve any differences in compliance expectations between the

19 Regional Board and Permittees, prior to initiating enforcement action." (Order No. 96-054,

20 § 2.I.G.)

21 27. The Administrative Review Process also identified the process to be followed by

22 the Executive Officer in determining whether the Permittees’ SUSMP is sufficient and in

23 compliance with the requirements of Order No. 96-054. Under the Administrative Review

24 Process, the Executive Officer was required to notify the Permittees of his approval or disapproval

25 of the Permittees’ SUSMP program within 120 days of its submittal. If the Executive Officer does

26 not respond within 120 days following submittal, the Permittees may notify the Regional Board of

27 their intent to implement the program as submitted, and if after ten days the Executive Officer has

28 not responded, the Permittee may implement "the submitted program" without modification by the
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1 Executive Officer. Although the Permittees’ SUSMP was submitted in July of 1999 and

2 resubmitted in August of 1999, to date, the Respondents have failed to respond to the Permittees’

3 SUSMP.

4 28. Further, under the Administrative Review Process, the Executive Officer was to

5 send a "Notice of Intent to Meet and Confer" ("NIMC") to the Permit-tees, and was to outline

6 "specific information" required to support his determination that the Permittees’ SUSMP did not

7 include sufficient controls to reduce pollutants to the maximum extent practicable. The NIMC is

8 to include a timeframe by which the Permittees must meet with the Regional Board staff to

9 demonstrate their program is sufficient to meet the requirements of the Permit, and if not, to seek

10 clarification of the steps to be undertaken to comply With the requirements of Order No. 96-054.

11 Further, under the Administrative Review Process and the plain language of Order No. 96-054, it

12 is the Permittees’ program, not a program submitted by some third party (including the Regional

13 Board), that must be sufficient to comply with the terms of the Permit. To date, the Executive

14 Officer has failed to provide the Permittees with an NIMC, and has failed to take action on the

15 Permittees’ SUSMP.

16 29. Moreover, under the Administrative Review Process, after an NIMC had been

17 forwarded to the Permittees, Regional Board staff is required to meet and confer with the

18 Permittees to allow the Permittees the opportunity to demonstrate "that the Permittees’program

19 is sufficient to meet the requirements of this Order," and if not, to seek clarification on the steps

20 to be taken to meet the provisions of the Order. To date, the Executive Officer and staffhave

21 failed to comply with this requirement.

22 30.    In addition, under the Administrative Review Process, the meet and confer period

23 is to conclude with either a notice of program sufficiency to the Permittees, or with a submittal

24 and acceptance by the Executive Officer of a written "Stormwater Program Compliance

25 Agreement" ("SPCA"), which is to include implementation deadlines. The Executive Officer may

26 terminate the meet and confer period after a reasonable period due to a lack of progress on issues

27 and may order submittal of the SPCA by a specified date. To date, the Respondent Executive

28 Officer has failed to comply with this requirement, and has never terminated the meet and confer
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1 process let alone commenced it; nor has the Executive Officer ever submitted an order requiring

2 the submittal of an SPCA by a particular date.

3 3 I. Furthermore, under the Administrative Review Process, the Respondent Executive

4 Officer is required to approve or reject a submitted SPCA, or an amended SPCA, within 120 days

5 of its submittal. If the Executive Officer rejects the SPCA, he is required to state the reasons for

6 his rejection. To date, the Respondent Executive Officer has failed to approve or reject a

7 submitted SPCA, as the Executive Officer has never commenced or terminated the meet and

8 confer process and has never ordered the submittal of an SPCA.

9 32. Also under the Administrative Review Process, once a Permittee receives a

10 rejection of an SPCA, the Permittee is to be given sixty (60) days to remedy the specified

11 deficiency and resubmit the SPCA. If the Executive Office has not responded within 120 days

12 following the submittal of an SPCA, a Permittee is to notify the Executive Officer of its intent to

13 implement the SPCA as submitted, and if the Executive Officer has not responded within ten (10)

14 days, the Permittee is entitled to implement the submitted SPCA. To date, the Respondent

15 Executive Officer has failed to reject an SPCA, and has failed to give the Permittees an

16 opportunity, upon such rejection, to submit within 60 days thereafter a remedy of the specified

17 deficiency of the SPCA.

18 33. Finally, under the Administrative Review Process: "The Executive Officer shall

19 not take enforcement action against a Permittee until the Executive Officer has notified the

20 Permittee in writing that the Administrative Review Process has been exhausted and that the

21 Executive Officer has determined that a violation exists warranting enforcement." (Order, Part

22 2.I.G.2.d.)

23 34. As of the date of this Petition, the Regional Board and the Executive Officer have

24 failed to act on the Permittees’ SUSMP in accordance with the Administrative Review Process

25 under Order No. 96-054, and thus have failed to act in accordance with the requirements of the

26 Clean Water Act and the Porter-Cologne Act.

27 V. THE REGIONAL BOARD SUSMP PROGRAM

28 35.    On September 16, 1999, Regional Board staff unilaterally proposed changes to the
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1 Permittees’ SUSMP program and discussed those changes at a public workshop. At that time,

2 however, neither the Regional Board nor the Executive Officer took any action on their SUSMP

3 program, and instead continued their consideration of a unilateral Regional Board staff mandated

4 SUSMP program for approximately ninety (90) days.

5 36. On January 26, 2000, the date of the action that is presently being challenged by the

6 Petitioners herein, the Regional Board conducted a public hearing on a proposed SUSMP program

7 submitted by its staff(but not the Permittees), and proceeded to direct its Executive Officer to

8 approve an SUSMP program that was proposed by the Regiona]~ Board staff on December 7, 1999,

9 as modified by staff through a change sheetdated January 25, 2000, and as further modified by the

10 Regional Board itself at the hearing on January 26, 2000. (The SUSMP program proposed by

11 staff as modified by the Board on January 26, 2000, is hereafter referred to as the "Regional Board

12 SUSMP.") Copies of the December 2, 1999 program and the January 25, 2000 change sheet are

13 attached hereto and collectively marked as Exhibit "B."

14 37. The Respondents’ "public hearing" of January 26, 2000 complied with no

15 procedural requirement under the Clean Water Act or the Porter-Cologne Act for the adoption or

16 an amendment to a permit, or otherwise. Moreover, because of the last minute changes made by

17 the Regional Board staffat the January 26, 2000 hearing, through the Change Sheet, which

18 contained both substantive and non-substantive changes, Petitioners, and each of them, were not

19 provided sufficient notice of the potential action to be taken by the Regional Board, and were

20 furthermore not provided sufficient opporttmity to be heard prior to the Regional Board’s taking

21 their action of January 26, 2000. In addition, at the public hearing, but after the close of public

22 testimony, the Regional Board, in its deliberations, made a number of substantive changes to the

23 proposed Regional Board SUSMP, including but not limited to requiring its application to all

24 "non-discretionary" as well as "discretionary" projects, and including requiring the Permittees to

25 adopt local ordinances within six (6) months of the date of the Executive Officer’s signature of the

26 order and to implement the proposed SUSMP program thirty (30) days thereafter: These changes

27 and other changes made by the Regional Board after the close of public testimony resulted in the

28 Petitioners being denied sufficient opportunity to be heard on such substantive changes and has
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1 resulted in a denial of due process rights to the Petitioners.

2 38. By letter dated February 23, 2000, the record of the January 26, 2000 hearing,

3 including transcripts of the hearing and audiotapes identifying the changes made by the Regional

4 Board itself to the Regional Board SUSMP, was requested in accordance with this Petition. A true

5 and correct copy of this letter requesting the preparation of the transcripts and the audiotapes is

6 attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "C."

7 39. The Regional Board SUSMP greatly expands the obligations and requirements of

8 the Permittees beyond the Permittees’ SUSMP and therefore beyond the requirements of the

9 Permit, the Clean Water Act, and the Porter-Cologne Act. Specifically, the Regional Board

10 SUSMP imposes, among other requirements, the follo,;ving requirements that are not included

I 1 within the Permittees’ SUSMP and that have not been agreed to by the Permittees pursuant to the

12 Administrative Review Process or otherwise: (a) a requirement that the Permittees impose design

13 standards/numerical mitigation measures to require the treatment of.75 inches of rainfall over a

14 24-hour period in nine (9) priority categories of development described below (hereafter referred

15 to as the "Numerical Mitigation Standard"); (b) a requirement that the Permittees expand their

16 SUSMP program to apply to all "non-discretionary" as well as "discretionary" projects within the

17 nine project categories; (c) a requirement that the SUSMP extend to two (2) additional project

18 categories, in addition to the seven (7) categories set forth in Order No. 96-054, i.e., parking lots

19 of 25 spaces or more and "environmentally sensitive areas;" and (d) a requirement that the

20 SUSMPs apply to all "redevelopment" within the nine (9) priority project categories (the term

21 "redevelopment" is defined in the Regional Board’s SUSMP to include the creation or addition of

22 50% or more impervious surfaces or the making of improvements of 50% or more of the existing

23 structure).

24 40. Of critical importance is the Numerical Mitigation Standard mandated by the

25 Regional Board’s SUSMP, a provision that had not proposed or agreed to by the Petitioners. The

26 .75 Numerical Mitigation Standard is a design standard for post construction projects whereby

27 post-construction treatment control BMPs must be designed to mitigate (infiltrate or treat) .storm

28 water runoff to achieve 85% or more volume treatment. It is a design standard which the Regional
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1 Board staffhas determined will result in the treatment of up to .75 inches of rainfall over a 24 hour

2 period for each and every storm event. As a result of this .75 Numerical Mitigation Standard,

3 Permittees will be required to impose structural controls on new development and redevelopment

4 in the nine (9) categories of development referenced below, to include among other things,

5 extended detention basins on all such discretionary and non-discretionary projects, wet ponds,

6 infiltration basins/ponds (which reduce the developable space), storm .drain-connected oil/grease

7 separators, catch basin inserts, grassy swales and other similar devices. The nine (9) categories of

8 discretionary and non-discretionary development and redevelopment projects to which this

9 requirement would apply are: (1) 100+ home subdivisions; (2) 10-99 home subdivisions; (3)

I0 100,000 square feet commercial development; (4) automotive repair shops; (5) retail gasoline

! I outlets; (6) restaurants over 5,000 square feet; (7) hillside located single family dwellings; (8)

12 parking lots with 25 or more space (equivalent to approximately 5,000 square feet of surface area);

13 and (9) development in unmapped areas known as "environmentally sensitive areas."

14 VI. RESPONDENTS’ ACTIONS AND INACTIONS VCERE INAPPROPRIATE,.

15 IMPROPER, AND IN VIOLATION OF TIlE PERMIT

16 AND STATE AND FEDERAL LAW

17 41.    The actions taken by the Regional Board on January 26, 2000, and any subsequent

18 follow up action to be taken by the Executive Officer pursuant to such action, as well as the failure

19 of the Respondents to comply with the terms of the Permit, were in conflict with the Permit, the

20 Clean Water Act, and State law, were not supported by substantial evidence in the record or

21 otherwise, and were arbitrary and capricious.

22 A. Respondents Have Failed To Comply With the Administrative Review Process And

23 To Take Action On The Permittees’ SUSMP Program In Accordance With Tht,

24 Requirements Of Order No. 96-054 And The Clean Water Acl.

25 42. To date, as set forth above, neither the Executive Officer nor the Regional Board,

26 have acted on the Permittees’ SUSMP in accordance with the Permit. The Permit. and the

27 Administrative Process thereunder required that the Executive Officer notify the Permittees of the

28 results of his review and approval or disapproval of their SUSMP program within 120 days of its
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I submittal. Although the Permittees’ SUSMP was submitted to the Executive Officer in July of

2 1999, and thereafter resubmitted to address comments of the Executive Officer in August of 1999,

3 to date neither the Executive Officer nor the Regional Board have reviewed the Permittees’

4 SUSMP program to determine whether that SUSMP program will reduce pollutants "to the

5 maximum extent practicable" in accordance with the requirements of the Clean Water Act.

6 43. Respondents, and each of them, as discussed above, have failed to comply with the

7 requirements of the Administrative Review Process under Order No. 96-054, and have acted

8 ~mproperly and arbitrarily and capriciously in violation of its terms and in violation of the Clean

9 Water Act and State law.

10 B. Respondents Actions Were Not Authorized By The Permit, The Clean Water Act, Ol

11 The Porter-Cologne Act.

12 44. Upon the issuance of a NPDES Permit pursuant to the Clean Water Act, Permit-tees

13 who comply with the terms of the Permit and take action to "reduce pollutants to the maximum

14 extent practicable" are in compliance with the Clean Water Act and State law. There is no

15 9rovision in the Clean Water Act, the Porter-Cologne Act, or the Permit, that enables the Regional

16 Board or its Executive Officer to impose new requirements that are inconsistent with the

17 provisions of the Permit, and that are not required under the Clean Water Act or State law on the

18 Permittees.

19 45. Under the final rule issued by U.S. EPA in December of 1999 entitled "National

20 Pollutant Discharge Elimination System - Regulations For Revision Of The Water Pollution

21 Control Program Addressing Stormwater Discharges," U.S. EPA recommends that the BMPs to be

22 chosen, be appropriate for the local community, and recognized that MS4 operators are to have

23 significant flexibility to develop post-construction controls as appropriate to address local

24 concerns and to apply new control technologies as they become available. U.S. EPA further

25 commented that "redevelopment" projects may have more site constraints that narrow the range of

26 appropriate BMPs. In this same rule, U.S. EPA further determined that MS4 operators are to have

27 flexibility to determine the appropriate BMPs to address local water quality concerns, and that

28 such operators are to develop an appropriate combination of BMPs to be applied on a site-by-site
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1 regional or watershed basis. (See 64 Federal Register 68722, et seq.) Even the definition

2 provided within EPA’s Final Rule for "redevelopment" differs significantly from the definition of

3 "redevelopment" provided in the Regional Board SUSMP Program. The above shows that the

4 mandated programs set forth in the Regional Board SUSMP are not programs mandated anywhere

5 in the Clean Water Act or the regulations thereunder, and, more importantly, that such Regional

6 Board SUSMP programs contradict the letter, spirit and intent of the Clean Water Act.

7 46. The action taken by the Regional Board on January 26, 2000, and any subsequent

8 action taken by the Executive Officer, are similarly actions that were not authorized by the Permit..

9 Specifically, the Regional Board had no authority to usurp the authority of the Executive Officer

10 under the Permit and to mandate its own SUSMP program on the Permittees. For example, the

11 Respondents’ actions in requiring a SUSMP program on all "non-discretionary," as well as on

12 "discretionary" projects is not authorized by the Permit, or state or federal law, and contradicts the

13 express terms of the Permit. Similarly, the addition of two more priority project categories, i.e.,

14 the application of the Regional Board SUSMP program to environmentally sensitive areas and

15 projects of 25 or more parking spaces, is inconsistent with the terms of the Permit and is similarly

16 not authorized by state or federal law.

17 47. The Regional Board’s action of January 26, 2000 is also a violation of the Permit

18 and state and federal law as the Regional Board has substituted its discretion for the discretion of

19 the Executive Officer (as provided for under the Permit issued by the Regional Board in July of

20 1996). The action taken by the Regional Board and the required direction provided to its

21 Executive Officer is a direct violation of the Permit and state and federal law as the Permit

22 specifically provides for the Executive Officer to review the Permittees’ SUSMP in accordance

23 with the Administrative Review Process under the Permit, and does not permit the Regional Board

24 to eliminate the Executive Officer’s discretion and to ignore the Administrative Review Process

25 required by the Permit.

26 48. Further, neither the Clean Water Act, the Porter-Cologne Act nor the Permit,

27 authorize the Respondents Regional Board and its Executive Officer, to mandate a progran? on the

28 Permittees without first properly seeking an amendment to Order No. 96-054, or without the
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1 existence of other legal authority to do so. The Clean Water Act requires the Permittees to require

2 controls "to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable." Respondents

3 have made no findings and submitted no evidence to show that the Regional Board’s SUSMP will

4 "reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable," nor has the Regional

5 Board submitted any evidence or made any findings to show that the Permittees’ SUSMP program

6 does not sufficiently "require controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent

practicable, or that the Regional Board SUSMP was necessary and superior to the Permittees’

8 Program to "reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable."

9 49. The actions of the Regional Board on imposing new requirements under the Order

10 No. 96-054 are inconsistent with the Clean Water Act,the regulations thereunder, the Permit and

11 state law, and were actions taken arbitrarily and capriciously.

12 C. Respondents Have Failed To Present Evidence To Show That Reeional Board

13 SUSMP Is Cost Effective And That The Benefits To Be Obtained From The.

14 .Implementation Of The Program Outweigh Its Cost�.

15 50. The Clean Water Act and the regulations thereunder, as well as the Porter-Cologne

16 Act, all require that the controls to be imposed "to reduce pollutants to the maximum extent

17 practicable" be cost effective. In its final rule on "National Pollutant Discharge Elimination

18 System - Regulations For Revision Of The Water Pollution Control Program Addressing

19 Stormwater Discharges," adopted in December of 1999, U.S. EPA specifically commented that

20 President Clinton’s Clean Water Initiative clarified "that the maximum extent practicable standard

21 should be applied in a site-specific, flexible manner, taking into account cost considerations as

22 well as well as water quality effects ...." (See 64 Federal Register 68722, 68732.)

23 51.    To date, Respondents have failed to analyze and consider all potential costs

24 involved in complying with their mandated SUSMP program, and failed to weigh the benefits of

25 the program in light of all the potential costs, and failed to issue findings that the benefits of the

26 program outweigh its costs and that the Regional Board SUSMP program was cost effective. As a

27 result, said Respondents have violated the terms of the Clean Water Act and the regulation.s

28 thereunder, as well as the Porter-Cologne Act, and the terms of the Permit itself.
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1 52. Although the Regional Board failed to analyze the cost necessary to implement the

2 Regional Board’s SUSMP, evidence was submitted to the Board at the January 26, 2000 hearing

3 which showed that the costs to implement the Regional Board SUSMP will be significant in terms

4 of development costs, design costs, land costs and other costs, including environmental impacts.

5 In fact, significant costs must be incurred to implement and comply with the Regional Board

6 SUSMP by the Permittees, the building industry, the restaurant industry, all Petitioners herein, and

7 all other persons and stakeholders impacted by the Regional Board SUSMP, in the form of land

8 costs, significant development costs, design costs, implementation costs, maintenance costs,

9 insurance costs, and various other costs, all of which will be passed on to the general public,

10 making it more difficult to develop and redevelop property, and to provide low and moderate

11 income housing and other affordable development.

12 53. The Regional Board and its Executive Officer and staff performed virtually no

13 analysis on the cost effectiveness of the proposed Numerical Mitigation Standard and the Other

14 requirements imposed pursuant to the Regional Board SUSMP. As discussed above, the Clean

15 Water Act requires an accounting of cost considerations. Further, California Water Code Sections

16 13165, 13225, and 13241 require a cost/benefit analysis before imposing such controls. Section

17 13225 specifically allows the Regional Board to require as necessary "any state or local agency to

18 investigate and report on technical factors involved in water quality control or to obtain its own

19 analysis of water; provided that the burden, including costs of such reports shall bear reasonable

20 relationship to the need of the report and the benefits to be obtained therefrom." (Cal. Water Code

21 § 13225(c).) Further, in establishing water quality objectives, the Regional Board is required to

22 consider "economic ’ " ,,considerations. (Cal. Water Code § 13241.) The failure of the Regional

23 Board to establish any findings and to perform any cost benefit analysis to show that the mandated

24 programs under the Regional Board SUSMP are necessary and cost effective is a violation of state

25 and federal law.

26 54.    Further, under Section 2.III.A.4 of the Permit, the Principal Permittee (the County

27 of Los Angeles), in consultation with the other Permittees, is to develop a model program t9

28 inform developers seeking "discretionary approvals" (such as the approval needed where Urban
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1 Storm Water Mitigation Plans are to be incorporated in the development process) of, among other

2 things: (i) the development and construction of storm water management; (ii) the maximization of

3 9ervious areas and storm water infiltration (where geology and topography permit); and (iii) "cost

4 effective storm water pollution control measures." The Permit’s requirement for developers to be

5 informed of "cost effective storm water pollution control measures" is further evidence of the

6 Permit’s requirement that any "storm water pollution control measures" to be implemented must be

7 "cost effective" before being imposed.

8 55. Respondents have submitted no evidence to show that the Regional Board SUSMP

9 program is necessary and cost effective; nor have they submitted any evidence to show that the

10 benefits to be obtained from such a program, particulai’ly including the marginal benefits, if any,

11 over the Permittees’ SUSMP program, exceed the enormous costs of the Respondents’ program.

12 D. T__he Reeional Board SUSMP Pro_~ram IsNot Supported By The Evidence O,

13 Findings And Has Not Been Shown To Reduce "Pollutants To The MaximumExtenl

14 Practicable In Accordance With State And Federal l..aw.

15 56. The action taken by the Respondents herein is further a violation of state and

16 federal law and the requirements of the Permit, as the Respondents failed to make the appropriate

17 findings and to perform the necessary analysis and study to evidence any water quality benefits to

18 be obtained from the imposition of the Regional Board’s SUSMP instead of, and in place of, the

19 Permittees’ SUSMP. In short, the water quality benefits to be obtained from the Regional Board’s

20 SUSMP are undefined, untested, and unknown, and have not been shown to be controls which

21 "reduce the discharge of pollutants to maximum extent practicable."

22 57.    With the adoption of the Regional Board SUSMP, Respondents have failed to

23 analyze the potential impacts on groundwater quality created by the introduction and infiltration of

24 pollutants of concern through the soil and into the groundwater throughout the County ofLos

25 Angeles, and have failed to analyze the environmental characteristics of the potentially impacted

26 groundwater quality, the groundwater quality conditions in issue and economic considerations, all

27 as required under the Porter-Cologne Act (see, e.g., Cal. Water Code § 13241). In effect,

28 Respondents have failed to conduct appropriate study, analysis and investigation into impacts on
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1 the environment, the community, and the health and safety of the public that will result from the

2 RegionalBoard SUSMP.

3 58. The potential significant environmental impacts not analyzed by the Regional

4 Board include the impact of the Regional Board SUSMP on groundwater quality, vector and pest

5 control, the creation of nuisances throughout the County, resulting property damage, as well as

6 potential personal injury and liability created by compliance with the Numerical Mitigation

7 Standard. For example, for a one acre development project, approximately 2,700 square feet of

8 land would need to be dedicated to a detention basin large enough to hold some 20,000 gallons of

9 water, at a cost of approximately $65,000 (inclusive of estimated land cost). The Regional Board’s

10 SUSMP has failed to account for the maintenance ofsfich a detention basin and the liabilities

I 1 associated with such, and the nuisance created by its development, including problems of vector

12 control, the creation of additional potential hazardous and solid wastes, and the potential bodily

13 harm and personal injury that may result from such an attractive nuisance.

14 59. In addition, Respondents provided no direction on how the Permittees were to

15 proceed with the implementation of the mandated Regional Board SUSMP, how such programs

16 could lawfully and reasonably and practicably be incorporated into existing Permit-tees’ Codes for

17 the building, construction, grading, and design of "discretionary" and "non-discretionary" projects,

18 and how such building codes could realistically be properly reviewed, revised, and implemented

19 throughout the entire County, within six (6) months from the Respondents’ actions, as required by

20 the Respondents on January 26, 2000.

21 60. Respondents failed to provide sufficient time in accordance with the timeframe set

22 forth under Order No. 96-054 for Petitioners to properly implement the mandated SUSMP

23 program and for the regulated industry and the general public to comply with its terms.

24 61.    Respondents have failed to establish any findings to support a determination that

25 the Regional Board SUSMP is protective of water quality, would result in the reduction of

26 pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, is necessary and cost effective, and is

27 implementable by the Petitioners.

28
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1 E. The Regional Board SUSMP Is A Mandated Program That Violates California Wate,

2 Code Section 13360.

3 62. Califomia Water Code Section 13360 prohibits the Regional Board, as well as the

4 State Board, fi’om specifying in any order or set of waste discharge requirements, specific design,

5 location, or types of construction or other particular types of compliance requirements. Section

6 13360 provides, in pertinent part, that: "No waste discharge requirement or other order of a

7 regional board or the state board or decree of a court issued under this division shall specify the

8 design, location, type of construction, or particular manner in which compliance may be had .with

9 that requirement, order, or decree, and the person so ordered shall be permitted to comply with the

10 order in any lawful manner."

11 63. The Regional Board’s SUSMP, by its terms, mandates the implementation of a

12 specific Numerical Mitigation Standard and specific design standards to be complied with, in

13 violation of California Water Code Section 13360.

14 F. Action Taken By The Regional Board On January 26, 2000, Will Result In The

15 Imposition Of Unfunded Mandates And A Violation Of The California Constitutio,,.

16 64. Respondents, by requiring compliance with the Regional Board’s SUSMP’s on the

17 Permittees and other local governmental Petitioners, have imposed new programs and/or have

18 required a higher level of service of existing programs that are not required or mandated under the

19 Clean Water Act or under any federal regulations theretmder.

20 65. The actions of the Respondents in imposing various unfunded programs and

21 mandates on Petitioners are violations of the provisions of the California Constitution, specifically

22 Article XIII B, Section 6, of the California Constitution.

23 66. The final rule issued by U.S. EPA in December of 1999 entitled "National Pollutant

24 Discharge Elimination System - Regulations For Revision Of The Water Pollution Control

25 Program Addressing Stormwater Discharges" provides that, to the extent possible, NPDES

26 Permitting authorities are to provide financial assistance to MS4s, which often have limited

27 resources, for the development and implementation of local programs. In fact, in this same final

28 rule, U.S. EPA strongly encourages states to provide whatever assistance possible to local
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1 agencies. Although mandating its SUSMP program on petitioners and other persons throughout

2 the County, Respondents have failed to provide any financial assistance to the Permit-tees to carry

3 out the Regional Board’s mandate.

4 67. In fact, in the final rule for Phase II cities, U.S. EPA determined that such rule

5 contains a federal mandate that may result in expenditures of"$100 million or more in any one

6 e~ for both state, local, and tribal governments, in the aggregate, and the private sector." (64

7 Federal Register 68722, 68797.)

8 68. As a result of the imposition of such onerous unfunded programs and mandates said

9 Respondents have violated the California Constitution and the actions taken by the Respondents

10 herein are therefore invalid and unconstitutional.

11 G. The Imposition Of The Regional Board’s SUSMP Program Is A Violation Of The

12 Administrative Procedures Act.

13 69. The Regional Board’s action on January 26, 2000, and the numerous requirements

14 and mandates set forth in its mandated SUSMP program, is equivalent to the adoption of

15 regulations, requiring compliance with the California Administrative Procedures Act.

16 70. The California Administrative Procedures Act, in relevant part requires, prior to the

17 adoption, amendment, or repeal of regulations, proper notice of such regulations, including a 45-

18 day public notice requirement, and a 15-day notice requirement for non-substantial changes to the

19 proposed regulations or changes thereto, prior to the hearing.

20 71.    With the action taken on January 26, 2000, the Respondents failed to comply with

21 the requirements of the Administrative Procedures Act. Specifically, Respondents failed to

22 comply with the 45-day notice requirement as well as the 15-day notice requirement for non-

23 substantial changes as the Board made substantial changes, even on the day of the hearing. For

24 example, on the day of the hearing, the Regional Board deleted an exemption for rooftop runoff

25 and determined to apply the SUSMP program to all "non-discretionary," as well as

26 "d~scretionary, projects, falling within the categories set forth thereunder.

27 72. The action taken by the Regional Board on January 26, 2000, is in violation of the

28 California Administrative Procedures Act, and accordingly constitutes invalid and inappropriately
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1 adopted regulations. (See, Cal. Gov. Code § 11340 et seq.)

2 H. Respondents Have Failed To Comply With The Requirements Of The California

3 Environmental Quality Act,

4 73. The California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), Public Resources Code

5 Section 21000 et seq., required that the Respondents review potential significant environmental

6 Impacts created by their actions, before taking the action described on January 26, 2000, and the

7 subsequent action of the Executive Officer in carrying out the direction of the Regional Board.

8 74. The actions taken by the Regional Board on January 26, 2000 and the subsequent

9 actions of its Executive Officer requiring the Permittees to implement the Regional Board SUSMP

10 for all priority "projects" as described in the Regional Board’s SUSMP, including both

11 "discretionary" and "non-discretionary" projects, required compliance with the terms and

12 provisions of CEQA, including a review of all potentially significant environmental impacts

13 created by such a program.

14 75. Specifically, in proceeding with the "project" and the mandated requirements to be

15 included in subsequent "projects," the Regional Board failed to consider a number of potentially

16 significant adverse environmental impacts, including the impact of such projects on groundwater

17 quality, vector and pest control, the generation of solid and/or hazardous wastes, the creation of

18 various nuisances throughout the County, the reduction of available land for low and moderate

19 income housing and other development, and the general impact of the development of infiltration

20 basins/ponds, wet ponds, grassy swales and extended detention basins throughout the County.

21 The failure of the Respondents to proceed in accordance with the requirements of CEQA is a

22 violation of its terms and the regulations thereunder.

23 VII. A HEARING BEFORE THE STATE BOARD IS REQUIRED SINCE

24 RESPONDENTS FAILED TO PROVIDE PROPER NOTICE OF THEIR PROPOSED

25 ACTIONS AND FAII.ED TO PROVIDE PETITIONERS A SUFFICIENT OPPORTUNITY

26 TO BE HEARD, THEREBY DEPRIVING THEM OF DUE PROCESS OF LAW AND

27 PREVENTING THEM FROM PRESENTING AVAILABLE EVIDENCE

28 76. The Regional Board SUSMP includes a number of substantive and non-substantive
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1 changes set forth in the change sheet dated January 25, 2000, a change sheet not provided to the

2 Petitioners until January 26, 2000 at the time of the hearing. The Regional Board SUSMP

3 program further includes substantial changes made after the close of the public comment period on

4 January 26, 2000, including changes made by the Regional Board to apply the Regional Board

5 SUSMP to all "non-discretionary" as well as "discretionary" projects that fall within the nine (9)

6 subject categories, and including the deletion of the "rooftop" exemption set forth in the prior

7 draft of the Regional Board SUSMP, as well as numerous other changes. Further, the Regional

8 Board imposed a time frame of adopting ordinances and amending City Codes of six (6) months

9 from the date the Executive Officer executes an order, with the Petitioners and some 85 cities

10 throughout the County being required to implement th6 SUSMP within 30 days thereafter.

I 1 77. The numerous changes set forth in the change sheet of January 25, and the various

12 substantive and non-substantive changes made by the Regional Board after the close of public

13 testimony, without providing Petitioners sufficient notice of the Regional Board’s consideration of

14 these issues, and without providing Petitioners sufficient opportunity to be heard on such matters,

15 constitutes a deprivation of due process of law and violates California’s Open Meeting Laws.

16 Petitioners are entitled to a full heating before the State Board so that available evidence not

17 presented to the Regional Board because of the Respondents improper and late notice to

18 Petitioners, and because of Respondents making of substantive changes after the close of public

19 testimony, may be fully presented and considered.

20 78.    In addition, Respondents actions of January 26, 2000 are actions that were not

21 authorized under Order No. 96-054, the Clean Water Act or the Porter-Cologne Act. To the extent

22 that such action can be interpreted as amendments to Order No. 96-054 and/or new waste

23 discharge requirements, Respondents, and each of them, have failed to comply with the public

24 comment and notice requirements of the Clean Water Act, and the regulations thereunder and state

25 law, and have failed to provide the Petitioners with sufficient notice of such amendments and

26 sufficient opportunity to be heard, thereby again depriving Petitioners of their rights to due process

27 of law by denying them a fair hearing.

28
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1 VIII. REQUEST TO REGIONAL BOARD FOR PREPARATION OF RECORD

2 AND FOR LIST OF PERSONS KNOWN TO REGIONAL BOARD TO

3 HAVE AN INTEREST IN THE SUBJECT MATTER OF THIS PETITION

4 79. A copy of this Petition will be simultaneously served on Respondents Regional

5 Board and its Executive Officer. A copy of a request to the Regional Board requesting the

6 preparation of the Regional Board’s Record in connection with this matter, including a request for

7 a copy of the audiotapes and the reporter transcripts of the January 26, 2000 hearing, as well as a

8 request for a list of persons the Regional Board has identified as having an interest in the subject

9 matter of this Petition, has been served on the Regional Board. A true and correct copy of the

10 letter setting forth such a request is attached hereto andmarked as Exhibit "C."

11 VIII. A STAY IS NECESSARY PENDING STATE BOARD REVIEW OF THIS

12 PETITION AND THE RELIEF SOUGHT HEREIN

13 80. A stay of the action taken by the Regional Board and any subsequent action to be

14 taken by the Executive Officer in imposing the Regional Board SUSMP, in clear violation of the

15 terms of the Permit and State and federal law, is necessary to avoid substantial harm to each of the

16 Petitioners her.ein, the public at large, and all Permittees.

17 81. Without the issuance of a stay, the Petitioners and all Permittees, along with the

18 public at large, may be forced to commence the implementation of very costly design standards

19 and the Numerical Mitigation Standard, and to commence compliance with an invalid SUSMP

20 program where there has been no showing that such action will result in the reduction of pollutants

21 to the "maximum extent practicable," and where the result of such action will be the.wasteful

22 expenditure of millions of dollars of construction costs, design costs, land costs, maintenance

23 costs, implementation and administrative costs, as well as the modification of countless municipal

24 codes. A stay is further necessary because compliance with the Regional Board SUSMP may

25 adversely impact groundwater quality throughout the County, creates nuisances and vector control

26 problems, discourages development and redevelopment throughout the County, and increase the

27 costs of low and moderate income housing and other developments.

28 82. Unless a stay is issued, compliance with the action taken by the Regional Board

227/065121-006 I

"~°~° ’~’ ~°’~’~ -25- R0072819



1 and the Executive Officer will result in a diversion of significant resources toward an invalid

2 SUSMP program and away from the Permittees’ SUSMP program.

3 83. Accordingly, a stay of the action taken by the Respondents is necessary to

4 minimize the substantial harm that will result to the Petitioner, the Permittees, the general public,

5 and the members of the building, development and restaurant industries, as well as the additional

6 harm that may result to the environment, including the waters of the State of California.

7 84. Further, a stay of the action taken by the Regional Board, pending review of this

8 Petition, will result in little, if any, harm to other interested persons and the public. There is no

9 identified benefit from the implementation of the Regional Board SUSMP over the Permittees’

10 SUSMP, and the City Petitioners herein are prepared aJad will proceed with the implementation of

11 their SUSMP, in accordance with the terms of Order No. 96-054.

12 85. No evidence has been presented by the Regional Board or its staffin the course of

13 the hearing or otherwise, that would show that any delay in the implementation of the Regional

14 Board’s SUSMP program, as opposed to the Permittees’ SUSMP, will result in substantial harm to

15 the public. The harm that will result to Petitioners, the public, the regulated industry, and the

16 State’s groundwater if the Permittees are forced to comply with the action taken by Respondents,

17 will far outweigh any alleged harm to interested persons and the public from the issuance of a stay.

18 86.    As set forth above in the allegations in this Petition, substantial questions of both

19 law and fact exist which must be resolved before a determination can be made on whether the

20 action taken by the Regional Board and its Executive Officer, and the failure to act by the

21 Executive Officer, are consistent with State and federal law and the terms of the Permit, and

22 whether the determinations made by such Respondents are supported by law and the evidence in

23 the record.

24 ///

25 ///

26 ///

27 ///

28 ///
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1 WHEREFORE, Petitioners herein, and each of them pray as follows:

2 (1)    that an Order be issued forthwith staying the action taken by the Regional Board on

3 January 26, 2000 in connection with the Regional Board’s SUSMP, and any related action of its

4 Executive Officer, in violation of Califomia Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles

5 Region, Order No. 96-054 (NPDES No. CAS614001) Waste Discharge Requirements for

6 Municipal Storm Water and Urban Run-Off Discharges within the County of Los Angeles,

7 pending a hearing and/or a determination by the StateBoard on the validity of such action and/or

8 the validity of the failure of the Executive Officer to act in accordance with the Administrative

9 Review Process under Order No. 96-054;

10 (2) that Petitioners be provided a hearing b+fore the State Board to present additional

11 evidence that is available but that was not presented to the Regional Board at the January 26, 2000

12 heating. Petitioners were denied due process of law and a sufficient opportunity to be heard when

13 Respondents submitted changes through a January 25, 2000 change sheet which Petitioners did

14 not have sufficient time to review and consider, and when the Regional Board itself, after the close

15 of the public comment period proceeded to make additional substantive changes to the Regional

16 Board SUSMP. Accordingly, Petitioners were denied the ability to provided sufficient evidence to

17 the Respondents at the time of the hearing as they were provided insufficient notice of the

18 proposed Regional Board SUSMP and as substantive changes were made to the Regional Board

19 SUSMP after the close of public testimony. A hearing is therefore required before the State Board

20 to address the issues Petitioner was prevented from addressing at the time of the January 26, 2000

21 heating.

22 (3)    that an Order be issued by the State Board setting aside the action taken by the

23 Regional Board in connection with Order No. 96-054 on January 26, 2000, and any related action

24 of Respondent Executive Officer, or, in the alternative, that the State Board modify such actions so

25 that they are in compliance with the requirements of State and federal law and the requirements of

26 Order No. 96-054;

27 (4)    that an Order be issued by the State Board that Respondents comply with the

28 requirements of the Administrative Review Process and that said Respondents process the

~,o~,~,.~ R007282148050 01 a02/’24/00 -27-
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1 Permittees’ SUSMP program in accordance with the requirements of Order 96-054;

2 (5)    that an Order by issued by the State Board providing for such other and further

3 relief as is just and proper;

4 (6)    that costs, attorney fees and other expert fees incurred in pursuing this Petition be

5 awarded to Petitioners.

6 Dated: February,_if,, 2000 Respectfully submitted

7 RUTAN & TUCKER LLP
RICHARD MONTEVIDEO

8 TERENCE J. GALLAGHER

9 By: (~"~L,_.~:¢)._!. /]~,,~_..~_

10 iJdCHARD MONCFEv~IDEO
Attorneys for Petitioners

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

48o5o.o~ ao2n4¢oo -28-



../ COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
............ DEPARTMENT OF .PUBLIC .WORKS

~00 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE
ALHA~I~RA, CALIFORNIA

Telephone: (626) 458-51 O0
HARRY \V. STON~. Director ADDRESS ALL CORRESPO.~DENCE TO:- -"

P.O. ROX 1460
ALHAMBRA, CALIFOR2~IA 91802-1460

July 21, 1999
~N ILEPLY PLEASE
REFER TO FILE E P-3

Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality

Control Board - Los Angeles-Region
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013-1105

Attention Technical Support Unit

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

COMPLIANCE FILE NO. 6948
MUNICIPAL STORMWATER PERMIT NO. CAS614001 - ORDER NO. 96-054
STANDARD URBAN STORMWATER MITIGATION PLANS (SUSMPs)

Enclosed are the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans (SUSMPs) for your review
and approval. As described in the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit,
Part 2.111.A.1 .c, the Principal Permittee, in consultation with the Permittees shall develop
SUSMPs for use dudng planning and permitting of Priority Projects within the following
development categories.

¯ a 100+ home subdivision
¯ a 10-99 home subdivision
¯ a 100,000+ square-foot commercial development
¯ an automotive repair shop
¯ a retail gasoline outlet
¯ a restaurant
¯ a hillside-located single-family dwelling

In addition to including input from the Permittees in the development of these SUSMPs,
we twice distributed them to environmental groups, contractors, developers, consultants
and applicable trade industries for their review and considered their comments in the
development of the SUSMPs.

Also enclosed is a copy of the comments submitted by the City of Los Angeles. They are
being sent with the SUSMPs at the City’s request.

R0072823



Mr. Diok~rson
July 21, 1999
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact Tim Piasky at (626) 458-5969, Monday through
Thursday, 7:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m.                                                     --

Very truly yours,

HARRY W. STONE
Director of Public Works

TERRI M. GRANT
Supervising Civil Engineer III
Environmental Programs Division

TP:ma
P\ ~J3MIN~LE’FI’E RSLS USMP2.WPD

cc: All Permittees
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/ " 100+ HOME SUBDIVISIO~ ]
/

STANDARD URBAN~S~I’ORM,WATER MITIGA-T-ION~PLA~

DEFINITION

A 100+ home subdivision isdefmed as any subdivision-lot being developed for more than 100
single-family or multi-family homes.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (F~rmi~tees)-by- the Los Angeles ~Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) ori "Jui3715, 1996~ required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, i.ndustrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. The Permittees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop, Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will need to implement the appropriate
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for 100+ Home
Subdivision projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any pre-
existing regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pre-determined
threshold, the new and the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of new improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the new improvements
need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-determined threshold shall be consistent with the
local jurisdiction’s policy for application ofotherbuilding codes to new improvements.

P~ P PU B\WATE R\U NIT l~Peretr-a~SUSUMPb-~Pemliltees\7.19.99~100hoffte.doc R0072825
July 19, 1999



100+ HOME SUBDIV~,_./ON                            ~ ,,~
STANDARD U’RBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
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REQUIREMENTS

1. PEAK STORM WATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

Peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development levels for
developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate may result in an increased
potential for downstream erosion.

2. CONSERVE NATURAL AREAS

If applicable, the following items are required and must be implemented in the site layout during
the subdivision design and approval process, consistent with applicable General Plan and Local
Area Plan policies:

¯ Every effort shall be made to concentrate or cluster development on portions of a site while
leaving the remaining land in a natural undisturbed condition.

¯ Limit clearing and grading of native vegetation at a site to the minimum amount needed to
build lots, allow access, and provide fire protection.

¯ Maximize trees and other vegetation at each site by plan.ting additional vegetation, clustering
tree areas, and promoting the use of native and/or drought tolerant plants. Wherever
practical, promote natural vegetation by using parking loi islands and other landscaped areas.

¯ Preserve riparian areas and wetlands.

3. MITIGATE STORMWATER RUNOFF

Storrnwater runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids,
metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the stormwater conveyance system. The
development must be designed so as to mitigate (infiltrate and/or treat) the site nmoff generated
from impervious directly connected areas that may contribute pollutants of concern to the
storrnwater conveyance system. Pollutants of concern, as defined by the Permit, consist of any
pollutants that exhibit one or more of the following characteristics: current loadings or historic
deposits of the pollutant are impacting the beneficial uses of a receiving water, elevated levels of
the pollutant are found in sediments of a-receiving water and/or have the potential to
bioaccumulate in organisms therein, or the detectable inputs of the pollutant are at a level high
enough to be considered potentially toxic to humans and/or flora and fauna. In designing your

P:~EPPU B\WATER\UNIT l~PemiraLSUSUMPS~Pem~i~e~s\7.1~.99~1001x:xne.d~: R0072826
July 19. 1999
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STANDARD U~AN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 3

project to meet this requirement, you are not limited to the BMPs below.

In meeting this specific requirement, "treatment" of runoff will require the incorporation of a
BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of pollutant loadings in that
runoff. Those BMPs best suited for that purpose are, at a minimum, those listed in the California
Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbooks as "likely to have significant impact"
beneficial to water quality for targeted pollutants that are of concern at the site in question.
However, it is possible that a combination of BMPs not so designated may, in a particular
circumstance, be best suited to maximize the reduction of the pollutants.

Reducing Post-Development Runoff

Limiting impervious areas will help reduce the amount of-site runoff generated. The following
are examples which can be used for this purpose (See Table 1" Suggested Resources for
additional sources of information):

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewalks
and streets. However, sidewalk widths must still comply with regulations for the Americans
with Disabilities Act and other life safety requirements.

¯ Design residential streets for the minimum required pavement widths n~eded to comply with
all zoning and applicable ordinances to support travel lanes; on-street parking; emergency,
maintenance, and service vehicle access; sidewalks; and vegetated open channels.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to minimize the number of residential
street cul-de-sacs and incorporate landscaped areas to reduce their impervious cover. The
radius of cul-de-sacs should be the minimum required to accommodate emergency and
maintenance vehicles. Alternative turnarounds should be considered.

¯ Use permeable materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or interior roadway
surfaces (examples: hybrid lots, parking groves, permeable overflow parking, etc.).

¯ Use open space development that incorporates smaller lot sizes.

¯ Reduce building density.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce overall lot imperviousness by
promoting alternative driveway surfaces and shared driveways that connect two or more
homes together.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce the overall imperviousness

P: ~E I~P U B\WAT E R\U NIT 1 ~ereiraLSUSUMPSWerm~ee~\7.19-99\100home.doe R 0 0 7 2 8 2 7
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associated with parking lots by providing compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions,
incorporating efficient parking lanes, and using pervious materials in spillover parking areas.

Direct rooftop runoff to pervious areas such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas, and
avoid routing rooftop runoff to the roadway or the stormwater conveyance system.

Mitigating Stormwater Runoff                        -.    .

The following are examples of Treatment Control BMPs that can be used for mitigating the site
runoff generated impervious directly connected areas that may contribute pollutants of concern to
the stormwater conveyance system (See Table 1: Suggested Resources for additional sources of
information):

¯ Vegetated swales and strips (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Extended/dry detention basins (Applicability. and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Infiltration basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Infiltration trenches (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Wet ponds (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Constructed wetlands (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Oil/Water separators (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Catch basin inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Continuous deflective separation units (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by
the local jurisdiction)

¯ Storm drain inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

P A£ PPUB\WATE R\UNIT l’~ereiraLSUSUMPSWermittees\7.19.99~100home.doc
1999 R0072828



100+ HOME SUBDI~_~tON                        ~ _/
STANDARD U~AN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 5

¯ Media filtration (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Bioretention facility (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Dry-wells (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Cisterns (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Foundation planting (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

4. PROTECT SLOPES AND CHANNELS

If applicable, the project plans must include BMPs consistent with local code and ordinance to
decrease the potential of slopes and/or channels from eroding and impacting stormwater runoff:

¯ Convey runoff safely from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.

¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.

¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.

¯ Install energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of new storm drains, culverts.
conduits, or channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable specifications
to minimize erosion.

5. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

.... ¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"’NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

P AE PPU B\WATER\UNIT l~ereita~SUSUMPS~ermittees\7.19.99~100home.0oc
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¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.                                       _

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

6. PROPERLY DESIGN COMMON OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

Common outdoor material storage areas refer to storage areas or storage facilities solely for the
storage of materials used in the routine maintenance of common areas or common facilities such
as swimming pools, tennis courts, green belt areas, etc.

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed
project plans include common outdoor areas for storage of materials that may contribute
pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the following structural BMPs are required:

¯ Areas where materials-ar~e tO be stored must be: (1) pla~ed in an enclosure such as, but not
limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar structure that prevents contact with runoff or spillage to
the storm water conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary containment structures
such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
stormwater within the secondary containment area.

7. PROPERLY DESIGN COMMON TRASH STORAGE AREAS

A common trash storage area refers to an area where a trash receptacle or receptacles are located
for use by more than one household or dwelling unit as a repository for household wastes.

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All common trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:

... ¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

P AE PPUB\WATE R\UNIT l~Pem~ra~SUSUMPS~Oen-nitlees\7-19-oj~100home.doc R0072830
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¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

8. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important.to-consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Permittee staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred. This
transfer of property must have conditions requiting the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s respons~ility. For residential properties where the structttral
BMPs are located within a common area which will be maintained by a homeowner’s
association, language regarding the responsibility for maintenance must be included in the
projects conditions, covenants and restrictions (CC&R’s). Printed educational materials will be
required to accompany the first deed transfer to highlight the existence of the requirement and to
provide information on what stormwater management facilities are present, signs that
maintenance is needed, how the necessary maintenance can be performed, and assistance that the
Permirtee can provide. It will also encourage the transfer 6f this information with subsequent -
sale of the property.

If structural BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior approval
from the County or other appropriate public agency and will be considered on a case by case
basis.

P:~EPPUB\WATER\UNIT l~Pereira\SUSUMPS~Permittees\7.19_99%100home.doc R0072831July 19. !999
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TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area Stormwater Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Sa’eet
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main ~Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different    410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development :: 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince Oeorge.’s County _
Storm water Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

. _. California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal. and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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i ~ 10 - 99 HOME SUBDIVISI~

/

STANDARD URBAN-STORM~WATER-M1TI~N.PLAN .....

DEFINITION

Any subdivision lot being developed for 10 to 99 single-family or multi-fatallyhomes.

BACKGROUND

The municipal Storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (’NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm :water discharges, and-

Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (susMP) was developed as part .of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. The Permittees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop, Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will need to implement the appropriate
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for 10-99 Home
Subdivision projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any pre-
existing regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pre-determined
threshold, the new and the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of new improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the new improvements
need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-determined threshold shall be consistent with the
local jurisdiction’s policy for application of other building codes to new improvements.

o
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REQUIREMENTS

1. PEAK STORM WATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

Peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development levels for
developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate may result in an increased
potential for downstream erosion.

2. CONSERVE NATURAL AREAS

If applicable, the following items are required and must be implemented in the site layout during
the subdivision design and approval process, consistent with applicable General Plan and Local
Area Plan policies:

¯ Every effort shall be made to concentrate or cluster development on portions of a site while
leaving the remaining land in a natural undisturbed condition.

¯ Limit clearing and grading of native vegetation at a site to the minimum amount needed to
build lots, allow access, and provide fire protection.

¯ Maximize trees and other vegetation at each site by planting additional vegetation, clustering
_tree areas, and promoting the use of native and/or drought tolerant plants. Wherever

practical, promote natural vegetation by using parking lot islands and other landscaped areas.

¯ Preserve riparian areas and wetlands.

3. PROTECT SLOPES AND CHANNELS

If applicable, the project plans must include BMPs consistent with local code and ordinance to
decrease the potential of slopes and/or channels from eroding and impacting stormwater runoff:

¯ Convey mnoffsafely from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.

¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.

.- . ¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.

P:~PPUB\WATER\IJNITI~Pe~im\SU SUMPS~Pe~n~ee~\7.19.99\101o99.~:; R0072834
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¯ Install energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of new storm drains, culverts,
conduits, or channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable specifications
to minimize erosion.

4. MITIGATE STORMWATER RUNOFF

Stormwater runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids,
metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the stormwater conveyance system. The
development must be designed so as to mitigate (infiltrate and/or treat)_the site runoff generated
from impervious directly connected areas that may co_n..tribute pollutants of concern to. the
storrnwater conveyance system. Pollutants of concern, as defined by the Permit, consist of any
pollutants that exhibit one or more of the following characteristics: current loadings or historic
deposits of the pollutant are impacting the beneficial uses of a receiving water, elevated levels of
the pollutant are found in sediments of a receiving water and/or have the potential to
bioaccumulate in organisms therein, or the detectable inp.uts of the pollutant are at a level high
enough to be considered potentially toxic to humans and/or flora and fauna. In designing your
project to meet this requirement, you are not limited to the BMPs below.

In meeting this specific requirement,-"ti-e~tn~t;~ of runoff will require the incorporation of a
B M P or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of pollutant loadings in that
runoff. Those BMPs best suited for that purpose are, at a minimum, those listed in the California
Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbooks as "likely to have significam impact"
beneficial to water quality for targeted pollutants that are ~f concern at the site in question. -
However, it is possible that a combination of BMPs not so designated may, in a particular
circumstance, be best suited to maximize the reduction of the pollutants.

Reducing Post-Development Runoff

Limiting impervious areas will help reduce the amount of site runoff generated. The following
are examples which can be used for this purpose (See Table l: Suggested Resources for
additional sources of information):

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewalks
and streets. However, sidewalk widths must still comply with regulations for the Americans
with Disabilities Act and other life safety requirements.

¯ Design residential streets for the minimum required pavement widths needed to comply with
all zoning and applicable ordinances to support travel lanes; on-street parking; emergency,
maintenance, and service vehicle access; sidewalks; and vegetated open channels~

R0072835
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¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to minimize the number of residential
street cul-de-sacs and incorporate landscaped areas to reduce their impervious cover. The
radius of cul-de-sacs should be the minimum required to accommodate emergency and
maintenance vehicles. Alternative turnarounds should be considered.

¯ Use permeable materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or interior roadway
surfaces (examples: hybrid lots, parking groves, permeable overflow parking, etc.).

¯ Use open space development that incorporates smaller lot sizes.

¯ Reduce building density.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce overall lot imperviousness by
promoting alternative driveway surfaces and shared driveways that connect two or more
homes together.

¯ Comply with all zoning ana applicable ordinances to reduce the overall imperviousness
associated with parking lots by providing compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions,
incorporating efficient parking lanes, and using pervious materials in spillover parking areas.

¯ Direct rooftop runoff to pervious areas such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas, and
avoid routing rooftop runoff to the roadway or the stormwater conveyance system.

Mitigating Stormwater Runoff

The following are examples of Treatment Control BMPs that can be used for mitigating the site
runoff generated from impervious directly connected areas that may contribute pollutants of
concern to the stormwater conveyance system (See Table 1" Suggested Resources for additional
sources of information):

¯ Vegetated swales and strips (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Extended/dry detention basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Infiltration basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Infiltration trenches (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)
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¯ Wet ponds (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Constructed wetlands (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Oil/Water separators (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Catch basin inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)                                 --

¯ Continuous deflective separation units (Applicability mad design criteria to be determined by
the local jurisdiction)

¯ Storm drain inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Media filtration (Applicability-and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Bioretention facility (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Dry-wells (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Cisterns (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Foundation planting (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

5. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.
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¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

6. PROPERLY DESIGN COMMON OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

Common outdoor material storage areas refer to storage areas or storage facilities solely for the
storage of materials used in the routine maintenance of common areas or common facilities such
as swimming pools, tennis courts, green belt areas, etc.

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the .~ormwater conveyance system. Where proposed
project plans include common outdoor areas for storage of materials that may contribute
pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the following structural BMPs are required:

¯ Areas where materials are to be stored must be: (1) placed in an enclosure such as, but not
limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar structure that preven.ts contact with runoff or spillage to
the storm water conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary containment structures
such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
stormwater within the secondary containment area.

7. PROPERLY DESIGN COMMON TRASH STORAGE AREAS

A common trash storage area refers to an area where a trash receptacle or receptacles are located
for use by more than one household or dwelling unit as a repository for household wastes.

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All common trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:
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Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

8. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is-required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Permittee staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having ~e developer sign a statement declaring
responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until’ the time the property is transferred. This
transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility’for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility. For reside,n, tial properties where the structural
BMPs are located ~ithin a co,on-area which--will b~~rh~ntaih~-d’-’~’by a homeowner’s
assoclauon, language regarding the responsibility for maintenance must be included in the
projects conditions, covenants and restrictions (CC&R’s). Printed educational materials willbe
required to accompany the first deed transfer to highlight the’existence of the requiremen~ and to
provide information on what stormwater management-facilities are present, signs that
maintenance is needed, how the necessary maintenance can be performed, and assistance that the
Permittee can provide. It will also encourage the transfer of this information with subsequent
sale of the property.

If structural BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. The sWuctural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior approval
from the County or other appropriate public agency and will be considered on a case by case
basis.



TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area Stormwater Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286= 1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (I 996) by Center for-Watershed Protection-
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas IL Schuler 8391 Ma~ Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different 410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your C0mmuni~(1998) 8391 ~ain S~’e~"-

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives. _.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County _
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-53 I0
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

. _ California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra. CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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DEFINITION

Categorization as a commercial development of 100,000 or more square feet will be based on
total impermeable area, including parking area, as opposed to lot size or building footprint.

B’ACKGROUND

The municipal storm water Hational Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, induswial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP_) was developed as part of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. The Permittees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop, Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will need to implement the appropriate.
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for 100,000 Square
Foot Commercial Development projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new
guidelines and any pre-existing regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail..

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pre-determined
threshold, the new and the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of new improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the new improvements
need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-determined threshold shall be consistent with the
local jurisdiction’s policy for application of other.building codes to new improvements.
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REQUIREMENTS

1. PEAK STORM WATER_RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

Peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development levels for
developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate may result in an increased
potential for downstream erosion.

2. PROTECT SLOPES AND CHANNELS

If applicable, the project plans must include BMPs consistent with local code and ordinance to
decrease the potential of slopes and/or channels from eroding and impacting stormwater runoff:

¯ Convey runoff safely from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.

¯ Stabilize permanent channel: crossings.

¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.

¯ Install energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of new storm drains, culverts,
conduits, or channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable specifications_
to minimize erosion.

3. MITIGATE STORMWATER RUNOFF

Stormwater runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids,
metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the stormwater conveyance system. The
development must be designed so as to mitigate (infiltrate and/or treat) the site runoff generated
from impervious directly connected areas that may contribute pollutants of concern to the
stormwater conveyance system. Pollutants of concern, as defined by the Permit, consist of any
pollutants that exhibit one or more of the following characteristics: current loadings or historic
deposits of the pollutant are impacting the beneficial uses of a receiving water, elevated levels of
the pollutant are found in sediments of a receiving water and/or have the potential to
bioaccumulate in organisms therein, or the detectable inputs of the pollutant are at a level high
enough to be considered potentially toxic to humans and/or flora and fauna. In designing your

.-_ project to meet this requirement, you are not limited to the BMPs below.

In meeting this specific requirement, "treatment" of runoff will require the incorporation of a

R0072842
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BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of pollutant loadings in that
runoff. Those BMPs best suited for that purpose are, at a minimum, those listed in the California
Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbooks as "likely to have significant impact"
beneficial to water quality for targeted pollutants that are of concem at the site in question.
However, it is possible that a combination of BMPs not so designated may, in a particular
circumstance, be best suited to maximize the reduction of the pollutants.

Reducing Post-Development R~noff._ _ . .             -

Limiting impervious areas will help reduce the amount of site runoff generated. The following
are examples, which can be used for this purpose (See Table l" Suggested Resources for
additional sources of information):

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewalks
and streets. However, sidewalk widths must still comply with regulations for the Americans
with Disabilities Act and other life safety requh’ements.

¯ Use permeable maiedals for private sidewalks, drivrw~)~s, parking lots, or interior roadway
surfaces (examples: hybrid lots, parking groves, permeable overflow parking, etc.).

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce the overall imperviousness
associated with parking lots by providing compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions,
incorporating efficient parking lanes, and using pervious materials in spillover parking areae.

¯ Direct rooftop runoff to pervious areas such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas, and
avoid routing rooftop runoff to the roadway or the stormwater conveyance system.

Mitigating Stormwater Runoff

The following are examples of Treatment Control BMPs that can be used for mitigating the site
runoff generated from impervious directly connected areas that may contribute pollutants of
concern to the stormwater conveyance system (See Table I: Suggested Resources for additional
sources of information):

¯ Vegetated swales and strips (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

.... ¯ Extended!dry detention basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)
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¯ Infiltration basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Infiltration trenches (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Wet ponds (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Constructed wetlands (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ 0il/Water separato_rs...(Appli.cability .an...d design_ criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Catch basin inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Continuous deflective separation units (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by
the local jurisdiction)

¯ Storm drain inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Media filtration (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Bioretention facility (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Dry-wells (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Cisterns (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Foundation planting (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)
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4. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images .of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and!or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils andsigns must be maintained.

5. PROPERLY DESIGN OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stormwater cohveyance system. Where proposed
project plans or activities may result in outdoor areas for storage or use of materials that may
contribute pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the following structural BMPs are
required:

¯ Areas where materials are to be stored must be: (I) placed in an enclosure such as, but not
limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar structure that prevents contact with runoff or spillage to
the storm water conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary containment structures
such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.

-- ¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
storm water within the secondary containment area.
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6. PROPERLY DESIGN TRASH STORAGE AREAS

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All .trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled" to prevent off-site transport of trash.

7. PROPERLY DESIGN LOADING/UNLOADING DOCK AREAS

Loading/unloading dock areas have the potential for’material spills to be quickly transported to
the stormwater conveyance system. To minimize this potential, the following design criteria are
required:

¯ Cover loading dock areas or design drainage to minimize rim-on and runoff of stormwater.

¯ Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks (truck wells) are prohibited.

8. PROPERLY DESIGN REPAHTJMAINTENANCE BAYS

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and gasoline from the repair/maintenance bays
can negatively impact stormwater if allowed to come into contact with stormwater runoff.
Therefore, design plans for repair bays must include the following:

¯ Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow
stormwater runon or contact with stormwater runoff.

¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all washwater, leaks and spills.
Connect drains to a sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the
repairimaintenance bays to the storm drain system is prohibited. If required by local
jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit.
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9. ¯ PROPERLYDESIGN .V~mCLE/EQU1PMENT WASH AREAS

Vehicle/equipment washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease,
solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the stormwater conveyance system. To alleviate
this problem, consider including in the project plans an area for Washing/steam cleaning of
vehicles and equipment. If such an area is included in the site design, it must meet the following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment
facility, and properly connected to a sanitary sewer.

10. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project appliefint has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in projec.t plans, Permittee staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.       -

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred. This -
transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility.

If structural BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior approval
from the County or other appropriate public agency and will be considered on a case by case
basis.
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TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area Stormwater Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (199-6) byCenter for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different 410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different.model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’z County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities. Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal. and industrial/Commercial 9.00 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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J̄AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR SI~ ~,-~
¯

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

An automotive repair shop is a facility that is categorized in any one of the following Standard
Industrial Classification (SIC) codes: 5013, 5014, 5541, 7532-7534, or 7536-7539. Exceptions
do apply for SIC codes 5013, 5014, and 5541. For SIC code 5013, if the business has no outside
storage of any recycled oil or other hazardous substances, it is not included. For SIC code 5014,
if the business does not engage in any repair work, it is not included. For SIC code 5541, if the
business does not engage in any onsite repair work, it is not included.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (’Pei’mittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean-Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

* Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. The Permittees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop, Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will need to implement the appropriate
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for Automotive
Repair Shop projects. Should any conflict be-discovered with-the new-guidelines and any pre-
existing regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

_ For development projects where the cost ofnew improvements exceeds a pre-determined
threshold, the new anti the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of new improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the new improvem.ents
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need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-determined threshold shall be consistent with the
local jurisdiction’s policy for application of other building codes to new improvements.

REQUIREMENTS

1. PEAK STORM WATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

Peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development levels for
developments where an ir~creased peak storm water discharge-rate may result in an increased
potential for downstream erosion.

2. PROPERLY DESIGN FUELING AREA

Fueling areas have the potential to contribute oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant
and gasoline to the stormwater conveyance system.. Therefore, design plans which include
fueling areas must include the following:

¯ Where feasible, fuel dispensing areas should be covered with an overhanging roof structure
or canopy. The cover’s minimum dimensions must be equal to or greater than the area within
the grade break. The cover must not drain onto the fuel dispensing area and the downspouts
must be routed to prevent drainage across the fueling area.

¯ Fuel dispensing areas must be paved with portland cement concrete (or equivalent smooth
impervious surface), and the use of asphalt concrete shall be prohibited.

¯ The fuel dispensing area must have a 2% to 4% slope to prevent ponding, and must be
separated from the rest of the site by a grade break that prevents run-on of stormwater to the
extent practicable.

¯ At a minimum, the concrete fuel dispensing area must extend 6.5 feet (2.0 meters) from the
comer of each fuel dispenser, or the length at which the hose and nozT_le assembly may be
operated plus I foot (0.3 meter), whichever is less.

--" 3. PROVIDE STORMDRAI~ SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains abrief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
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anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical ico.as, discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained,. -

4. PROPERLY DESIGN OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed
project plans or activities may result in outdoor areas for storage or use of materials that may
contribute pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the following structural BMPs are
required:

¯ Areas where materials are to be stored must be: (1) placed in an enclosure such as, but not
limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar structure that prevents contact with runoff or spillage to
the storm water conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary containment structures
such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and impervious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
storm water within the secondary containment area.

5. PROPERLY DESIGN TRASH STORAGE AREA

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.
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6. PROPERLY DESIGN.REPAHTJMAINTENANCE BAYS

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and gasoline from the repair/maintenance bays
can negatively impact stormwater if allowed to come into contact with stormwater runoff.
Therefore, design plans for repair bays must include the following:

¯ Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t _allow
stormwater runon or contact with stormwater runoff.

¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all washwater, leaks and spills.
Connect drains to a sump for collection and .disposal. Direct connection of the
repair/maintenance bays to the storm drain system is prohibited. If required by local
jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit.

7. PROPERLY DESIGN LOADINGFtINLOADING DOCK AREAS

Loading/unloading dock areas have the potential for material spills to be quickly transported to
the stormwater conveyance system. To minimize this potential, the following design criteria are
required:

¯ Cover loading dock areas or design drainage to minimize run-on and runoff of stormwater.-

¯ Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks (truck wells) are prohibited.

8. PROPERLY DESIGN VEHICLE/EQUH’MENT WASH AREAS

Vehicle/equipment washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease,
solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the stormwater conveyance system. To alleviate
this problem, consider including in the project plans an area for washing/steam cleaning of
vehicles and equipment. If such an area is included in the site design, it must meet the following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment
- - facility, and properly connected to a sanitary sewer.
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Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of pro~ect rex~iew, if a projedi--applicant h~~ ihcluded (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Permittee staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.                       "        "

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred. This
transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient. to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility.

If structural BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are-accepted for-~fer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed fo_r_.transfer will need prior approval
from the County or other a_ppro_.priate~pfiblic agency and will be considered on a case by case
basis.
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TABLE I: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area StormwaterBay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Sa’eet
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filterin, g Systems (1996) byCenter for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main Slreet

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different410-461-8323
storrnwater filtering systems.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville~ FL 32327                              -
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.

Best Management Practice Guide Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
- - Retail Gasoline Outle~ (1997) Cashiers Office

900 S. Fremont Avenue
Discusses appropriate BMPs for fueling and other Alhambra, CA 91g03
closely related activities likely to be found at retail 626-45g-6959
fueling operations.
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DEFINITION

A retail gasoline outlet is primarily engaged in selling gasoline and lubricating oils. These
establishments frequently sell other merchandise, such as tires, batteries, and automobile parts.
Frequently, these establishments also perform minor automotive repair work. Gasoline stations
combined with other activities, such as grocery stores, convenience stores, or car wash facilities,
are classified according to the primary activity.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development plarming is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987.amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. The Permittees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop, Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will need to implement the appropriate
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for Retail Gasoline
Outlet projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any pre-existing
regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pre-determined

.-_ threshold, the new and the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of new improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the new improvements
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R0072855

July 19, 1999



RETAIL GASOLINE ~FLET
STANDARD U~BAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 2

need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-determined threshold shall be consistent with the
local jurisdiction’s policy for application of other building codes to new improvements.

~ .
REQUIREMENTS                                                 " -

1. PEAK STORM WATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

Peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development levels for
developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate may result in an increased
potential for downstream erosion. " - -- u "

2. PROPERLY DESIGN FUELING AREA

Fueling areas have the potential to contribute oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant
and gasoline to the stormwater conveyance system. The pkoject plans must include the following
BMPs:

¯ Where feasible, fuel dispensing areas should be covered with an overhanging roof structtu’e
or canopy. The canopy’s minimum dimensions must be equal to or greater than the area
within the grade break. The canopy must not drain onto the fuel dispensing area, and the
canopy downspouts must be routed to prevent draJ.nage across the fueling area.

¯ Fuel dispensing areas must be paved with portland cement concrete (or equivalent smooth
impervious surface), and the use of asphalt concrete shall be prohibited.

¯ The fuel dispensing area must have a 2% to 4% slope to prevent ponding, and must be
separated from the rest of the site by a grade break that prevents run-on of stormwater to the
extent practicable.

¯ At a minimum, the concrete fuel dispensing area must extend 6.5 feet (2.0 meters) from the
comer of each fuel dispenser, or the length at which the hose and nozzle assembly may be
operated plus 1 foot (0.3 meter), whichever is less.
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3. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the storrnwater conveyance system.. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled _wi’th_pro_hibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

4. PROPERLY DESIGN OUTDOOR MATERI~-STORAGE AREAS

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, o~1 and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stormwater eohveyance system. Where proposed -
project plans or activities may result in outdoor areas for storage or use of materials that may
contribute pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the following structural BMPs are
required:

¯ Areas where materials are to be stored must be: (1) placed in an enclosure such as, but not
limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar structure that prevents contact with runoff or spillage to
the storm water conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary containment structures
such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.

Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
storm water within the secondary containment area.
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5. PROPERLY DESIGN ~H~TORAGE AREA

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

6. PROPERLY DESIGN REPAI~JMAINTENANCE BAYS

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and gasoline from the repair/maintenance bays
can negatively impact stormwater if allowed to come into contact with stormwater runoff.
Therefore, design plans for repair bays must include the following:

¯ Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow
stormwater run-on or contact with stormwater runoff.

¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to cap~ttre all washwater, leaks and spills.
Connect drains to a sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the
repair/maintenance bays to the storm drain system is prohibited. If required by local
jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit.

7. PROPERLY DESIGN VEHICLE/EQUIPMENT WASH AREAS

Vehicle/equipment washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease,
solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the stormwater conveyance system. To alleviate
this problem, consider including in the project plans an area for washing/steam cleaning of
vehicles and equipment. If such an area is included in the site design, it must meet the following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment
facility, and properly connected to a sanitary sewer.
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8. PROVIDE PROOFOF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required t6 perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Permittee staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having .the developer sign a statement declaring
responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until the.time the property is transferred. This
transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient lo assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility.

If structural BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior approval
from the County or other appropriate public agency and will be considered on a case by case
basis.
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TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area StormwaterBay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main.Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different 410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County _
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (I 997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

. _. California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 909. S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 9 ! 803
Present~ a description era large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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DEFINITION

A restaurant is a facility that sells prepared foods and drinks for consumption, including
stationary lunch counters and refreshment stands selling prepared foods and drinks for immediate
consumption. (SIC code 5812)

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permit’tees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater poll.ution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Cle ,an Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable. _

This Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector¯ The Permittees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop, Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will need to implement the appropriate
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for Restaurant
projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any pre-existing
regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pre-determined
threshold, the new and the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of new improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the new improvements

_. need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-determined threshold shall be consistent with the
local jurisdiction’s policy for application of other building codes to new improvements.
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I. PEAK STORM WATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

Peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development levels for
developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate may result in an increased
potential for downstream erosion.

2. PROTECT SLOPES AND CHANNELS

If applicable, the project plans must include BMPs consistent with local code and ordinance to
decrease the potential of slopes and/or eharmels from eroding and impacting stormwater runoff:

¯ Convey nmoffsafely from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.

* Stabilize permanent channel crossings.

¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.

¯ Install energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of new storm drains, culverts,
conduits, or channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable specifications
to minimize erosion.

3. PROPERLY DESIGN EQUIPMENT/ACCESSORY WASH AREAS

Equipment/accessory washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and
grease, solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the stormwater conveyance system. To
alleviate this problem, include in the project plans an area for the washing/steam cleaning of
equipment and accessories. This area must meet the following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, equipped with a grease trap, and properly connected to a
sanitary sewer.

¯ If this wash area is to be located outdoors, it must be covered, paved, have secondary
containment, and be connected to the sanitary sewer.
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4. PROVIDE STORM DRAINSYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

5. PROPERLY DESIGN OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stormwater co.nveyance system. Where proposed

_project plans or activities may result in outdoor areas for storage or use of materials that may
contribute pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system; the following structural BMPs are
required:

¯ Areas where materials are to be stored must be: (1) placed in an enclosure such as, but not
limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar structure that prevents contact with runoff or spillage to
the storm water conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary containment structures
such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
storm water within the secondary containment area.

R0072863
P:~E PPU B\WATER\U NIT l~ermra~SU SUMPS~Oen~ittees\7.19.99~doc
July 19. 1999



RESTAURANT    .4 ./          ~                       ~ ~,,
STANDARD ~AN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN"
Page 4

6. PROPERLY DESIGN TRASH STORAGE AREAS

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage fi’om adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

7. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is importarit to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Permittee staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until the ti~e the property is transferred. This
transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility.

If structural BMPs are located withina public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior approval
from the County or other appropriate public agency and will be considered on a case by case
basis.
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TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area StormwaterBay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) by Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main-Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicort City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County _
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Deparmaent of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal. and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803Presents a description of a large variety of structural and -626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

"Hillside" is as defined by the local jurisdiction. For example, one jurisdiction defines "hillside"
as a property located in an area with known erosive soil conditions, where the development
contemplates grading on any natural slope that is 25% or greater, and where grading
contemplates cut or fill slopes 30 feet high or greater.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 1.5, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. The Permittees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own eitywide SUSMP. Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop, Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will need to implement the appropriate
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for Single-Family
Hillside Residence projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any
pre-existing regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pre-determined
threshold, the new and the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of new improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the new improvements
need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-determined threshold shall be consistent with the
local j urisdiction’s policy for application of other building codes to new improvements.
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REQUIREMENTS

1. PEAK STORM WATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

Peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development levels for
developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate .may result in an increased
potential for downstream erosion.

2. CONSERVE NATURAL AREAS

If applicable, the following items are required and must b~ implemented in the site layout during
the subdivision design and approval process, consistent with applicable General Plan and Local
Area Plan policies:

¯ Every effort shall be made to concentrate or cluste’r development on portions of a site while
leaving the remaining land in a natural undisturbed condition.

¯ Limit clearing and grading of native vegetation at a site to the minimum amount needed to
build lots, allow access, and provide fire protection.

¯ Maximize trees and other vegetation at each site by planting additional vegetation, clustering_
tree areas, and promoting the use of native and/or drought tolerant plants. Wherever practical,
promote natural vegetation by using parking lot islands and other landscaped areas.

¯ Preserve riparian areas and wetlands.

3. PROTECT SLOPES ~ CHANNELS

If applicable, the project plans must include BMPs consistent with local code and ordinance to
decrease the potential of slopes and/or channels from eroding and impacting stormwater runoff:

. _
¯ Convey runoff safely from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.

¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.

.... ¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.

R0072867
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¯ Install energy dissipaters, such as fiprap, at the outlets of new storm drains, culverts,
conduits, or channels that enter unlined eharmels in accordance with applicable specifications
to minimize erosion.

4. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and!or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

5. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Permit-tee staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring
responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred. This
transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility. For residential properties where the structural
BMPs are located within a common area which will be maintained by a homeowner’s
association, language regarding the responsibility for maintenance must be included in the
projects conditions, covenants and restrictions (CC&R’s). Printed educational materials will be
required to accompany the first deed transfer to highlight the existence of the requirement and to

R0072868
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provide information on what stormwater management facilities are present, signs that
maintenance is needed, how the necessary maintenance can be performed, and assistance that the
Permittee can provide. It will also encourage the transfer of this information with subsequent
sale of the property.

If structural BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior approval
from the County or other appropriate public agency and will be considered on a case by case
basis.
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TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area StormwaterBay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) byCenter for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas R. Schuler 8391 Main.Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George:s County _Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch
9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600

Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerstions, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers OfficeMunicipal, and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803Presents a description of a large variety of structural and .626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.

R0072870
P:£E P PU B\WATER\U N IT l~erei~LSU SUMPS~em~ittees~/.19_99~hillside.do¢
July 19, 1999



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTI~’IEI~I" OF PUBLICWORKS

9~0 SOUTH FRE.MOI~" AVENIJE
AL~. CALIFO~IA 91803-1331

Te~ ~026) 458-51~
~. STO~ Director ADU~S ALL CO~~ TO:

P.O. BOX I~

August 12, 1999                                                          *~c~o~so=-~,~

I~ RF.~LY PLEASE
~-E~ To ~.~ EP-3

Mr. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality

Control Board - Los Angeles Region
320 West 4~ Street, Suite 200                                   -
Los Angeles, CA 90013-1105

Dear Mr. Dickerson: _:- _ ....... ... ............

STANDARD URBAN STORMWATER MITIGATION PLANS

I am writing to cladfy the intended meaning of some wording in the Standard Urban
Storrnwater Mitigation Plans (SUSMP~) submitted t~ you on July 21, 1999.

At the workshop held on -Augur 10, i999, rega~-iRg -SUSMP]~,~;6~ ~ndicated-that- the
following statement-in th(~-SUSMI:~: W~)uld I~i~{~i’~r~ted to mean that-~ll rdnoff-~i{d
need to be mitigated:

"The development must be designed so as to mitigate (infiltrate and/or treat)
the site runoff generated from impervious directly cbnnected areas that may
contribute pollutants of concern to the stormwater-conveyance system".

The actual intent of that statement was to omit a numerical standard from the SUSMPs.
Enclosed is a revised version of the SUSMPs to cladfy the intended meaning.

If you have any questions, please call me at (626) 458-5948, Monday through Thursday,
7:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m.

Very truly yours,

HARRY W. STONE
Director of Public Works

TERRI M. GRANT
Supervising Civil Engineer III R0072871
Environmental Programs Division



- ¯.       -~- 100+ HOME SUBDIVISION~j
/!

A 100+ home subdivision is defined as any subdivision lot being developed for more than 100
single-family or multi-family homes.                 ¯

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation o~a program addressing stormwater-pollutiori issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and consmmtion activities unde~the NPDES. The p "_nma~Y-

obj _e~fives are to: - -
...................... L. -’" : ............. ~.-_ ..........

Effe tivblypto-Mb~t-fi0fi-Sto-r~ W~~-~ti~cha~g S and¯ C e, ...................................
................................... --:.’--- ..... :LL ~’. .-

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants ftom stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Stormwater .IVfitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. Th~ Permittees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (I0-99 Home Subdivision, I00+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Family Hillside Kesidence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop, Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will need to implement the appropriate
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for 100+ Home
Subdivision projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any pre-
existing regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pre-determined
threshold; the new and the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of new improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the new improvements
need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-determined threshold shall be consistent with the

¯ ---    local judsdiction’s policy for application of other building codes to new improvementsi
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REQUIREMENTS

Peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development levels for
developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate .may result in an increased
potential for downstream erosion.

2. CONSERV:E’:NA~:~*~- ~

If appli~ble, the following ite~ ~re ~equired and must be i~iemente~in the site layout during
the subdivision design and approval process, consistent with applicable General Plan and Local
Area Plan policies:

¯ Every effort shall be made to concentrate or cluster development on portions of a sit~ while
leaving the remaining land-ina natural undisturbed conditiom: ....... :. :: ....

¯ Limit clearing and grading of native vegetation at a site to the minimum amount .needed to
build lots, allow access, and provide fire protection.

¯ Maximize trees and other vegetation at each site by planting additional vegetation, clustering-
tree areas, and promoting the use of native and/or drought tolerant plants. Wherever
practical, promote natural vegetation by using parking lot islands and other landscaped areas.

¯ Preserve riparian areas and wetlands.

Stormwater runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids,
metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the stormwater conveyance system. The
development must be designed so as to minimize, to the maximum extent practicable (MEP), the
introduction of pollutants of concern that may result in significant impacts, generated from site
runoff of directly connected impervious areas (DCIA), to the stormwater conveyance system as
approved by the building official. Pollutants of concern, as defined by the Permit, consist of any
pollutants that exhibit one or more of the following characteristics: current loadings or historic
d~posits of the pollutant are impacting the beneficial uses of a receiving water, elevated levels of
the pollutant are found in sediments of a receiving water and/or have the potential to
bioaccumulate in organisms therein, or the detectable inputs of the pollutant are at a level high

R0072873
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enough to be considered potentially toxic to humans and/or flora and fauna. DCIA is defined as
the area covered by pavement, building and other impervious suffa¢~ which drain direly into
the storm drain without first flowing across pervious areas (e.g. lawns).

In meeting this specific requirement, "minimization of the pollutants of concern" will re.quire the
incorporation of a BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of
pollutant loadings in that runoff to the MEP. Those BMPs best suited for that purpose ~ at a
minimum, those listed in the California Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbooks as
"likely to have significant ".tmpact’: be~.efi_cial to water quality for targeted, pollutants that are o_f
concern at the site in que~on._ _Hgw_eyer, it is possibl.e....that a ~ _cp_mbination of B .MP_s__nO.t__s_o
designated may, in a particular circumstance, be best suited to maximiTe the reduction of the
pollutants.                                      .-

Example Best Managemem Practices (BMPs)

The following are examples of BMPs that can be used ,for minimizing the introduction ofpollutants of coneem dmt’ may result in significant impacts, generated from site runoff of DCIA,

to the stormwater conveyanee system. (S_.e~_ _T_ab_l.¢ I: Suggested Resourc~ for additional sources
of information):

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewalks
and streets. However, sidewalk widths must still comply with regulations for the Americans
with Disabilities Act and other life safety requirements. -

¯ Design residential streets for the minimum required pavement widths needed to comply with
all zoning and applicable ordinances to support travel lanes; on-street parking; emergency,
maintenance, and service vehicle access; sidewalks; and vegetated open channels.

¯ Comply With all zoning and applicable ordinances to minimize the number of residential
street cul-de-sacs and incorporate landscaped areas to reduce their impervious cover. The
radius of cul-de-sacs should be the minimum required to accommodate emergency and
maintenance vehicles. Alternative turnarounds should be considered.

¯ Use permeable materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or interior roadway
surfaces (examples: hybrid lots, parking groves, permeable overflow parking, etc.).

¯ Use open space development that incorporates smaller lot sizes.

- * Reduce building density.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce overall lot imperviousness by

R0072874
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promoting:_altemative driveway surfaces and shared driveways that connect two or more
homes together.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce the overall imperviousness
associated with parking lots by providing compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions,
incorporating efficient parking-lanes, and using-pervious materials in spillover parking areas.

¯ Direct rooftop rtmoff to pervious areas such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas, and
avoid routing rooftop runoffto the roadway or the stormwatet conveyance system.

¯ Vegetatedswales and~’i~-~ (~licability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)                                    --

¯ Extended/dry detention basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Infiltration basins _(Applicability and design_ i~n_’_~_fi.a...t.o_ be determined by the local
jurisdiction) ..................

¯ Infiltration~ren~l~es--(Applicability:and-~l~s~gn crite~a:td-be-d-e~rn~ined by file local
jurisdiction)

¯ Wet ponds (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Constructed wetlands (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Oil/Water separators (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Catch basin inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

.. * Continuous deflective separation units (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by
the local jurisdiction)

¯ Storm drain inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
-- jurisdiction)

¯ Media filtration (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

R0072875
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¯ Bioretention facility_ (Applic~ility...and design criteria _to.be determined by the local.
jurisdiction)

¯ Dry-wells (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Cisterns (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Foundation planting (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction) - "            - ............ -~

If applicable, the project plans must include BMPs consistent with local code and ordinance to
decrease the potential of slopes and/or channels fi’om eroding and impacting stormwater runoff:

¯ Convey runoff safely-f~om th~ tops of slopes~:alid:sta~fliz~-d~--~i0]~s.

¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossmgs.

¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation..

¯ Install energy dissipaters, such as dprap, at the outlets of new storm drains,, cuiverts,
conduits, or channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable specification~
to minimize erosion.

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
’"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must
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posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

6. PROP -ERL~/’:DESIGN -COMMON O.UTDOOR.MA~.STORAGF2~

Common outdoor material storage areas refer to storage areas or storage facilities solely for the
storage of materials used in the routine maintenance of common a.,’~’~r common facifities such
as swimming pools, tenn~.s courts, green belt areas, etc

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed
project plans include common outdoor areas for storage of materials that may contribute
pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the following strucUaal BMPs are required:

¯ Areas where materials are to be stored must be: (1) placed in an enclosm’e such as, but not
limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar struc~xn’e that prevefits-contadtwith runofforspiIlagv t~
the storm watei:-conveyance system;-or-(2) protedtgd b~’ secondary:conialnment ~
such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area shotdd have a roof or-awning to minimize collection of
stormwater within the secondary containment area.

7. PROPERLY DESIGN COMMON TRASH STORAGE AREAS _, ~_~-<~."’-~-. "~

A common trash storage area refers to an area where a trash receptacle or receptacles are located
for use by more than one household or dwelling unit as a repository for household wastes.

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All common trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or wailed to prevent off-site transport of trash.

R0072877
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8. PROVIDE,PROOFOF~ ONGOING BlVlP’MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Permittee staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions..

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statemem declaring
responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until, the .time-the-property is transferred. This
transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility. For residential properties where the stmcnual
BMPs are located within a common area which .will. be maintained by a homeowner’s
association, language regarding the responsibility for maintenance must be included in the
projects conditions, covenants and restrictio_ns (CG&R’s). Printed educational materials will be
required to accompany the first deed Wansfer to highlight the existence of the requirement and to
provide information on what :~grmwater man~_ ement...facilities are_.-p ._re~nt, signs that
maintenance is needed, how the necessary maintenance can be performed, and assistance that th-~
Permittee can provide. It will also encourage the transfer of this information with subsequent
sale of the property.

If structural BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior approval
from the County or other appropriate public agency and will be considered on a case by case
basis.
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TAB_ LE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area StormwaterBay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association _Association

2~o~ Webster Str~     " ~ " -: -~ ......
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286~1255--

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) byCent~ for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas IL Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellic.ott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed’engineering guidance on ten different 410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing-
Center for Watershed Protection

Development Rules in Your (~ommunity (-1998)- --839i Mainstre~ ...... : -~- -- - ~-: .....
......... ~EllicottCity, MD21043     ------ -: - - :.~ _..

Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323 ....
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Pro~ection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bi0retention facilities.Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (! 997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-53 ! 0
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Deparunent of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

-Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

Any subdivision lot being developed for 10to 99 single-family or multi-family homes.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm water-National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the development and
implementation of a program addressing stormwater pollution issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a 11"amework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The p~mary objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and _

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants- fi:0m- s~0rmwaterconveyanc~ :systems -toth~ MaXinfffm:
Extent Practicable.

This Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the -
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. The Permittees will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (I0-99 Home Subdivision, I00+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop, Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will need to implement the appropriate
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outlines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for 10-99 Home
Subdivision projects. Should any conflict be discovered with the new guidelines and any pr~
existing regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pre-determined
threshold, the new and the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. When the
cost of new improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the new improvements
need to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-detennined threshold shall be consistent with the
local jurisdiction’s policy for application of other building codes to new improvements.
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Peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development levels for
developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate :may result in an increased
potential for downstream erosion.

If applicable, the following items are required and must be implemented in the site layout during
the subdivision design and approval process, consistent with applicable General Plan and Local
Area Plan policies:

¯ Every effort shall be made to concentrate or cluster development on portions of a site while
leaving the remaining land in a natural undisturbed condition

¯ Limit clearing and grading of native vegetation at a site to the minimum amount needed to
build lots, allow access, and provide fire protection.

¯ Maximize trees and other vegetation at each site by plantilag additional vegetation, clustering-
tree areas, and promoting the use of native and/or drought tolerant plants. Wherever
practical, promote natural vegetation by using parking lot islands and other landscaped areas.

¯ Preserve riparian areas and wetlands.

3. PROTECTSISOPES AND CHANNELS

If applicable, the project plans must include BMPs consistent with local code and ordinance to
decrease the potential of slopes and/or channels from eroding and impacting stormwater runoff:

. -, ¯ Convey rtmoff safely from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.

¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.

¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.
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Install energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of new storm drains, culverts,
conduits, or channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable specifications
to minlmiTe erosion.

Stormwater runoff, from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids,
metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens-to the stormwater conveyance system. The
development must be design~l so as to mihimiTe~ to the nlaximum extent practicable (MEP), the
introduction of pollutants of concern-that may result in significant impacts, generated fi’om Site
runoff of directly connected impervious areas (DCIA), to the stormwater conveyance system-as
approved by the building official. Pollutants of concern, as defined by the Permit, consist of any
pollutants that exhibit one or more of the following characteristics: current Ioadings or historic
deposits of the pollutant are impacting the beneficial uses of a receiving water, elevated levels of
the pollutant are found in sediments of a receiving water and/or have the potential to
bioaccumulate in organisms therein, or the detectable inp~ of the pollutant are at a level high
enough to be considered potentiaily toxic to humans and/or flora and fauna. DCIA is defined as
the area covered by pavement, building and other impervious surfaces which drain directly into
the storm drain without first flowing across, pervions areas (e.g. lawns).

In meeting this specific requirement, "minimi~’~don of the pollutants of concern" will requix~ the
incorporation of a BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of -
pollutant loadings in that runoff to the MEP. Those BMPs best suited for that purpose-are, at a
minimum, those listed in the California Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbooks as
"likely to have significant impact" beneficial to water quality for targeted pollutants that are of
concern at the site in question. However, it is possible that a combination of BMPs not so
designated may, in a particular circumstance, be best suited to maximize the reduction of the
pollutants.

Example Best Management Practices (BMPs)

The following are examples of BMPs that can be used for minlmi~ng the introduction of
pollutants of concern that may result- in -significant impacts, generated from site runoff of DCIA,
to the stormwater conveyance system. (See Table I: Suggested Resources for additional sources
of information):

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewalks
.... and streets. However, sidewalk widths muststill comply with regulations for the Americans

with Disabilities Act and other life safety requirements.
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¯ Design residential streets for the minimum required pavement widths needed to comply with
all zoning and applicable ordinances to support travel lanes; on-street parking; emergency,
maintenance, and service vehicle access; sidewalks:, and vegetated open channels.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to minimiTe the number of residential
street cul-de-sacs and incorporate landscaped areas to reduce their impervious cover. The
radius of cul-de-sacs should be the minimum required to accommodate emergency and
maintenance vehicles. Alternative tumarounds should be considered.

¯ Use permeable_ materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or interior roadway
surfaces (examples: hybrid lots, parking groves,permeab.le overflow parking, etc.).

¯ Use open space development that incorporates smaller lot sizes.

¯ Reduce building density.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce overall lot imperviousness by
promoting alternative driveway surfaces and shared driveways that connect two or more
homes together.

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce the overall imperviousness
associated with parking lots by providing compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions,-
incorporating efficient parking lanes, and using pervious materials in spillover parking areas.

¯ Direct rooftop runoff to pervious areas such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas, and
avoid routing rooftop runoff to the roadway or the stormwater conveyance system.

¯ Vegetated swales and strips (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local.
jurisdiction)

¯ Emended/dry detention basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Infiltration basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Infiltration trenches (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Wet ponds (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction) "
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¯ Constructed wedands (AppLicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Oil/Water separators (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Catch basin inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Continuous deflective separation units (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by
the local jurisdiction)

¯ Storm drain inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the .local
jurisdiction)

¯ Media filtration (Apph’cability and design eritei-ia~o-be-determine~ b~" the local jurisdiction)

¯ Bioretention facility. (Applicability and design :criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Dry-wells (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Cisterns (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Foundation planting (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

5. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE.

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dumping symbols or images of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.
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¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

6. PROBERLY DESIG~FCOMMON OUTI}OORtVlATER~ .-STORAGK~

Common outdoor material storage areas refer to storage areas or storage facilities solely for the
storage of materials used in the routine maintenance of common areas or common facilities such
as swimming pools, tennis courts, green belt areas, etc.

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals,
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed
project plans include common outdoor areas for storage of materials that may contribute
pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the folIowing structural BMPs axe required:

¯ Areas where materials are to be stored must be: (1) placed in an enclosure such as, but not
limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar sa’ucture that prevents contact with runoff or spillage to
the storm water Conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary containment structures
such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
stormwater within the secondary containment area_

~-’~7. PROPERLY DESIGN COMMON TRASH STORAGE AREAS ::i.~.~L~

A common trash storage area refers to an area where a trash receptacle or receptacles are located
for use by more than one household or dwelling unit as a repository for household wastes.

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All common trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

R0072885



10 - 99 HOME SD~BDIVISION ..... -    -.~
STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN
Page 7

8. P RO~~OOF oF-ONGOI~G~BMPI MAINTE~IANCE~:
~~

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required.to perform the-maintenance
properly. As part of project review, ff a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Permittee staff will require that the applicant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having th~ developer sign a statemem.declaring
responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred. This
transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreemem for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility. For residential properties where the stzuctmal
BMPs are located within a common area which will be maintained by a homeowner’s
association, language regarding the responsibility for maintenance must be included in the
projects conditions, covenants and restrictions (CC&R’s). Printed educational materials will be
required to accompany the first deed transfer to highlight the existence of the requirement and to
provide information on what stormwater management facilities are present, signs that
maintenance is needed, how the necessary maintenance can be performed, and assistance that the
Permittee can provide. It will also encourage the transfer of this information with subsequent -
sale of the property.

If structural BMPs are-located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior approval
from the County or other appropriate public agency and will be considered on a case by case
basis.
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TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area StormwaterBay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association ......Association "

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discussion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) byCenter for Wdtershed Protection
Pdchard A. Claytor and Thomas IL Schuler 8391 Main Su’eet

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different 410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.    Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 4 ! 0 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville. FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Worlds
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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100,000’ SQUARE ~FOOT COMMERCIA~ DEVELOPMENT

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEFINITION

Categorization as a commercial development of 100,000 or more square feet will be based on
tom[ impermeable area, including parking area, as opposed to lot size or building footprint.

BACKGROUND

The municipal storm-water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
(Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, required the developmenra~d-
implementation of a program addressing storinwater polluti.on issues in development planning
for private projects.

The requirement to implement a program addressing development planning is based on the
primary objectives of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act that established a framework
for regulating stormwater discharges from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under
the NPDES. The primary objectives are to:

¯ Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and

¯ Reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the Maximum
Extent Practicable. -

This Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation. Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
program addressing Development Planning for the private sector. The Permittces will use this
SUSMP to develop their own citywide SUSMP. Discretionary projects (as defined by CEQA),
that fall into one of the seven categories (10-99 Home Subdivision, 100+ Home Subdivision,
Single-Family Hillside Residence, 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Development, Automotive
Repair Shop, Retail Gasoline Outlet, and Restaurant) will need to implement the appropriat~
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. This SUSMP outLines the necessary Best
Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for 100,000 Square
Foot Commercial Development projects. Should any COrLqict be discovered with the new
guidelines and any pre-existing regulation, the pre-existing regulation will prevail.

For development projects where the cost of new improvements exceeds a pre-detecmined
threshold, the new and the existing improvements shall comply with this SUSMP. Whea the
cost of new improvements is less than the pre-determined threshold, only the new improvements
need ~to comply with this SUSMP. The pre-determined threshold shall be consistent with the
local jurisdiction’s policy for application of other building codes to new improvements.
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REQUIREMENTS

1. PEAK;.STORI~,~WI~TERRUNOI~ DISCKARGERATEs=

Peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development levels for
developments where an increased peak storm water discharge rate. may result in an increased
potential for downstream erosion.

If" applicable, the project plans must include BMPs consistent with local code and ordinance to
decrease the potential of slopes and/or channels from eroding and impacting stormwater runoff:

¯ Convey runoff safely from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.

¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.

¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.

Install energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of new storm drains, culverts, conduits, or
channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with appiicable specifications to minimize -
erosion.

3. MI~IM1ZE sTORMWATER POLLUTANTS OF CONCERN

Stormwater runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids, "
metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the stormwater conveyance system. The
development must be designed so as to minimize, to the maximum extent practicable (MEP), the
introduction of pollutants of concern that may result in significant impacts, generated from site
runoff of directly connected impervious areas (DCIA), to the stormwater conveyance system as
approved by the building official. Pollutants of concern, as defined by the Permit, consist of any

. _ pollutants that exhibit one or more of the following characteristics: current loadings or historic
deposits of the pollutant are impacting the beneficial uses of a receiving water, elevated levels of
the pollutant are found in sediments of a receiving water and/or have the potential to
bioaccumulate in organisms therein, or the detectable inputs of the pollutant are at a level high
enough to be considered potentially toxic to humans and/or flora and fauna. DCIA is defined as
the area covered by pavement, building and other impervious surfaces which drain directly into
the storm drain without first flowing across pervious areas (e.g. lawns).                    .
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In meeting this specific requirement, "minimization of the pollutants of concern:’ will require the
incorporation of a BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of
pollutant loadings in that nmoff to the MEP. Those BMPs best suited for that purpose are, at a
minimum, those listed in the California Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbooks as
"likely to have significant impact" beneficial to water quality for targeted pollutants that are of
concern at the site in question. However, it is possible that a combination of BMPs not so
designated may, in a particular circumstance, be best suited to maximize the reduction of the
pollutants.

Example Best Management Practices (BMPs)

The following are examples of BtvlYs that can be used for minimi~ng the introduction of
pollutants of concern that may result in significant impacts, generated from site runoff of DCIA,
to the stormwater conveyance system. (See Table 1: Suggested Resources for additional sources
of information):

¯ Provide reduced width sidewalks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas between sidewalks
and streets. However, sidewalk widths must still comply with regulations for the Americans
with Disabilities Act and other life safety requirements.

¯ Use permeable materials for private sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or interior roadway
surfaces (examples: hybrid lots, parking groves, permeable overflow parking, etc.). _

¯ Comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances toreduce the overall imperviousness
associated with parking lots by providing compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions,
incorporating efficient parking lanes, and using pervious materials in spillover parking areas.

¯ Direct rooftop runoff to pervious areas such as yards, open channels, or vegetated areas, and
avoid routing rooftop runoff to the roadway or the stormwater conveyance system.

¯ Vegetated swales and strips (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
j udsdiction)

Extended/dry detention basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ In_filtration basins (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Infiltration trenches (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the lo’cal
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jurisdiction)

¯ Wet ponds (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Constructed wetlands (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Oil/Water separators (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Catch basin inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Continuous deflective separation units (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by
the local jurisdiction)

¯ Storm drain inserts (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)

¯ Media filtration (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Bioretendon facility (Applicability and design criteria-to be determined by the local-
jurisdiction)

¯ Dry-wells (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Cisterns (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local jurisdiction)

¯ Foundation planting (Applicability and design criteria to be determined by the local
jurisdiction)
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4. PROVIDE STORMDRAIN SYSTEM STENCIIJNG ANDSIGNAGE °
~~

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the stormwater conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
and-dumping symbols or images of receiving water farina, are effective supplements to the anti-
dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins must be stenciled with prohibitive language (such as:
"NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to discourage illegal
dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons discouraging illegal dumping must be
posted along channels and creeks.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

S.. PROPERLY DESIGN OUTDOOR MATERJALoSTORAGE ~:

Improper storage of materials outdoors can allow toxic eompo’unds, oil and grease, heavy metals, -
nutrients, and suspended solids to enter the stormwater conveyance system. Where proposed
project plans or activities may result in outdoor areas for storage or use of materials that may
contribute pollutants to the stormwater conveyance system, the following structural BMPs are
required:

¯ Areas where materials are to be stored must be: (I) placed in an enclosure such as, but not
limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar structure that prevents contact with runoff or spillage to
the storm water conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary containment structures
such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.

¯ Where feasible, the storage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
storm water within the secondary containment area.
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6. PROPERLY DESIGN TRASH~STORAGE AREAS
.~:Z:~-~-~

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All trash container areas must meet the following
requirements:

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around
the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be s~reened or walled to preveiat off-site transport of trash.

7. PROPERLY DESIGN LOADING/UNLOADINGDOCKAREAS. i~

Loading/unloading dock areas have the potential for material spills to be quickly transported to
the stormwater conveyance system. To minimiTe this potential, the following design criteria are
required:

¯ Cover loading dock areas or design drainage to minimize run-on and runoff of stormwater.

¯ Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks (U’uck wells) axe prohibited.-

8. PROPERLY DESIGN REPAIRfMAJNTENANCE BAYS                        :--~":~:

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and gasoline from the repair/maintenance bays
can negatively impact stormwater if allowed to come into contact with stormwater runoff’.
Therefore, design plans for repair bays must include the following:

¯ Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow
stormwater runon or contact with stormwater runoff.

¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all washwater, leaks and spills.
Connect drains to a sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the
repair/maintenance bays to the storm drain system is prohibited. If required by local
jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit.
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Vehicle/equipment washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease,
solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the stormwater conveyance system. To alleviate
this problem, consider including in the project plans an area for washing/steam cleaning of
vehicles and equipment. If such an area is included in the site design, it must meet the following:

¯ This area must be self-contained, covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment
facility, and properly connected to a sanitary sewer.

10. PROVIDE-I~ROOF;OF oNGOINGBMP.MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons for water quality controls to not
function as designed or to fall entirely. It is important to consider who will be responsible for
maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the maintenance
properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included (or will be required to
include) structural BMPs in project plans, Permittee staff will require that the applieant provide
verification of maintenance provisions.

For all properties, this verification will consist of having the developer sign a statement declaring -
responsibility for all structural BMP maintenance until the time the property is transferred. This
transfer of property must have conditions requiring the recipient to assume responsibility for
maintenance of any structural BMPs to be included in the sales or lease agreement for that
property, and will be the owner’s responsibility.

If structural BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. The structural BMP proposed for transfer will need prior approval
from the County or other appropriate public agency and will be considered on a case by case
basis.
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TABLE 1: SUGGESTED RESOURCES

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source (1997) by Bay Area StormwaterBay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Management Agencies Association Association

2101 Webster Street
Detailed discnssion of permeable pavements and Suite 500
alternative driveway designs presented. Oakland, CA

510-286-1255

Design of Stormwater Filtering Systems (1996) byCenter for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Claytor and Thomas P,. Schuler 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different410-461-8323
stormwater filtering systems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Development Rules in Your Community (1998) 8391 Main Street

Ellicott City, MD 21043
Presents guidance for different model development 410-461-8323
alternatives.

Design Manual for Use of Bioretention in Prince George’s County
Stormwater Management (1993) Watershed Protection Branch

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 600
Presents guidance for designing bioretention facilities.Landover, MD 20785

Operation, Maintenance and Management of Watershed Management Institute, Inc.
Stormwater Management (1997) 410 White Oak Drive

Crawfordville, FL 32327
Provides a thorough look at stormwater practices 850-926-5310
including, planning and design considerations,
programmatic and regulatory aspects, maintenance
considerations, and costs.

California Storm Water Best Management PracticesLos Angeles County Department of Public Works
Handbooks (1993) for Construction Activity, Cashiers Office
Municipal, and Industrial/Commercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra. CA 91803
Presents a description of a large variety of structural and 626-458-6959
good housekeeping BMPs.
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Los Angeles e on ~ : :

TO: Los Angeles Count)." .Municipal Storm Water and Urban RunoffNPDES Permittces
Long Beach Municipal Storm Water and I.’rban Runoff NPDES Permittees
I ntcrested Parties

FROM: Dennis A. Dickerson
Executive Officer ’ °

DATE: December 7, 1999

SUBJECT: Proposecl Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan and Supporting Regional
Board Resolution

(-;n Scp~cmb~-r 16~h. at the Regional Board meeting, lad\ ised the Regional Board that additional time to
de~ clap a re, ised Standard Urban Storm Wa~er Miligagon Plan fi[oposal x~ould be in ~he bes~ imeres~ ~o
ensure ~13a~ ihc proposal xxere more fifll) documemed and supported by lhe record. AI lhal lime. I
indicated ~ha~ Regional Board s~aff x~ould develop a revised proposal at lhe earliesl opponunil~ bul

" prebabl> u,~t less than 90 da~s la~cr. This proposal has been developed and is being noticed d~rough ~his
memorandum Io Permiuees and Imeresled Panies. The proposal is also being mailed and placed on lhe
[xec ~onal Board" s InlerneI xx ebsile.

The proposed S~andard Urban Storm Wa~er Mitigation Plan is designed ~o ensure ~hat s~orm ~va~er
pallu~ion is addressed in one oldie mos~ effezfive ~avs possible, i.e.. by incorporating Bes~ Managemem
Practices (B~IPs~ in ~l~e design phase ofne~ de~elopmenl and redevelopment. The proposal also
prox i~es IL~r numerizal design slandards Io cast,re lhal slorm ~aler rtmoff is managed for ~aler qualil}
concerns in addflion Io flood proleclion and lhal pollutants carried bx s~om~ ~a~er are relained and no~
d~li~ er~d t~a ~aterx~a~ s.

TIw i~:,~t~ased Standard Lrban Storm Water .Mitigation Plan adds t\~o additional categories for control_~.
i~a~ kin,._’ IoL- and en\ ironmentalh sensiti\e areas. The proposal also attempts to respond to \arious
con,:crns b~ incorporating pro\ isions that allo\\ for flexibility thereb.~ recognizing that a single
numerical standard ma\ not be appropriate in e\eD case. Also. the proposed Standard Urban Storm
"~\ater Mitio_ation Plan has taken the original language offered b.v the Principal Permitxee and eliminates
much of the duplication allo\\ ing for a more concise and understandable document.

A Temau~ e Resolution is also being offered to the Regional Board for their consideration at the Januar~
6. "00(-~ Board ,Meeting. This Tentative resolution ackno\vled[~es the structure of both the Los Angeles
and Lon~_ Beach Municipal Storm Water Permits by allo3ving the Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plan approval to be accomplished b.v the Executive Officer for the Los Angeles permit \~hil¢
the Regional Board itself \vould appro\e the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan pursuant to
the C it\ of Long Beach permit. If adopted by the Regional Board. the Ten|ati\e resolution
appro~ e the Long Beach Standard Urban Storm \Valet ,Mitigation Plan ~\hile encouraging the Executi\
Off’ic~r |o approve the Los Angeles Standard Urban Storm Water .Mitigation Plan. In addition, the
R¢~ional Board is bein~ asked to adopt the numericaldesien standards as the minimum standards for

California Ett virontnental Protection Agency                      ..

C~ R¢,’3. cled Paper
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Permittees and interested Parties - 2 - December 7.1990

post-construction B.MPs required by the statev,-ide ~eneral permit for construction activity for
construction projects in the Los Angeles Region.

The September 16. 1999 public hearing :,,as length.v ’‘\ith many commentors, it is understood that manx
interested parties ,,,,ill again wish to speak before the Regional Board. In an effort to ensure that the
Regional Board is provided ’‘~ ith a comprehensive understanding of the concerns associated \~ith this
proposal, special arrangements for thepresentation of comments are being considered. Specific details
on the pre~,entation arrangements for the Janua~ 6th Board meeting v~iii be provided in the regular
a,_’enda notice. Intere.qed parties are encouraged to contact the Executive Officer to suggest
con~.olidalion of comments from many parties into a more comprehensive presentation with an extended
l::Ue limit.

1: x e:: re~rcsent a Permittee or other interested part3. it \’‘ould b.e.helpful lhat by December 20, 1999 x ott
~ ,,,i’,,i c,., .:,~ ~;~zle ~ ith olher co-interested individuals and notify this office of (1) lead designated
~l-caker: ~2 ~ amotm~ ol’~hne needed b3 the lead speaker: and (31 your request for time for additional
~i~cakcrs and ~l~e idemitx of such additional speakers. The Board will announce lhe amounl of time
:tx ailable I~r the submission of oral comments in this matter and for discussion among ~l~e Board
members i:~ the f~rmal notice oflhe Board’s agenda. Upon receipt of the above information, the stall"
xx ill recommend an allotment of time for all interesled panics, based upon the information received.
l’.ir~ its ~ ho hax e not submilted the requested information xx ill be pr~x ided an3 remaining time follow ine

CC R~’c;~,~:d Board .Members - - -: ..........
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LOS ANG ELES COUNTV URBAN RUNOFF AND STORM WATER NPDES PEILMIT

STANDARD URBAN STOILM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

BACKGROUND
The mu,~icipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge E-iiniination System (NPDESI permit
(Permitl issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15. 1996. requires the development and
implementation oft program addressing stoma water pollution issues in development planning
l\~r pri\ate prt!iects. The same requirements are applicable to the CitS of Long Beach under
separa’,e municipal storm water permit, which was issued on June 30. 1999.

The reqt|irement to implemen.t a program for_d~x_el.op~.neo_t.p!anning is based on. federal and slate
statutes including: Section 402 (p) of theClean Water Act-. Section 6217 of the Coastal Zone
.ACt Reaudaorization Amendments of 1990 ("CZAtL~,"). and the California Water Code. The
Clean Water Act amendments of 1987 established a framework for regulating storm water
dischar,__.’es from municipal, industrial, and construction activities under the NPDES program.
The prir~ary objectives of the municipal storm water program requirements are to:

¯ Effec:i\ el.~ prohibit non-storm \~ater discharges, and
¯ Re2=ze ti~e dischat_-_e of pollutants from storm \rater con~e.x ance s.\ stems to the .Ma\imun~ E’<tent Practicable

The Standard Urban Storm \Vater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the
municipal storm water program to address storm water pollution from new Development and
Redevelopment by the private sector. This SUSMP contains a list of the minimum required Bes~
.Xlana~enaent Practices (BMPs) that must be used for a designated project. Additional B.XlPs
may be required b\ ordinance or code adopted by the Pemaittee and applied generally or on
case by case basis. This SUSMP applies to projects that are Priority Projects (Discretionary
Projects’l as defined by the NPDES Permit. The Permittees are required to use this SUSMP
develop their own cit\’wide SUSMP. Developers must incorporate appropriate SUS.
requirements into their project plans. Each Permittee will approve an Urban Storm Water
.Mitigation Plan as part of the development process and prior to issuing building and grading?_
permits for the projects Covered by the SUSMP requirements.

Discretionary projects, that fall into one of seven categories are identified in the NPDES Permi~..
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as requirin~ SUS.~IPs. These categqries are:

Sin__le-Fanul.x Hillside Residences
100.000 Squ-~re Foo~ Commercial De~ elopments
Au~omot~ e Repair Shops
Retail Gasoline Outlets
Restaurants
Home Subclivisions with >10 housing units"

’* (Note: this category is two separate categories in the NPDES Permit)

The Regional Board Executive Officer has designated two additional categories subject to
SL’S.\IP requirements. These categories are:

Location acljacent to or dischar=ing to an environmentall.~ sensitix e area. and
Pa.-kmz Io: 5.000 square feet or more or \~ith 25 or more parking spaces and potentially exposed to storm \~ ater

DEFINITIONS
.... Greater thafi ~>1 9 unit home subdivision" means an)- subdivision being developed for 10 or
more I 0 singlc-lamil.x or n~uhi-familv dwelling units.                "

"l(i0.000 Square Foot Commercial Developnient’" means Developments based on total
m~permeable area. includinfi parkin,_, areas, as opposed to lot size or buildinn footprint.

"Retail G~soline Outlet" means a lhcility primarily engaged in selling gasoline and lubricatinn
oils. These establishments frequently sell other.merchandise, such as tires, batteries, and.
atttomobile parts. Frequently. these establishments also perfom~ minor automotive repair ‘‘‘‘ork.
Gasoline statiol~s combined with other activities, sttch as grocer.v stores, convenience stores, or
,tar xxash facilities, are classified according to the primary activit\.

’liiilside’" means property located in an area with known erosive soil conditions. ,,,,here the
development contemplates grading on an,, natural slope and where grading contemplates cut or
fill slopes.

’..\u;onaotixe Repair Shop" means a facility that is categorized in any one of the followinc
Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codes: 5013: 5014, 5541. 7532-7534. or 7536-7539.
Exceptions do apply for SIC codes 5013. 5014. and 554.1. For SIC code 501~ if the business
has no outside storage of an\ recycled oil or other hazardous substances, it is no~ included. For
SIC code 5014. if the business does not (ngage in an.,," repair v,ork, it is not included. For SIC
code.. 1. ifthe business does not engage in any onsite r~pair work. it is not included.

"’Restaurant" means a facility that sells prepared foods and drinks for consumption, includin_e_
stationar\ lttnch counters and refreshment stands"~;~lling wepared foods and drink~ for_immediate
consunaption. (SIC code 5812)
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¯ "Parking 1_o,5" means land area or facility for the parking of commercial or business or private       .-.~-~,
minor x chicles.

¯ Environmemallx Sensitive Area" means an area designated as an Area of Special Biological
Significance by the State Water Resources Control Board or an area designated as a Significam
Natural Area b\ the California Resources A,,encv or an area designated as an area of Ecoloeical
Significance b\ the County of Los Angeles.

"Bes~ .Management Practice (BMP)’" means any program, iechnology, process, siting criteria.
operatie::al methods or measures, or engineered systems, which \vhen implemented prevent.
control, remove, or reduce pollulion.

Source Comrol B.~IP" means any schedules of activities, prohibitions of practices, maimena,ace
procedures., managerial practices or operalional practices lhat aim Io prevenl slornl \xater
pollution by redt,cing tlae potential for contamination at the.source ofpoilmion.

’Trcam3em Control BXIP’" means an\ engineered system designed to remove pollutants
simple gravity seuling of particulate pollutanls, filtration, biological uptake, media adsorption or
an\ other ph.~ sical, biological, or chemical process.

"5lrUClu:al B.MP’" means any structural facility designed and constructed Io mitigate the adverse
imracts of storm .water and urban runoff pollution (e.g. canopy, structural enclosure). The

-- " cs~e,.:orv ms~: include both treatmeni i50fltr61 B.MP~aiidsource c0n{rol B.MPs. - ...........

"Treatment" means the application of engineered systems that use physical, chemical.
biological processes to remove pollutants. Sui:h processes include, but are no~ limited
l’~hra’.ion. ,=’ra\’itv settling., media adsorption, biodegradalion, biological uptake, chemical
oxida’..ion and UV radiaiion,     ~ .....

"’i:::qi::.,::on" means the downward entry of \\afar into the surface of the soil.

’Directl~ Connected Impervious Area (DCIA)’" means the area covered by pavement, building
and mher in~per\ious surfaces which drain directly into the stoma drain without first flowing
across pervious areas (e.g. lawns).

’Nexx Development" means land disturbing activities: structural development, including
coes’,ruction or installation of a building or structure, creation of impervious surfaces" and land
subdivision.

Redevelopment" means, on an already developed site. the creation or addition of impervious
surfaces: the expansion of a building footprint or addition or replacement of a structure:
structural developmenl including an increase in.gross floor area andt or exterior.construction or
,emodeline: replacemenl of impervious surface that is nol pan of a routine maintenai{ce activity:
land distt,rbing activities related with structural or in~perxious surfaces.



’Discretionary ~oject’"
. . ..- . means a project which requires the exercise of ittde_ement or deliberation

\\hen the public agency or public ~ody decides toapprove or disapprove a particular activfly, as
distin,_’uished from situations where the public agency or body merely has to detemaine whether
there has been conformity with applicable statutes, ordinances, or regulations.

CONFLICTS WITH LOCAL PIL4,CTICES
\Vhere provisions of the SUS.MP requirements conflict with established local codes . (e.g..
specific language of signage used on storm drain stenciling), the Pem~ittee may continue the

o
local practice and modify the SUS.MPs contained herein to be consistent with the code. except
where those practices would defeat or circumvent the intent of the SUSMP requirements.

S[SMP I’RO\’ISIONS APPLICABLE TO ALL CATEGORIES

REQUIREMENTS

1. PEAK STORM WATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

Post-deve’.opment peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall not exceed estimated pre-
dc\elopn;cm ie\els for developments where an increased peak storm xvmer discharee rate may
rest, h in a foreseeable increased potential for do\vnstream erosion.

2. CONSERVE NATURAL AREAS

If app!icable, the following items are required and must be itnplemented in the site layout durine
the subdivision design and approval process., consistent with applicable General Plan and Local
Area Plata policies:                            -                                        "

¯ Ex er3. et’fon shall be made to concentrate or cluster development on pbrtions of a site while lea\ in_-_, the
remain!n~: land in a natural undisturbed con&tion.

¯ Lmai: c!earm,_’ and grading of native \egelation at a sile to the minimun~ amount needed to build lots. allo\~
acted.-7 a:;d pro\ide fire protection.

¯ .Maximize trees and other vegetation at each ,;ire by planting additional vegetation, clusterine tree areas, and
promoting Ihe use of native and or drought tolerant plants. Wherever practical, promote natura~ \ egetation b~
u.-ing parking lot islands and other landscaped areas.

¯ Preser\e riparian areas and wetlands.

3. MINIMIZE STORM WATER POLLUTANTS OF CONCERN

Storm water runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease, suspended solids.
metals, gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens Io the "stormwater conveyance system. Thc
de\’elopment must be designed so as to minimize, to the maximun~ extent practicable . the
imroducfion of pollutants of concern that may result in significant impacts, eenerated from si~e
runoff of directly connected impe~ious area~ (D~IA). to the storm water conveyance system as
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approved by the buildine official. P.ollutants of concern, as defined by the Pemfit. consist of any
pollutants that exhibit one or more of the following characteristics: current loadings or historic
deposits of the pollutant are impacting the beneficial uses of a receiving .water. elevated levels of
the pollutant are found in sediments of a receiving water and’or ha:re the potential to
bioaccumulate in organisms therein, or the detectable inputs of the pollutant are at a level high
enough to be considered potentially toxic to humans and:or flora and fauna.

In meeting this specific requirement. "minimization of the pollutants of concern’" will require the
incorporation of a BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of
pollutant loadings in that runoff to the Maximum Extent Practicable. Those BMPs best suited
for that purpose are those listed in the California Storm ll’ater Best Management Practices
Htmdbook.~: Caltrans Storm ll’~tter QualiO- Handbook: Planning and Design Staff Guide:
.lhmuul.fi," Siot’m ll’tttet" .llanagement in ll’ashington State: The .llar)’land Stormu’ater Design
.~.hn:mtl: FIm’itkt Dcrelopment .\lcmttol." .q Guide to Sottt~d Land trod If’trier .l/cmagemet~t: and
Gtfidtmce .~,~ec’~6ing .lhmagentent .\leastwes for Sources o.[ .\’o~q~oint Pollution in Coaxttd
!:’,,cr.~ L’SEPA Report No. EPA-g40-B-92-002. as "~ljkely to have significant impact"
bcnel’ici::i to \rater quality for targeted pollutants that are of concern at the site in question..

" Examples of B.MPs that can be used for minimizing the introduction of pollutants of concern
’ genereted from-site runoffare identified in Table 2. Any BMP not specifically approved by the

R%’io:::~!. Board in Resolution No. 99-03. "’Appro\ing Best Management Practices for Municipal
Storm Water and Urban Runoff Programs in Los Angeles Counly". for development planning
minx- bc uscd if they have been recommended in one of the above references.

PROTECT SLOPES AND CHANNELS

If apl, lic~!-le, project plans must include B.MPs consistent \\ith local codes and ordinances to
decrees." .:he potential of slopes and ’or channels from eroding and impacting storm water runoff:

¯ Co.-’i’,;:’, r~::’,Ol’l" salel.x from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.
¯ S::.~-..:ze i-ermanem channel crossings.
¯ \’e~em:e slopes x~ ilh native or drough~ toleram vegetation.
¯ I::::::I~ c::e:-._=.x dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of nexv storm drains, culverts, conduits, or channels tha~

ez:er unlined channels in accordance \vith applicable specifications to minimize erosion, vcith the approval of
~1i :_’.-",cies \~ ith .iurisdiction. e.g.. the U.S. Arm3 Corps of Engineers and the California Department of Fish
z~::d Ga::;:

5. PROVIDE STORM DIL.klN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SIGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly" visible source controls that are Lvpically placed directly adjacent
to storm drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of
improper materials into the storm\rater con\’ey’al]~e system. Graphical icons, either illustrating
anti-dunaping symbols or images of receiving x\-ater fauna, are effective supplements ib the anti-
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¯ All storm drain i~ets and catch basins ,~ ithin lhc project area must be stenciled with prohibitive lan~ua~_e (such
as: "’~0 DLMP~G - DRAINS TO OCE~%-’) and or ~phical icons Io di~coura-~ illegal dumping. -

¯ Si~n~ a~ prohibili~ lan~ua~ and or’~raphical icons discoura~in~ illegal dumpin~ mus~ b~ posted al pubh~

Q~.
~cces~ ~oin:s a~ong channels and creeks ~vilhin the projecl area.

¯ Le~ibili~) of s~encil~ and signs mus~ be maintained.

6. PROPERLY DESIGN OUTDOOR MATERIAL STO1L-kGE AREAS

Outdoor material storage areas refer to storage areas or storage facilities solely for tile storage of
materials.
Improper storage of materials outdoors may provide an opportunity for toxic compounds, oil and
grease, heavy metals, nutrients, suspended solids, and other pollutants to enter the stoml\\ater
conveyance system. \Vhere proposed project plans include outdoor areas for storage of materials
that may conuibu~e pollutanls Io the stomawater �on\evance system, llle following strnctural
B.MPs are required: ......

¯ Areas ~: !:fr¢ materials are to be stored mus! be: [ I ) placed in an encJosure such as. but not hmiled to. a cabinet.
s!:e~. ~,r similar structure that pre\ents contact with runoff or spillage to the storm water con\ e.x ance s.x stem: or
~21 pro:coted b.~ secondaD containment struclures such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impen’ious 1o contain leaks and spills.
¯ \\ here feasible, ti~e slorage area should have a roof or awning to minimize collection of stormwater within the

.~econd3r3 containmenl area.

7. PROPERLY DESIGN TRASH STORAGE AREAS

A trash sR~ra~e area refers to an area where a trash receptacle or receptacles are located for use as
a repository for solid wastes.                    ..                                       .
Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm
drain in;ms, channels, and or creeks. All Irash container areas must meet the following structural
B.~IP requirements:

¯ Tr2:!. cor,:ainer areas mus: haxe drainage front adjoining roofs and paxement dix ened around the area(s)
¯ Tras!: cenlainer areas must be screened or walled to pre\’¢nl off-site transport of trash.

S. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper mainlenance is one of lhe mosl common reasons why water quality controls will not
l\,nction as designed or which may cause lhe system to fail entirely. II is imponanl to consider
who will be responsible for maintenance ofa pe~anent BMP, and what equipmem is required ~o
perform tl~e maimenance properly. As pa~ of projec~ rex~ew, if a project applicam has included.
or is required to include. ~reamaent control BMPs in pr~ect plans, tlae Permiuee shall require
that the applicant provide verification of maintenance provisions fl~rough such means as may be
approprime, including, but not limited to leght-agreements, covenants. CEQA mitigation
requirements and or Conditional Use Permits.
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For all pref, erties, this verification will include the developer’s signed statement, as pan of its
project application, accepting responsibility for all structural B.MP maintenance until the time the
proper:3 is transferred and. where applicable, a signed agreement from the public entit\- assumine
responsibility for structural BMP maintenance. This transfer of property must have’condition’~
requirin= the recipient to assume responsibility for maintenance of an.-," treatment control BMPs
to be included in the sales or leage agreement for that property, and will be the owner’s
responsibility. For residential properties where the treatment control BMPs are located \vithin a
common area which will be maintained by a homeowner’s association, laneuaee_ . regarding the
responsibility for maintenance must be included in the projects conditions, covenants and
restrictions (CC&R’s). Printed educational materials will be required to accompany the first
deed transfer to l~ighlight the existence of the requirement and to provide information on what
storm\rater management facilities are present, signs that maintenance is needed, how the
necessary maintenance can be performed, and assistance that the Permittee can provide. It will
also encoura.,4e the transfer of this information with subseqt.~ent sale of the property.

If treatmcnt control B.MPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be the
o

responsibili’,y of the developer until the\ are accepted for transfer by the County or other
appropriate public agency. Treatment control BMPs proposed for transfer must meet design
standards adopted by the public entity for the BMP installed and should be approved by tl~e
Cou::ix t,r o:her appropriate public aeencv prior to its installation.

9. DESIGN STANDARDS FOR TREATMENT CONTROL B.MPS

Treatment control BMPs selected for use at any project covered by this SUSMP shall meet the
design standards of this Section unless specifically exempted.

Po~-c,~:~s:ruction Treatment Control B.MPs shall be desio.9.ned to:

.-\ mitieate ~infiltrate or treat) storm water runoff from either:

I each runoff event up to and including the 85’~" percentile 24-hour runoff event determined as the
m.a\imized capture storm water volume for the area. from the formula recommended in I._rbat~ RtmoH

(._)u.:.:a.r .11,~m~gement. II "EF 3 lanual of Practice No 23: ASCE ,~ lanual of Practice .Vo S-. (1998). or

2 ~he ,.olume of annual runoff based on unit basin storage water quality volume, to achieve 85 percent or
more ’, olume treatment b.v lhe method recommended in California Storm~t’ater Best 3[a~agement
Pro,’t ices Handboo~ - h~dustrial" Commercial. (1993), or

3.dae ~,olume of runoff produced from each and every-storm event up to and including 0.’75 inch of
rainfall, prior to its discharge to a storm water ¢on\’eyance system, or

z. the \ olume of runoff produced from each and.eve~ storm event up to and includine a historical-record
based reference 24-hour rainfall criterion for "’ti’eatment’" (0_75 inch average for the Los Angeles CounD
areal that achieves approximatel.~ the same reduction in pollutant loads achieved b\ the 85:’ percentile
24-hour runoff e~ ent.

R0072905
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AND

[3. control peak flo\\ discharge to provide stream channel and o\er bank flood protectio,~, based
on flo~ design criteria selected by the local agency.

The area of roofing surfaces may be excluded from the total area for calculation of rainfall or
runoff \olun~e to be treated provided:

a. the roofing materials will not be a source of pollutants of concern in storm \rater. and

b. storm water from lhe roofing surfaces is diverted directly to a storm \valet conveyance
~VSI~21"I’I. ,311d

c. roof based exhaust systems, vents, filters, and air pollution control devices \viii not
!,resent a significant source ofpollulants of concern in stoma water, and

d. the storm water conxeyance system does not directly or indirectly discharge to a natural
s=rcam o." unlined channel or channel se=ment scheduled for restoration.

Exclu.~ions

Restaurants. \vhere the l.~nd area for development or rede\elopment is less than 5.000 square
feet. ~rc excluded from the requirements oflhis Section.

I0. PROVISIONS APPLICABLE TO INDIVIDUAL PRIORITYPROJECT
CATEGORI ES

A. li~0.0~m SQUARE FOOT COMMERCIAL DEVELOP),IENTS

I. PROPERLY DESIGN LOADING/UNLOADING DOCK AREAS

l_oadin,.: unloading dock areas have the potential for material spills to be quickly, transported to
the s~orm ~va~er conveyance system. To minimize this potential, the following desio_n criteria are
required:

¯ Co~er Ioadin~ dock areas or design drainage to minimize run-on and runoff of storm \rater.
¯ Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks-(truck ~ells) are prohibited
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2. PROPERLY DESIGN REPAIR/MAINTENANCE BAYS

Oil and grease, sohents, car battery acid. coolant and gasoline from the repairmaintenance bays
can negatively impact storm water if allowed to come into contact with storm water runoff.
Thcrefo.t~._._de ,2_sign_plans for repair bays must include_the fol.l~gd ..... . ......

Repair maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a \va.v that doesn’t allo~ stom~ ~atcr runon or
COlllaCl \t. i111 slorm waler runoff.

¯ Design a repair maintenance ba3 drainage system to capture all washwater, leaks and spills. Connect drains to a
sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the repair’maintenance bays to the storm drain system is
prohibited If required by local jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit.

3. PROPERLY DESIGN VEHICLE/EQUIPMENT WASH AREAS

Vehicle equipment washing steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease.
sol\en’,.~. I’hospha~es. and suspended solids Io the storm water conveyance system. To alleviate
this r’roblem, consider inchtdin.~ in the project plans an area for \vaslaing steam cleanin,=, o1
\ehicles and equipment. If such an area is included in the site design, it must meet the following:

¯ Tins area must be self-contained, cox ered. equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment facilit.~, and properl)

I. PROPERLY DESIGN EQUIPMENT/ACCESSORY WASH AREAS

t k.’-;J.,;,,r equipment accessory \vaslaing:steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil
and grease, sol\ents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the storm water conveyance system.
To ail;’x late this problem, include in the project plans an area for the washing’steam cleaning of
eq::!7::::::: a::d accessories. This area must meet the following:

¯ Tius are~ n:ust be self-contained, equipped with a grease trap. and properl.v connected to a sanitary sewer.
¯ If this ~ash area is to be located outdoors, it must be covered, paved, have secondarx containment, and be

connected to lhe sanitarx se\xer.

C. RETAIL GASOLINE OUTLETS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN FUELING AREA

Fueling. areas have the potential to contribute oil.and crease, solvents, car battery acid. coolant
and gasoline to the storm \\ater conveyance system. The project plans must include the

R0072907
Page 10 o! 17



l’ollowin,_’ B.N I P~/~

¯ Fuel d~spensin~
din:~n~ion~ mu~t b~ ~qual ~o or ~r~a~r fl~an ~h~ ar~a within ~h~ ~rad~ br~k. lh~ canop~ mu~ no~ drain omo
~l~e fuel disp~nsin~ ar~a. and th~ canop} dolt nspou~s mus~ b~ fouled to preterit drainage across Ih~ fuelinc ar~a

¯ Furl disp~nsin~ areas must
and lh~ u~ of asphal~ concrete shall b~ prohibited.
The fuel ~sp~nsi~-area must haw a 2% Io 4% slop~ m prevent ponding, and must b~ s~parat~d from the r~st
oflh~ site by a grad~ break Ihal pr~v~nl~ run-on ofslo~ water Io Ih~ e~t~nl practicabl~.

¯ At a minimum, th~ concrete ~u¢l dispensing ar~a must e~l~nd 6.~ f~I (2.0 m~ters) from Ih~ comer of ~ach fu~l
dispenser, or the length at ~hich lh~ ho~e and no~le ass~mbl} ma} be operated plus I foot (0.3 m~t~r).
whichever is

D. AUTO.MOTIVE REPAIR SHOPS .........................

I. PROPERLY DESIGN FL’-ELING AREA

Fueling areas ha\e lhe potential to contribute oil and grease, solvents, car batter, acid. coolant

and gasoline to the storm \~ater conveyance system. Therefore. design plans, which include
fueling areas, must contain lhe following:

¯ Fuel cl,.spensin,2_ areas should be co\ ered ~ ith an o~erhanging roof structure or canopy. The cover’s minimum
.,~- dime:~.tions mu.~’, be equa! to or greater Ihan the area \~ ithin lh¢ grade break. The co\ er must not drain onto the
~.~- o fuel dispensino. area and the downspouts must be routed to pre\ent drainage across the fuelin~ area.

¯ Fue; dispensing areas must be paved ~ ith portland cement concrete (or equivalent smooth impervious surfaceL
and t~’,e u.~e of aslNmh concrete shall_be prohibited

¯ Tl:e fuel dispensing area mUSl ha\e a 2’~o to 4°0 slope to prexenl ponding, and must be separated from the rest
of the $it¢ b.~ a grade break that prevents run-on of storm water.

¯ At a minimum, the concrete fuel dispensing area must extend 6.5 feet (2.0 meters) from the comer of each ft~el
di.~pe:a.~er, or the len~.th at \~hich the hose and nozzle assembl.~ ma.~ be operated plus I foot (0.3 meter).
\~ hic!.-.~,x er is less ....

2. PROPERLY DESIGN REPAIR/MAINTENANCE BAYS

Oil and grease, solvents, car batter,, acid. coolant and gasoline from the repair ~maintenance ba\s
can negali\e]y impact storm water if allowed to come into contact with storm water rtmofl’.
]herel\~re. design plans for repair bays must include the following:

¯ Repair maintenance ba.~ s must be indoors or designed in such a \vax thai doesn’t allo\~ storm ~ ater run-on or
conlact \~ ith SIOITll water runoff.

¯ DeKg~ a repair maintenance bay drainage system to capture all washwater, leaks and spills Connect drains to a
sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the repair’maintenance bays to the stoma drain system is
prohibited. If required b3 local jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial Waste Discharge Pemfit.
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3. PROPERLV DESIGN VEHICLE/EQUIPMENT \VASH AREAS

Vehicle’equipment washing’steam cleaning has the potential to contribute nietals, oil and grease.
soh’ems, phosphates, and suspended solids to the stoma water conveyance system. To alleviate
tiffs problem, consider including in fl~e project plans an area for washing�steam cleaning of
vehicles and equipment. If such an area is included in the site design, it must mee~ the following:

This area must be self-contained, covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment facilit.~, and properl.~
connected to a sanitaD se~ er or to a permitted disposal facilit.v.

4. PROPERLY DESIGN LOADING/UNLOADING DOCK AREAS

Loading unloadin,.:, dock areas have flae potential for material spills to be quickly transported ~o
~he storm xvmer con\ eyance system. To minimize this potential, the following design criteria are
reqnired                                               "

¯ Cox er Ioa2ing dock areas or design drainage to minimize run-on and n,noffof storm *~ater.
¯ Direc~ connections to s~orm drains from depressed Ioadin~ docks Uruck ~ells) are prohibiled

E. PARNING LOTS

I. PROI’ERLY DESIGN PARKING AREA

Parking lms contain pollutants such as heavy metals, oil and grease, and polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons ,l~a~ deposi~ on ~hese surfaces from motor vehicle ~raffic. These pollu~ams are
directl) mmsponed ~o surface waters.

¯ R;~:..~ ~::’.~’r\ ious land cox erage of parking areas
¯ .:: ......... :.:::,. II belore il ~eaches storm drain system.
¯ ~ :c.- ~ .i::e.’-T be f..,re ,t reaches stom~ drain s.~ stem

2. I’ROI’EI~,LY DESIGN TO LIMIT OIL AND PERFORM MAINTENANCE

Parking Io~s may accumulate oil. grease, and water insoluble hydrocarbons Iron: \chicle
dripi’i:~__’s and engine sx stem leaks.

¯ Treat to remove oil and petroleum hydrocarbons at parking lots that are heavily used (e.g. fast food outlets, lots
\~ ith 25 or more parking spaces, sports evcm parking lots. shopping malls, grocery stores, discount warehouse
$lores )

¯ Ensnre adequate operation and mainlenance of Irea~men~ s) s~ems pamcularl3 sludge and oil removal, and
sx stem fouline and plugging prevention comrol "

R0072909
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11. \VAIVER

A Permittee may. through adoplion of an ordinance or code inc incorporating the treatment
requirements of !!~e_..S__U.S~!P- .Pr_°s!d__e_ for..a wai\ier_.fr_0~_a_a._t_he requireme_nt if impracticability for a
specific propert.v can be established. Recognized situations of impracticability include
extreme limitations of space for treatment on a redevelopment project. (ii) unfavorable or
unstable soil conditions at a site to attempt infiltration, and (iii) risk of ground water
contamination because an underground source of drinking water is less than 10 feet from the soil
surface. Any other justification for impracticability must be separately approved by the Regional
Board Executive Officer before it becomes recognized and effective. A waiver granted to any
development or redevelopment project may be revoked by the Regional Board Executive Officer
for cause and with proper notice upon petition.

I Ia w.’,,iver is granted for impra~ii~Ca~ili~~ihe Permittee must require the project proponent to
transfcr the savings in cost. as detemained by the Permittee. to a storm waler mitigation fund to
be used to promote regional or ahemati\e solutions for ~torm water pollution in the storm
watershed and operated by a public agenc.~ or a non-profit entity.

12. I.I.~IITATION ON USE OF INFILTRATION BMPS

Three factors significantly influence the potential for storm water to contaminate ground \rater.
Thcv are (i~ pollutant mobility. (ii} pollutant abundance in storm water. (’iii) and soluble fraction
of pollutant. The risk of contamination of ground\\~terma3~-be-reduced b.~pretreatmenl of storm- ......
xx ater. A discussion of limitations and guidance for infiltration practices is contained in. Potemial
(.Jtolttl~l~tttlt’r (’OttltttHitl~ttiotl .~’Ol~! It~letHiot~tl and .\on-lnlemiot~al Slol’mwotet ltlf!llr~tliO~L
R,’port .Vo. EPA 600 R-94"051. I_’SEPA 119941.

In ad,2’:,::,on, the distance of the groundwater table from the infiltration BMP ma\ also be a factor
~c~crl’l’~i!2i:~.~ lhC risk of contamination. A \rater table distance separation of ten feet depth in
(?_!il~r.~,!2 ?:esun~pti\ely poses negligible risk for storm \rater not associated with industrial
actixit’, or high vehicular traffic.

Infiltration B.klPs are not recommended for areas of industrial acti\itv or areas subject to hi_-__h
\ehicu!?.r traffic (25.000 or greater average daily traffic (ADT) on main road\ray or 15,000 or
more AD-I on an\ intersecting roadway) unless appropriate pretreatment is provided to ensure
croundx~ a’.er is protected and the infihration BMP is not rendered ineffective by overload.

13. ALTERNATIVE CERTIFICATION FOR STORM WATER TREATMENT
MITIGATION .....

A Permittee may elect to accept a signed certification that the plan meets the criteria established
herein and that the plan preparer has undergone training on designing B.MPs to meet the
nun~.crical mitigation criteria, in lieu of conducting detailed BMP re\iew to verifv"treatment
control BXIP adequac.~. The training must have been conducted b\ an organization \vith storm

R0072910
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water BMP design expertise (e.._-_..-a University. American Society of Civil Engineers. American
$ocicLv of Landscape Architects. or the California Water En\iro,mlent Association) \vith the      ~-".
training and curriculum accepted by the Regional Board Executive Officer. For the certification
to be valid, trainin_P_ must ha\e been received not more than two years prior to the signature date
on the plan.
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SUGGESTED:RESOURCES HO\V TO GET A COPY

Start at the Source ( 1999} b3 Ba.~ Area Stormwater Ba.~ Area Storm~ater Mana._.ement Agencies
\lanagement A~encies Association Association

210 ! Webster Street
Detailed discussion ofpe~eable pavements and Suite 500
ahernati~ e dri~ e*~ a) designs presented. Oakland. CA

� 10-286-1255

Design of Storm~ ater Filtering Systems (1996~ b.~ Center for Watershed Protection
Richard A. Cla.xtor and Thomas R. Schuler $3ql Main Street

Ellicott City. MD 2 I
Presents detailed engineering guidance on ten different    -110-161-$323
~lorm:: 2:~r l~l:.~rin~ S} Slems.

Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Center for Watershed Protection
Dc~ elopmcnt Rules in Your CommuniD (1998) 8391 Main .Street

Ellicon Cit.~. MD 21043
Pre.~cn:~ ,_.:’u~d~::ce for difl’erem model de’,elopment -110-461o$323

Dcsi.o..n Mant,al for L se of Bioretention in Prince George’s Count3
~torm~ a tcr Manz~t-ment ~ IqO31 W~lershed Prolection Branch

q J00 Peppercorn Place. Suite 600
Pre~en~ cmdance for dest~nm~ biore~emion facilities.Lando~er. MD 207S5

Opcra~ion. \laintenance and .Management of \Vzlershed ,Managemenl Institute. Inc.
Storm~ a~cr Munagement t 19971 410 ~ite Oak Dr\ e

Cra~ ford~ ille. FL 32527
Pro~ i~e~ 3 Ihorouch look z: stormu ater practices ~50-926-5310 "
i~:clt:~l~. ~l~nnin~ and desicn considerations.
pro~r2"~m2:~ and regulator3 a~ecls, maintenance

California Storm \\atcr Best .Management PracticesLos Angeles Count.~ Department of Public Works
Handbooks ~ 19931 for Construction Acti\it.~, Cashiers Office
\l~nicip21. and Induslrial Comn~ercial 900 S. Fremont Avenue

Alhambra, CA 91803
Presents a descrip:ion of a large variety of structural and 626--158-6959
L--’ood housek,:.:pin__ BMPs.
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TABLE 1 (Continued)

SUGGESTED RESOURCES HOW TO GET A COPY

Second Nazure: Adapting LA’s Landscape. for Tree People
Sustainable Living ( 1999} b.v Tree People 12601 Mullholland Drive

Beverly Hills. CA 90210
D~tailed discussion of BMP designs presented to It I g-753-4600 (?)
conser\ e ~ mer. improve ~valer qualit}, and achieve
flood protection ................
Florida Dc~ elopmenl Manuah A Guide to Sound Florida Depanmem of the Environmenl 2600 Blairs~one
Land and ~Va~cr Managemen~ (1988 Road. Mail Station 3570

Tallahasse¢. FL 32399 g50-921-9472

Presents d~ai’,cd-~ u idanc~ ~OF desi~ i~.~MPs ..................

Slnrm~ aler Mana gemenl in Washinglon Sla~e Depanme~ of Primine
( I c~,)~) ~ VoWs I - ~ S~a~e of Washington Depanmem of Ecolo~

P.O. Box
Prep�ms d¢~a~l¢~ ~uidanc¢ on BMP dtsi~n for n¢~ OI}mpia. WA
d:’~ ¢lopm¢n; an~ construction. 360-a0T-~529

,_~ \lar~ land Slurm~ :uer Design .Manual ~ 19991 Ma~ land Department of the Environment
2500 Br0enin~- Hiehwa~

........... Presems cui,:lance for desi~nin~ storm \rater BMPs~ - " Baldmore. MD 21224
410-631-3000

C, uidance Specif.~ ing Management .Measures for National Technical lnfonnadon Service U.S.
Sources of Xonpoint Pollution in Coastal \Valers Department of Commerce
, _ ¯ 4 "~ "~ _ Springfie!d. VA 22161~’~’’: RcFe::No EPA-S 0-_B;.9_-O0_. : ..... ._._ -

1100-553-6847
Pro’. ~&’, an o~er~ ie~ of. plannin~ and design
.t-..> _..:..,:3.~. F:O,=:rammatic and re~ulator.~ aspecls.
m3::-:c::.:... ¯ ,,:.,~,Jeralions. and costs_

Cahrans Storm \\’azer Quality Handbook: PlanningCalifornia Department of Transpor~adon
and Dc~i~n Staff Guide (Best Managemenl PracticesP.O. Box 942~74
I taed books, l qgS) Sacramento. CA 94274-0001

916-653-2975
r."c:::.: =:~&:’~:e l’or desio_n of storm water BMPs



_TABLE 2: Example Best .Management Practices (B.MPs)
The follox~i%’ are examples of B.MPs that can be used for minimizing the introduction of
pollutants of concern that may result in significant impacts, generated from Jsite runoff to the
storm \\ater conveyance s.vstem. (See Table 1: SuGgested Resources for additional sources of
inl\mnadon ):                    ..

Pro\ ide reduced \~ idth sidex~ alks and incorporate landscaped buffer areas betx~een sidex~alks and streets.
Ho~ e\ er. side~ alk widths must still complS with regulations ~or lhe Americans x~ id~ Disabilities Ac~ and other
life safet~ requirements.
Design residential streets for the minimum required paxement widths needed to comply with all zoning and
appliceble ordinances to support traxel lanes: on-street parking: emergency, maintenance, and sen’ice vehicle
access: si~e~ alks: and vegetated open dhannels.
Co:::p~3 ~ i~l~ all zoning and applicable ordinances to minimize the number of residential street cul-de-sacs and
incer?o:a:e landscaped areas Io reduce d~eir imperx ious cox er. The radius of cul-de-sacs should be the
minimum required to accommodate emergenc3 and mainlenance ~ehicles. Ahernalixe lurnarounds should be
considered
L~e ~ermcable materials for pri~ale side~alks, drive~a3s, parking Iols. or interior road~a3 surfaces
h~ b: ~: io:5. ~arkin~ ~ro~es. pem~eable overflo~ parking, etc.}.
Ese o~en 5F3c~ de~ e~opmenl lhat incorporates smaller Ioi sizes,
Reduce buildin~ density.
Com?ly ~ith all zonin~ and applicable ordinances to reduce o~erall lot imperviousness b3 promotin~
ahen~:.: ~ c dr~ ~ ax surfaces and shared drk e~ a3 s lh~l connect two or more homes logether.
Ce:~;-~ ~ i~l~ all zoning and applicable ordinances to reduce the overall imperviousness associated with parkin~
lots l-~ pro~ idin~ compact car spaces, minimizin~ slall dinaensions, inco~oratipg efficient parking lanes, and
usi:~ ~er~ iotls materials in spillo~ er parkin~ areas.
D.~Cl rOOl~Op rtmoff to pervious areas such as 3ards. open channels, or ~e~etated areas, and a~oid routine
roo~’~O~ Itmol’l’lO lhd rOaJ~x or lhe sIorlll ~alercon~e3ance
ke,:c~:ed s~ales ~nd stops
E ,te;;6c6 dr~ detention basins
I:~filtratio,~ basin
h;I~ :,::2~ion trenches

0:’: kk 2:or separators

Ce::::=:.~as flo~ deflection separation s3slems
S~o~:~ drain insen~

BioreIention facilit~

Cistern~

Foundal,on planting
Calch basra screens
Normal 1~o~ storage separalion s}slems
Clarifiers

Fihration s3 slems
Primar~ ~asie waterlreatmenl S}Sltms
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STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLANS

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED
AND RESPONSE

The comments received on the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigatio~ Plans
(SUSMPs) and Regional Board staff response is divided into two sections. The first
sections, lists main issues and staff response in detail. The second section summarizes
all significant comments received by the Board on SUSMP before December 6. 1999.
and the staff response including any actions taken to address the comment.

A. MAIN ISSUES AND RESPONSE

1 Comment:The Regional Board lacks regulatory discretion to establish a numerical
mit,gation measure for storm water treatment.

Response: The municipal storm water permit for L’~s Angeles County and Cities
reqj!res that SUSMPs achieve specific objectives which include to (i) minimize adverse
impacts to natural communities: (ii) maximize infiltration to the extent practicable: (iii)
m=nim:ze parking lot pollution: (iv) provide for appropriate controls to reduce storm water
po~lu~aqt loads.’ Staff interprets this provision of the permit, underlying federal law. and
t,he statutory standard of Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP) as requiring SUSMPs to
incorporate numerical mitigation measures for development planning projects in order to
achieve compliance with water quality standards. Without a numerical mitigation
measure, developers will select no treatment BMPs because there will be no BMP sizing
9u:deline Board Resolution No. 99-03 which states that "The Permittees shall select and
requ.:~ ~mplementation of the most effective BMPs ..... "will then be without effect.-"

The 1987 Clean Water Act amendments give USEPA and States considerable discretion
on es:abhshing provisions for implementation in storm water programs.-~ Further. interim
USEPA policy guidelines on BMPs for storm water programs explains that the permitting
a.::".or,:v can require more specific conditions or limitations to meet water quality

’.. as:e D’:scharge Requiremenls for Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges within the County
=’ _’_ .’- -" n.~eles (Board Order No. 96-054: NPDES No. CAS614001) Part 2. III.A.2)

~ r’.e ,-~e_o,ona~ Board adopted Resolution No. 99-03 approving BMPs for Develo;~ment Planning and
-~ ~ ¯ £:-~F-ment Construction on April 22. 1999.

33 U S C Section 1342(p)(B)(iii). "require controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum
~ ~’:5"~’- p;act=cable, including management pract=ces, control techniques and systems, design and
eng:qeering methods, and such other provisions as the Admimstrator or lhe State determines appropriate
for the control of pollutants."

Comments Received and Response
R0072916December 7. 1999 Page l of 8
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\_. standards where adequate info.rmation exists." In addition, courts accord administrative
agencies a hioh degree of deference in the areas of law they regulate.:

2. Comment: Anti-degradation policy prohibits new construction when water quality is
a!ready impaired.

Response: The municipal storm water permit in agreement with federal storm water
regulations requires contr.ols on new development to reduce storm water pollution. There
is no prohibition on new construction.

3. Comment: The numerical mitigation criteria mandates the capture of storm water
which will require expensive land acquisition cost.

Response: The numerical mitigation measure defines the definite volume of storm water
that must be treated for water quality benefits. Treatment is the application of any
physical, biological, or chemical method that can be used to remove pollutants in storm
water. Providing storage volume for the runoff or capture is one form of treatment. It is.
not ma.~datory and other options may be considered s.uch as reducing impervious .cover
a~,d 7.:cmoting infiltration.

4 Comment: The proposed numerical mitigation measure is not based on science and
is an arbitrarily agreed to number in settlement of a lawsuit.

Response: The proposed numerical measures are technically defensible. The measures
i are based on the principle that most rainfall events are in the smaller range and higher
~-- rainfall runoff producing events are less frequent. Designing storm water treatment

controls for the smaller events will reduce storm water pollutant loads significantly while
optimizing BMP costs. The primary numerical method to determine BMP design criteria
is the maximized water quality treatment volume method recommended by the American
Society of C=vil Engineers (ASCE). The 0.75-inch rainfall event method happens to be
also the one that was agreed to in a lawsuit settlement agreement between the NRDC
aqd t~.-= County of Los Angeles: The four methods proposed as choices are equivalent
va-i~,’-..:s and in a technical comparison were in agreement to within 10% of one another.
It is h’.2hly probable that parties that settle a litigation select a numerical criterion that is
reasc~s~,e and factual.

5. Comment The numerical mitigation measure will require implementation of BMPs
that ~ave not been proven to be effective in the region.

Response: The proposed numerical mitigation measure defines the quantity ofstorm
water (volume) that has to be treated to remove pollutants. This criterion does not in
anyway describe the effectiveness of BMPs to be used. The effectiveness of any
particular BMP is dependent on design parameters and the range for its applications.
Physica! geography has little influence on the-effectiveness of BMPs while proper

= 61 Fed Register 43761. *The inlerim permitting approach use~ besl managemenl practices in first-round
s:rom water permits, and expanded or belier-tailored BMPs in subsequent permits, where necessary, to
prowde for the altainment of water quality standards. In cases where adequate information ex=sts to
develop more specific conditions or hmitat=ons to me.e! water quality standards, these conddions or

" hm=ta’.:c’~s are to be incorporated into storm water permits, as necessary and appropriate " - "

See e 9 Chevron USA v Natural Res Def Council. (1984) 467 U.S 837

Commen~.s Received and Response
December 7. 1999 Page 2 of 8
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maintenance,is a big factor. Information on BMP effectiveness can be found in research
reports and r~ational BMP databases¯ The numerical mitiaation measure in combination
with the effectiveness of a BMPdetermines the overall annual load of pollutant that can
be removed.

6 Comment: The post-construction treatment BMPs will require costly maintenance

Response: Treatment BMPs do require proper maintenance and maintenance costs are
BMP specific. Poor or non-existent maintenance will result in an ineffective BMP.
Information on BMP maintenance costs can be obtained from national databases and
reports. See references in the Record of Decision. A cursory review indicates that
maintenance costs are reasonable.

7. Comment: The Regional Board did not perform an economic analysis required by
State and Federal law.

Response: The implementation of a federal regulation does not require separate
economic analysis. A relative quantitative comparison performed with similar criteria for
sto:m water management or flood control, sedimeqt removal from construction¯
combined animal feedlot operations, and State of V~ashington water quality criteria
indicate3 that the numerical mitigation criteria would cost about three to ten times less.
In addition, staff performed BMP cost calculations for an actual site in Los Angeles in the
process of development and determined that the mitigation criteria cost is less than 0.5
p_=rcen: o; the project cost.

8 Comment The Regional Board did not provide adequate public notices to interested
parties

Response: Regional Board action was not contemplated at the September Regional
Board meeting and thus no public notice was necessary. Nevertheless, Board staff
prowded a 30-day public notice and mailed a copy to all parties on file. Staff was unable
to ve-:fy the claim by some that they did not receive copies of the public notice or provide
as explanation. Staff will again provide 30 day-notice of the proposed action on the
SUSMPs scheduled by the Regional Board for January 6, 2000.

B. SUMMARY OF ALL SIGNIFICANT COMMENTS AND RESPONSE

COMMENTER COMMENT I RESPONSE i ACTION
1 Conduct f~rst a quant=tahve The categories are ges|gnated

Ge-.e’2" review of the basis of designation Ihe permit and were selected based No act,on
C;*.~ :: LDs An~’~S ~eslern of sele~ed ~tegor~s as prior~y- on risk sour~s gala coreD,led in necessa~-
S:~:e~ ~:’~:eum AssoC,a::~n planning prole~s, lhe fl~1 le~ of perm~

~mple~ntahon
Los Ce~r.:Cs C~anne! Task Force 2 Ptov=de level play=rig f~ld for Four meth~s of dete~=mng the I Fou~ e~u,s-a~enl

unincorporated and in~orated m~igation measure are prowded to

~ methods m:ludea

c~e$ w~h=n ~ County ensure some flexibil=ty
~thods are equivalent See ROD criteria m SUSMP

I

Commen|s Received and Response
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COMMENTER i CQMMENT , RESPONSE ACTION

COy,ha. Dla~. {;nO Bar. Downey Cahforn;a re.~ui:e numerical cr,ter,a have controls on new developmenl No ac:,cn
HJn:,ng:cn P=’k. Industry. for runoff, m~=oahon :ancl reclevetopment that wl!l reduce
I.’:.:r~-a".e. Lake.’:ood. La t.laa~a, i - I pollutants to tl-,e MEP The USEPA

.Lo--...:a Lyrt=;-oo~ Maywoocl. I = has ~en;=f=ed the lack o; speofic
f.’,on:ebe:l" Paramount. Norwalk I ; cr~.er,:= aS a ~e!,c,ency =n its Report :
Rar.:n~ Pa::s Ve;oes. Santa Fe I , to Congress ON Phase II

SCAG i ~ Prov,oe the oppoflun=ty for the ! May be cons~ereO by Boar0 in a I Wdt sug_=es:i development of regional BMPs Resolution I rotates; toI
. rnstead of se.e b~,’ se, e requirements I

I                               Re~,ona! Boa;�l

SCAG i 5 Make the numenca! m~t,gal=on i Fecleral laws and regulations NO act,on
I measure voluntary pdot program forI require that controls on new necessary
I the tirst two years ~ ~evelopment and redevelo;)ment
~ I be enforceable

S=-:~ f.’...~’~,ca ¯ 6 Mo;e s;ucl,es not necessary to I We agree that there e~Sls No act,on
es*.abhsh m.l,ga:;.-,n criteria and ; SUff.=cient tnformabon to es*.abhsn necessary
e;-a=ua:e BMPs !                     numencal mil=gation entered and to

Ides,an BMP for opt,’num
performance and effe-..t,veness

C:.-’:a D:a--..=n~ Ba;. Downey. " an un.=~noe~ manclate . program =s no! an unfunoe’J necessa~-
H_-: o=-:.--. P=°k I--.~:s:-’3" . ma.’-,zla:e as described ,n the State "
I°.-. ~3-= ~ La<e~:oo:l. La t.’hra~.a ,I const~ut=on See memo from lega~ i

L;:.",:e:e:::) Paramour,: Norwalk ; i I
Ra’~:~o Pa:os Ve;�les Santa Fe ~

Be ’.::.e- C:a;e.-T..e;~: Co-~..-...e:ce E N;.~..-:-.:=. m,:;_.aa:,on measure ,s . D,sagree Our ~ev~ew of io.-aloa;a Refere=:es
C;;"’--a D:a-.:-.: Ba" D=w~e) no: t:ase: cn sa:n~ sc,ence := ancl implementation prog:a..’~s
== -" -__-;on Pa’~. I.’.:ustry i states such as WA. FL. ancl MD clocumen!s
l::;:’~"=~e LakewC.o: La f.’l-:a~a ’ inc!,cates that the approach to prov=deO =n the
Lc."-.,.:~- L.~-.; Be=:=. Les A-;ales. : es:abl,sh,ng numerical rn~,ga:,on SUSI~.P A
LyK:;OO~. t.la~-woocl Mo.’.tebel~o. I measure =s scientd’~c ancl b=bho~raphy
P~-’~’~..eu~,t No.’wa!k. Ranche Palos ; reasonable The me:hocks have refere’~ces
V=.:r-es. S~--:a C;a~:a Sa~:a Fe i also been enclorsed by na:.onal
S-’:-:=. ._ V=’.non. Wh.~:,er BIA ~ sconce ariel.engineer,ha ,
E,~3 Net. Ha;" Lan0 an~ Fa:m=ng : assoc,a:=ons . m the R.OD
LC-.3 B~:.’. Cna’~ber of

Ee ~ :,:Er Ce.’;,::s C:are’..cnt g Trea~men’, controls w, II be S~.e cond~=ons will dete;mlne whal j VVa:ve:
C:----_=’:e C:v,na D:arnoncl Bat. reclu,red irrespechve of s~,ng BMPs are appropriate A p;ov=s~on

I    has been ,n-’-luoe3D;.;-~- H~;~n;:cn Pa,k Inz~;’stry. ta~ors lirn,~=ng apphcahon for waiver =s prov=�led where in the SUSMP

~:~,’.a -. Rat:F.o Pa~os vetoes

C’..".-= l:~.~-a’.e. La L~;a::la ~ 10 Prov,clesu,ff~oentt,rne(or S:affwdlma,lancle-rr.a~Icop~esto ~ S;aff. w,~lma=l
Lcm:~ N~,’.’a!k. Wr..~t,er

i Counol oI Governments to review
SCAG tot d,str=bubon to COGs¯

I       public no:,ce o;i and comment propose~ a_~:c~. to
SCAG an: COGs

C~-’:.:as D;~monc~ Bat 11 Develooers will move to budcl =n Trte rail=gabon measure
counhes w~thout numerical recu=rement tot new development

!     necessa’3-
m,hga!=on measures is basecl on lecleral law O:.~er

Regional Boards a~e hkety to
0evelop ancl evaluate COrnphance
using similar Criteria "the USEPA
cons=0ers the absence of ~umeflCal
storm water BMP des=an c,ter=a
new 0evelopmen! a clehc~ency
See USEPA Phase II Fma’ Rule I

Comments Rece,vecl and Response
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P~ ~l::~rr=~v...M,.,~,..y.r~ , COMMENT : RESPONSE i ACTION-
B-~L:.O~*.et Cerrt.os C~a~,e..-~nt. I 12. Bt,’IPs v,.;;; reGu,re cos11y IUf~3mtena~ce o.~ BMPs ~
C~er~e Cow~ O;a~ ~ar. ~ maintenance ~ slra:eg~es to s~o~

¯ ~ No
¯ necessa-yD~me~. H~nt~ngton Pa~. Ind=st~.

!
~n~enance actwmes are

Ir~.- r.~$te L~kewoo~. LI M~a~a. d~sc~sed ~n USEPA s Phase II
Lcm :a Lo~$ B~ach L~o~.

I
F~nal Rule

G~endora.. Norwalk R~o Palos
Verdes Sa~:a Fe
Tru~a,v ana Asso~es. k~g I
Beach ~h~ber o~ C~e ~
~sa. C~a:emonL EAC I             13 Pedorm cost benef~ ana~ys~s I The ~lemental~on of fe0era~ law No

Jl II d~S n01 require a separate ~st

necessa~
~nef~ ana~is. RelatNe cost
~ar~0ns and BMP ~st                          ;
~t~ ~do~d indite that
the cost of the m~igation ~ure
~ reasonab~ for the water qualdy

I ~nefds ~ w," bnn~

Ce~ex H¢~S Dese¢ Pa~ne~s. 14 SUSMP is stnngent enough Wdhout the numerical m~:~a:,on No
~.: EP.:..¢~ FORLIA Eng~er~ng w~houl me numerical m~ga~,on measure me SUSMP does not necessa-y
Contra:~o~s Assoc~a~,on. Gteystone meas=re prowde aOeQua~e gu~ance on
H:~es J~n L~;ng Ho~s M~d- Oes,gn cmena for BMPs Thus no
c::.es Esc,¢w JTL New ~ Land Irea~nt BMPs or BMPs
z-: F~-~.,~ New UCan West. ~adequately s~ed may be se~cleQ
P~:e E-~--ee~,~; Pa:~c bay wdh no benef4 tO water QuaHy The
~:~es Pa:;~;¢ So~s Eng,~ermg. USEPA ~n Ihe preamble :o Phase II
Dav~0 Pla:ek Psomas Ramseyer. F~na~ Rule makes Ihe same
Ras~usses Shea Homes S~and. obse~at,on
Spa:hem Cahforma Comta~ors.
SGJ:he?n Cal~ornia Ready
Co=:~e:e Assoc. So~h ~ce
C¢-~ SJnCal Co. Taylsor
VJC:¢’=~; . 7et~a Te~h Va~ Tdburg

Hexes Wesle~n Pa:~:c Housing

7~:’~=~2~ 15 Eslabl:sh for all mumc~ahl~es m The ~roposed enteric DrowSe for Crder,a ~s
h~: :~e Bay American ~ans ~ County the 0 75-~nch md~ga:~on the treat~nt of 0 75 inch Or apphcab~ ~o all
C~a~n Fr~n~s of Ine ~ Rwer. measure or s~mila: crderia for eCu~valem volume of runoff from MS� pe~ees
t~=~C K_:¢ an~ Dan~s Fusion deve!opmen~ planmng currently ~n new development for al~ a:eas of ~ co~n:y
F ~s $2n:6 Momca BayKee~er. effe~ for the umnco~oraled areas ~ County wdh~n the Iur~sd~eOn of
~;:~n~ We:;ands Foun0ation. th~ Regional Board
A~H~ H & K Inleriors. Kmsella &
Ass:: ~:ss AKERS

£~ S~,:e~ (13 member). Sha~
He~ the Bar A~er~can Oceans 16 Requ,re SUSMPs for The {equ~remem ~s ~nclu~e¢ for the Tins ca:e~c-) has
C~:~ F~r, Cs cf the ~ R,ver. development in env~ronmentally City of Long Beach but was not one been a~¢e3 Ic the

sensdive areas of the pnordy ~legor~s $pecd~lly SUSMP
~enbfie~ m lhe ~ County MS4

"-: ~ :*e E~,- A,’net::an Oceans 17 Re~u,re mmgahon of runoff i Th,s ~s not one of the pnor,ty 7h~s Ca:e_.-.:°.~ r.as
Cam;.a ~’~ FhenOs 0f t~e ~ R~ver. horn parking lots separately ~n each    categones spec~h~lly Idenld~eO m been a~:eo I~ :~e

SUSMP the ~ Counly MS4 permd SUSMP
Commeroal calegor~$
included have indicated that they
~re no different th~n pa~ing lots In
addition, lhe Coastal Commission
has oh~n consumed lhe Board for
ap~roo~al~ BMPs anO crder~a

I
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\"~’ COMMENTER COMMENT RESPONSE ACTION
I’~;R.Z)~ ~.= A;;. t" SUSt.I? re.~u,re.-...e.-.: A B:.:P c~e:..;,s: =s a~rea=y re.~u~e: Two cate.::*,es

I:’ca:’y ra:~er t.",a n I,m~I I: to seven for other p:l=rCy projects have Dee~ a:oe~ :
ca:e~or,es ] Expande~g the SUSMP reou~.ement Ic~:lo~s ,n

¯ may be ap~rc~r=a;e once TMDLs
! have been al;ocate:~ and other sens~.~ve a’.ezs

’ ’ s.on4~cant sources need to be a~ park,.-.;;

C:::":~. :’ V-=’~:u°2 a": c,:tes 19 I--.:’ude an ar, ema!;ve me’.~e... An eQu.’va:en: vcR.,metnc me:ho:l =s " Eight f.-.’e
based on volumetric and f:ow which provKled based on annual volume I treatment of

¯ uses cap:~:e o," annual runoff and capture Flow rate co.’t:rols are left

i    annual runcff

’ IF peak flow rate control to the judgement of the local volume =s provvle~
I agency as an equ.vale~t

I ! .mitigation c-te;la
Heai tr.e ~a~ Ame:=car. Oceans ¯ 20. DeSne k::ls,de 0evelopment and : Wdl prov~e a general def=~;~=on I Defined =nt " SUSMPC:.~.--~-._.--. Fr.e.-._~s c.,~ the LA Rwe~; not defer def.-.:::e.-. IG the local !

’ mun~=,oal~!y
Hea’ :~_= Sa~ A,~=.:;:a,~ O:ea’~s 21 A,~;~:y re"u,;emen:s for re:a:~ I Th=s ~s not one 0l the pr~or~,y - NO
Caw..;; _:- F- -’-:s cf =.’.e LA R~ver gaso!,~e o::.:e:s to any fa:d,ty With ! ca;egories sPe--d.=cally ~ent=f,e: m : necessary

z fue~:-~.; c:s;eeser , the LA County f.tS4 pe.’m=t
Exoansion o.~ the apphcalmi~,y may
be a;;~opnate once TMDLs have

. ~:ee’: allOCate.., an:~ other
""~ sources need to be contt0!:ed

.’.9~:~ -:~- Ga:~.~ F~sr’.’.~-:e: 7,2 Re.’~-re--er:;:;m;..’:ra:~o~w~ll Risks lor ground water i Ase~,:~ls
(~_~ :~ A_:--:~=;). pro~:’..= cat-.ways f:" grounc:wa:er contaminabOn exist unOer certainI     =ncluded in the

a~c s3~! cc~.:a .~:~a~,on s,tuat,ons These are iOent.-fied m a " SUSt,~P Oescr,~,ng
report by the USEPA (19.¢3) Pro- the hm:~a::¢ns of
treatment of storm water wdl reduce : mfdtra;:.~.~ BIAPs
such rtsks The soil acts as a
na:ura~ filter an0 self regenerates

...... ccn:~=: BMPs in add~.,.on :o ’ ne:ess~’y
struCtural BMPs and treatment
ccn:rol BMPs

L~- : T= -- ; - .z ~ee,,~__-" 2" P’:. :.= cos _--~ s .... = .....s Expe.-’: that BMP desl;n R: 2:: :"
f~.: B:.~PS ~-Se: On cr,-:e,’;a soecl:,ca:,o’~ w,ll be deve:ooe: b~,-

the .~.un~c~al~ms based on the i . .
numenca: mr, igatlon measure i i
Inter=m BMP design informabon I J

:~                                    may be obtained from manuals i..... I developed by other states. J ---
Z=.-:~, =:---_~ E~;meer~.-.; -          2~ S;a,=. ~-o;:sa! re.~3:res Capture Storm water capture Is not No ac;;~.~
C:’~:’a:::°s Asset Jo~n La~_o wh~c~ ~S not the same as told:rat:on mandatory The proposal only necessaw
H:--_=S L~-~ To:- E’~_: ",eel:; or tre~-:mem re~res tr~a: a certain Qua~bt)- of
Fate E-; -~" _=" -; Pa:,f;c So~:s storm water be treated v..~:’~ BMPs
E-_~ ~.=-:" -.: Z)av.: P;a:ek to remove poilu:ants m one of
R;-~ss:--_" R~sm.,use~ S,ka~d. severalways
So:.;:!-~°’~ Ca’.;Io:n;a Contra-tors.

Cc-:,e:e Ass:)" Te:,’; Terh.

H.~_S.~; L~ Net.. C~" Pea=o’s Ass
Vemor, L:S An_~eles 26 ReQ,J~re s=mdar crder=a for The re:~u~rements are for new W;H p~o~.:s.= ’.: :’~e

USEPA Phase I Industrial faciltlies 0evelopment in selected Board to
categories Expansion to other in ItS
categories may be considered for that the same
the nexl permit term. Wdl
recommend appkcat=on to
construCtion perm=ts tn the LA
Region covere0 by the .State
General Storm Water permit
construCt=on acbv~ty

B"asr. 27 Fdle{ med,a ,s not an effect,re j O,sagree Fdter med,a are effect,re No

..... i ! BMP i BMPs if properly configure~ See necessa’y
letter to B,ash from RB Execut:ve

{ Off=ce~ 0ate O:! 19 19.c_c
;

Comments Rece,ved and Response R0072921
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COMMENTE~ COMMENT . RESPONSE ACTION
S=".:a C.a °.:= : 25. Prov.-oe citer== ;:; flow I~ase::l Flow base0 co~tro!s w~=c.’, are A s:a:eme-~: .-.as

: baseff con!ro!s .- e,ffe:t,veness reduce ffow " the SUSMP
veloc,t.’es m=n~m:ze downstream

i f:~w cr=ter,a
: eros=on potentml, an0-prevent over ¯ be de:e-~ned by

~ ! bank floochng are left to the the local agency
judgement of the Io"a! agency.

Sar.:a C:~-,:r- - 2.c Lmm=: a;;~h:~:=on of criteria to i The Or=lotion =S applmecl to the whole I No act,on
; a~perv~ous su~a:es : area Cred=t for the peiraeus areas

;    ne:essary
I =i ~s automat=tally considereO through

~ the ~unofl coeff,c~ent Roohng areas I
I

I                                  have been e~clucled for commerc=al I¯
lacilihes

Sa-.:r- C’a’.:a EAC ; 30 Prov=~=. greater fle==bihty m ~ The tour methods Of select=rig the ~ Prov=cle m
app.-’=ca:,on o.~ the rod,gabon criter,a

i    numerical mit,gat=o through criteria
I SUSMP four

, anc~ wa;ver procedures offer equtvalen:
surf.dent flex~h=l~y m ap;~hr..at=on rnethOOS o’

i numencal¯ measure
~¢. A-:e es 31 The numer~.al m¢=gat=on . Fecle~al laws an0 regulabons No act:on

mezsu;e s~oulcl be a gu=dehnes ,! requ=re that controls on new ne:essa’y
and no~ = reau=rement for land I development and redevelooment
development I- be enforceable
32 Set’,=ng a humor=ca’, rn=b~at=on , l’he requ~re.’nen=s unde; a" NPDES No a:t=3-,

L=- "--- measure =s a chscrefmna.’y ac!=cn : perm,t are exemp; from rev,ew
L:s ~.-;e ~s Prov:0e cos’. est,ma;es o: =mpacts i under CEQA Prel,m=na~. coshng

and bene~-’.s an~’, release ; es’.=rnates rod;care that they are
da=~ .’.~-.e~.:a:=c.°, for pubhC cornrnen*.: reasonable
a~.~ roy,e;:- uncle: CFQA
33 I~,en*.~+i tne.regu:at:ri authority, i Regulatory requirement =s touncl at

B=a’~ t’-- es:a~’,sr- the numer,ca~ S:at=.~ory autho,=ty =s at 33 USC No a~.:.:~
m.,::,_-a:.:.-._ measure " 342tp)(B)(,.) See also courts necess=~,

- - - ......... op~nron inDefen0ers-ofW, ldhfe v --I
~ Browner (No 98-71080J (_c- Car.
I 1.~99) and in NRDC v USEPA 955
I F2d 1292 (9" Car 1992)

3~ S~:;:n~; a nume.’=cal m~t’.gabon ~ Tr~e requirements under a.’. NPDES NO act,on
Los "--;.= ~s measure =s a chscret=0nary~aCf=on. I. perm~ are exempt frorn ~ev,ew necessa-y

Prov=0e cos’, eshmates of =rnpacts == under CEOA Prehm=nary cost,rig
=ha benefits and release i est,mates rod=care that the]," are
do"umen:at=on for pubhc comment

I    reasonablea.’td rev=ew under CEOA
2~ Post;one cons,de:at=on A trt,ny-Clay no:,ce on th~s a~,on ND

".’~’=’- ~:’--"-=S I~.=:°:’e~’~ berause of =na:lequate notice has been prey=deal Albany-day necessa.’y
~ -~ : : -=: : - ~’.’SP~.~ no=ace on the September 1999

Board meet,n~; was prov=cled even

Ithough it was not requ=reU for a
Regional Board Information ~ern

,:-:~-:-e-: &ssz:=a:,on. BIA 36 There =s no regulatory I D,sagree. See cleladed explanahon No act=on
requirement that Ihere be a

I           under main issues and response
necessary

numerical measure
~’~,~ 37 Rece,ving water hm~ts and anb- Agree that rod=gabon stan0ar0s a~e No

degraaat:on policies apply seDarate from the numerical necessa~
moepenclently from m~hgation nit,gabon measure The OK=co of
or=lena Ch,ef Counsel confirms II’,at MS4

programs musl meet water quahty
stanOards in a memo dated
October 14. 1999

~;:.~.~ W ::;a’ns & So~enson 38 Prov,Oe broad legal author=ty for I We will mclude legal c=lahons that
i Relevant la;.sthe SUSt,,4P reqwrement are relevant to the iur=Schct:on of the . c~te0 =n t~e

Reg,onal BoarO SUSUIP :~-

~-"-= Y-" ~..S & S:)~’{:nson ~9 Delay SUSMP reQ0,l~ements in I The USEPA has already s.;Dm,::ecl : No a:t,onl,gnl of PL 106.74 reQu,r,ng USEPAI lhe reports to Congress an~ thus "
"II necessary

IO subm~l rePorls Io Congress no delay =$ ,va~ranled

Comments Received and Response
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.. COMMENTER COMMENT =RESPONSE I ACTIO~
S~:r- ;.;:-.c,= E~iKee;~e: ~ New cle~’e;~pmen~ tan be       . O=sa.~tee See oeta~ea ~,lana:,on : No

prohe==:eO under the Fe~era! An:,- ~ under ma,n ~sues and response
~ aegradat~on polt~ ~ ~ 0egrades or I I: adds pol;~ahts to Io~1 wate~ ,

E~C D:~.-~i Lz~-3o= i 41. Prow~e a~hor~y m the Clean I The U.S Supreme Cc== ~as betd
Wa=er A~ to regulate flow to ~         that ~egulat=on of flow to prote~

~      necessa%-~ address water qualzty j ~nef=cial uses is w~hzn the
; a~h0t~y of the C~an Wa:er A~
i PUDNo lv WADe~t cfEco=o~y.
I 511US 700(1994) I

Comments Rece,vecl and Response R0072923
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TENTATIVE
State of California

CALl FORNIA REGIONAL \\’ATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD. LOS ANGELES
REGION

_ Resolution No- xx-_xx

APPROVING THE RECORD FOR
STANDARD URBAN STORM \VATER MITIGATION PLAN

FOR
.MUNICIPAL STORM WATER AND URBAN Rb,~OFF MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS

IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY

\VHEREAS. THE CALIFORNIA REGIONAL \VATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD,
LOS ANGELES REGION FINDS:

I O-, J:.l\ 15.1096. a municipal storm water permi: was issued to the County of Los Aneeles and 85
incorporated cities to control and minm’fize the discharee of polh~tants associated \~ ith-storm ,~ ater and
urba:; rt-’.noff. This permit became Regional Board Ord~er No. 96-054. Waste Dischar,:e Requirements
for _Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges \vithin the County of Los ,,(neeles.

2 O~: June 30. 1999. a municipal storm ~ ater permit was issued to the City of Lone Beach x~ hich
remo\ ed the City of Long Beach from Board Order No. 96-05-I. o,.i\ine the Cit\ of Lone Beach its oxvn
dis:iect Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff NPDE$ permit. Regional Board Ord~er No. 99-060.

a.~le Discharge Requirements for Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharees \~ ithin lhe
City of Long Beach.                                                      -

On August 19. 1999. a state,vide general s:om~ water permit for construction activitx \vas adopted bx
t..’-..c S;ate \rater Resources Control Board (State Board). This permit became State [~oard Order No."
t’)0-0S-D\VQ, and applies to construction projects that disturbs five acres or more or is pan of ~ larger
co::~;:;on plan of sale in the Los Angeles region.

-1_.Man\ of the rivers and streams in Los Angeles County are formally, designated_ as impaired, pursuant
to Section 303 (d) of the federal Water Pollution Control Act. for specific pollutants that are commonly
fou:;d m storm xxater and urban runoff.

5. Storm water runoff carries ~xith it man)" pollutants in varying concentrations that are suspended in. and
or dissolved, in the runoff. The sources of these pollutants include nearly all properties that have been
d~\ eloped since the pollutants originate through the man)" diverse activities of habitation and land use.
Pollutants generated from individual property developments vaD" greatly in the concentration or
loading of each pollutant. Generall.v. the relative contribution of the pollutant from runoff from any
in,i\ idual propen.~ development will represent only a small portion of the entire Ioadine of a water
bod.,, siren the many square miles of land upon which storm water runoffis eenerated -\Vhen the
indi\ idual contributions from tens of thousands of discrete property units are ao_.eregated, the pollutant
loading becomes significant. The resultant pollutant loads results in the impairTn~ent of that water bodx
and the conveyance of pollutants, including sediments, metals, complex organic compounds, oil and
grease, nutrients, and pesticides to the ocean and harbors within Los Angeles Count,,. The Ioadine of
pollutants generated in the Los Angeles area are brine measured throu~ the monit~rino prooram
being conducted by the Los Angeles CounD Department of Public \Vo~ks in conformance x~ ith its
obligations as the Principal Perminee under the Los Angeles Count Municipal Storm \\ater and
Urban Runoff NPDES permit.

Tentative Resolution I of 4 "’
December Z 1999 Draft
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The natur,o of propen.~ use is rela.ted to the t.~ pes and quantities olpolhnants that are transl.oned fr3m
t~;~; p:-o~en> durin~ a rainl~ll e, em.

A~ propen) is developed or rede~eloped. ~he ulilizadon of Bes~ Mana~emenl Practices prox ide an
opponuni!} ~o reduce ihe Ioadin~ of pollmanls ~o waler bodies. This is accomplished b~ ~arious
lechniques and can be passive (source reduclion) or acli~e (irea~men1). As propen) is de~eloped from
und,sturb¢d lands. Ihe projecl can be designed 1o inco~orale slruclural BMPs lhal t~ould normall)- not
be a~ aiinble or practical Io use on property ~hal has been in urban use.

B~IPs are effeclive means ofreducin~ pollu~ams and Irealmem comrol BMPs can be "’desi~ned-imo’" a
projec~ in a cost effeclive wa~- and in a manner 1ha~ is eilher ~nsparem lo or which enhances ~he use
~ hich Ihe prope~ has been pla~ed. Some BMPs encou~e Ihe senin8 aside of areas as a 8reenbeh
allot~ slo~ *tater runofflo flow over areas which are ~eable. thereby allowin8 all or a portion
~he runofflo in~hrale. O1her BMPs can be desisned and buih imo s~ruclures such as caleb basins
inco~ora~e replaceable fihers to absorb oil? wastes or by installing screens to prevent liner from
pz~ing d~rouoh the sx stem and into the ~ ater body.

.Arra) s of ~realment comrol BXIPs ar~ a~ ailabl¢ to d~ ~lop¢rs of both new and redevelopment
properties. The use of BMPs is alr~ad) required b) Ih~ temps oflh¢ Los An#elcs L’ounl} and
B~’~ch ~lun~clpal S~orm ~Va=¢r and L’rban Runoff XPDES p~i[s.

Tn~ 3billb ofan} BMP to be ~ffecti~-� is limited by th~ volume of~va=er that the BMP is exposed to in
a:;:. 3iscre=¢ period of time. A BXIP d~at can onl} b~ effective for a small volume ofsto~ water
runoff i~ inhereml) I~ss �ffecli~-~ than one sized lo accommodate a lar~r volume ofwa~¢r.

S=orm t~azer runofftvill nom~all) conic) a disproponiosate Ioadin# of pollmants in Ih¢ iniual period
runo~; is ;enerated durin# a storm e~ ~nt. Storm events ~ene~tin~ up to 0.75 inches of precipitation.
m~3~urcd ot ~r a 24-hour period, constitute g~ percent of lh¢ total amount of runoff that can be

ru~off ~ ill result in [he application ofa BMP int~r~¢ntion to all but I~% of the tolal ~noffdurin~ a
~, ~’3r. 3nd usu~ll) all ol’th¢ crilical runoff~ha~ occurs in tl~� ~arl) phase of the pr~cipi~a=ion ¢~¢nt.
commonl} r~t~rred to as the "’~rst Flush."

Boil: zhe Los .&n#¢les Count~ (Pan III.A.I .c) and =h~ Lon~ B~ach Municipal Slo~ &Valet and Urban
R~:no;T p~rm=ts contain provisions related [o the adop[ion of S~andard Urban S~o~. ~Vat~r.Miti~ation
P13n~ (SL’SXlPs~ r~quirin# their d¢~~lopmen[ and implemema[ion.

S~:~Z:~rd Lrban Smm~ &Valor Mifi#a~ion Plans are required for a speci£ed set ofdiscr~tionaQ "’Prioritx
Ih~,=~;t~" and the pent, it specificall) idemi~¢s s~ en dislinct categories for ~ hich SUSMPs
required to b~ prepared The pem~it speci6cally slates d~at the seven catesori~s of"Priori[y Projects"
are [i~ n~inimum categories r~quirin~ SUS~tPs.

St3;~dard Urban Stom~ ~Va=~r Mitigation Plans are also required for development or redevelopment of
Parkin; Lots ~.000 square f¢�~ or ~reater and Locations in Environmentall) Sensi=i~ ~ Ar~as. Th~s¢
ca=¢#ories haw been added to advance ~ffons to con~ol sto~ wa=¢r pollution b~yond [1~� minimum in
Los An#~l¢s Counb.

Standard Urban Sto~ Water Mitigation Plans are required to be approved by the Regional Board
Executiv~ Of6c~r follo~ in# which they ar~ to be implemem~d by the Perminees and used by
Pem~itt~es as the minimum criteria for 1h¢ approval of project sp¢ci~c Urban Stom~ ~Vater ktiti~a=ion
Plans and th~ issuance of~radin~ or buildin# p¢~ils to project applicants.

The sl3te~ id¢ #¢neral storm water p~rmit for construction acdvit) requires that S~o~ &&ater Pollution
Pre~ en=ion Plans (Sta~¢ SWPPPs) contain post-c0~s=ruc6on BMPs tha~ t~ill be implemem~d after

Ten,able Resolution 2 of 4
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S.’cdon -:’0-’.lpl ofihe Clean Water Act requires the Administrator of the United States Environmental
Dr, :~:~on A~enc~ or her des~gnal~d a~nl. in this instance. ~he Re~,onal Board. to r~quire as pan of
~h~ ~orm ~a~r program "’comrols Io r~duc~ lhe dischar~ o~pollulams Io lhe maximum
~:2c:~a~e. includin~ mana~em~nl praclic~s, conlrol I¢chniqucs and s~ slem. d~si~n and ~n~in~erin~
m~fl~ods, and such o~her provisions as Ihe Administrator or ih~ Slal~ d¢ie~ines appropriale for the
comrol o~ such pollmanls.’" [USC S~clion 1342 (p)(3XB)].

A rcc~m d~cision of the United Szat~s 9~ Circuil Court o~App~als. Defenders o~ Wildlif~ v. Brown~r
~]999) Cas~ No. 98-71080, provides additional support and clarification of the aulhori~ of
Administrator and the Regional Board io impose additional conlrols on s~o~ water pollmion. The
Court in De~ende~ o~Wildlife v. Browner said ~hal lhe USEPA and lh~ S~a~es have discrelion under
~1~ la~ ~o de[e~ine whal pollmion comrols are appropriate Io achieve compliance.

Pursuam Io ~he requiremenls of Regional Board Order ~o. 96-054. Waste Discharge Requiremems for
~lunicipal Slorm Wa~er and Urban Runoff Discharges within 1h~ Coumy of Los An~l~s. the R~ional
Board E~culi~e O~cer received a pro~sal for S~andard Urban SIo~ Water Mili~mion Plans
su~,miu~3 b~ li~� Principal

L’Von Ih~ r~ ie~ oflh~ Regional Board Execu~ke Officer. lhe Slandard Urban Slo~ ~Vat~r Mitigation
P~an su~mi~l~d I~r lh~ se~en applicable ~a1¢gories was deemed inadequm~. A revised SUSMP
V~o~.osM ~as d~lop~d subsequem lo a discussion oflh~ propo~l’s conc~plual foundation a~ a public
~,:-k:hop h~ld on Au~us~ 10. 1999. This workshop ~as ~11 m~nd~d ~ith over ~0 mumcipal
repres~nzali~ ~s and imer~s~ed parties participating.

~:: Au~usl 16. 1~99. a public nolic~ ~as issued indica~in~ fl~at Ih~ S~andard Urban S~om~ ~Vat~r
Mi~i~mion Plans proposed b~ Ih~ Principal P~itle~ ~ould be augmented b~ ~h~ addidon of
r~L~;~d ~ sp~ci~ in~ numerical design cril~ria for BMP construclion. Th~ ma~t~r ~as nmic~d for
R~’~:~ :;al Board’s S~p~¢mber meelin~ ~o allo~ lhe issue Io b~ discussed before th~ Board ahhou~h no
lo~mal ~c~io~ oflhe R~ional Board itself is r~quir~d for SL’SMF approval.

O:~ September 16. 1999. ~l~e Re~ionnl Board conducted a public h~aring on lhe S~andard Urban S~o~
%Va~e~ Xl~fi~adon Plan proposal as amended by ~h~ Executive Officer_ A~ that hearing. ~he R~iona)
Board Execmive Officer su~gesl~d additional ~im~ ~ould be nec~ssa~ io d~velop a more
comp:ehensi~ e proposal inco~oralin~ ~he commems received a~ ~he public h~arin~.

B=’:~ ##:~ September 16 and December 3. 1999. lh~ Regional Board Executi~ Officer met ~
:meres~ed panics to discuss commems and concerns from interested panics.

~ . S,’..;~=m California Council ofGov~rnm~ms (SCAG) has indicated i~s imer~s~ in ob~inin~
l::._.n~ to pr~par~ a r~ional plan(s) ~o address s~om~ ~a~r polltnion and idemif~ r~ional ~rea~mem
solm~ons for impl~memation.

On December ~. 1999. lhe R~ional Board Ex~cuti~e Officer r~l~ased a r~viscd S~andard Urban S~orm
k~, ,~er Mili~alion Plan documem Io im~resl~d panics.

! HEP.EFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT:

l. The Re,__’ional Board endorses the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan prepared b} the
Reeional Board E×ecuti\’e Officer and noticed to the public on December 7. 1999 and the concepts
therein relatin~ to numerical storm \rater mitigation standards for Best Mana~emem Practices: and

The Rceional Board encourages the Regional Board Executive Ol’ficer to appro\ e tl~ S~andard Lrb.~::
S~orm \kater Mitigation Plan at the earliest oppor~u~it.~ incorporafin~ an.~ specific chan~s
recommended and formally approved b_~ the Regional Board at the January 6. 1999 Board Hearing.

Ter.tati\ e Resolution 3 of,~
December ~. 1999 Draft R0072926
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Tl~e R~ional Board adopL~ th~ approved requirements as provisions applicable to ~h~ SUSMP

Tht Rt~ion31 Board adopts Ihe numerical mitigation slandards for slom~ xvat~r. ~ndors~d h~r~in, as ~h~
mi~;imum d~si~n criteria for r~vi~ of pos~-cons~ruction BMPs in ~1~ Los Anodes R~ion for
co~struclion projecis subject Io co, eraSe under the state s[o~ s~a~er ~eneral p~rmi~ for construction

~. Th~ R~ion31 Board ~ncoura~s lh~ Pem~il~s and all im~r~sl~d panics to x~or~ to~lh~r in a spiril o~
cooperation Io ~ff~cl ih~ implementation of th~ Slandard Urban S~orm ~Val~r Mili~alion Plan a~ lhe
earlie~ posslbl~ dat~. and

The R~ional Board ~ncoora~s th~ ~ffo~s b~ lh~ Southern California Council of Governments and
~:~ Council o~ Gov~mm~n[s (COGs~ to d~ dop r~gional plans.and id~nti~ r~ional solmions to
address s~om) ~a[~r pollution ~rom n~xs d~v~lopm~nt and r~d~x~lopm~nt.

DE~IS A DICKERSOX

R¢~olulion a of 4
"2. 1999 Draft R0072927



STANDARD URBAI~I STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

DEVELOPMENT PLANNING

CHA..____~NGE SHEET (Revis~

Summary

The Change Sheet lists proposed changes to the Final Tentative - Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation
Plan, (December 7, 1999). In general, the proposed changes respond to commenters’ su°~estions on
improving clarity, fort~nat, and imp|ementabi|ity of the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan.

Noteworthy changes include, the addition of a definition for storm event and the requirement of
professional registration for certifying persons under the "Alternative Certification’ option. Two new
references have been added to augment implementation guidance. These are, (i) National Stormwater Best
Management Practices (BMP) Database. Version 1.0. and (ii) Denver Urban Storm Drainage Criteria
A famml. I-’o/ume 3 - Best Managemen! Practices.

In the Change Sheet. cross-reference to pages and paragraphs are for i~e ’Clean Version’ dated December
7.2000. New text added to a sentence is indicated by underline-

Background

I. Page 2 paragraph three, Clarify that a City has to adopt same requirements for the Citywide SUSMP

Sentence changed to read. "’The Pennittees are required ~e requirements set herein in their

own SUSMP.’"

2. Page 2 paragraph 3. Delete reference to Urban Storm Water Mitigation to avoid confusion

Sentence changed to read. "’Each Perntittee \~ ill approx’,: ~ as part of the development

plan approval process ....

3. Page 3 parag,aph 2. Clarify the environmentally sensitive area category.

Sentence changed to read, "Location \v~ithin or directly adjacent to or discharging directl\.._____2 to an
environmentally sensitive area.

4. Page 3 paragraph 2, Make requirement applicable to stand-alone parking lots only

Sentence changed to read, "Commercial stand-alone parking lots 5,000 square feet or more .....

Definitions

5. Order definitions alphabetically

Definitions reordered alpha-nUmerically

~-~ 6. Pao_.e 3. Modify definition of hillsides to add spedificity.

Definition chart°-ed to read. "property located in an area \vith known erosive soil conditions, where the
develOpment contemplates grading on any natural slope that is twenty-five percent or ~reater.’"        ..

R0072928
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7. Page 3, Delete exceptions in the’definition of Automotive Repair Shop

Exceptions deleted, now reads, "Automotive Repair Shop" means a facility that is categorized in any
one of the following Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codes: 5013, 5014.5541, "/532-7534. or
7536-7539."

8. Page 3, Modify definition of 100,000 square foot commercial development for simplicity.

Definition changed to read, "any commercial development that creates at least ! 00,000 square feet of
impermeable area, including parking areas".

9. Page 4, Add references for definition of environmentally sensitive areas

References added for Areas of Special Biological Significance aad Area of Ecological Significance.

10. Page 4- - Ci~ange definition to include a threshold trigger for requirements to apply to Redevelopment

Definition changed to read. "’Redevelopment" means, on an already developed site. the creation or
addition of fift\ percent or more of impervious surfaces or the makin~ of improvements to fifty percent
or more of the existing structure. Redevelopment includes .....

I I. Paee 5.. Change definition for Retail gasoline ontlets to clari~’ ’primarily engaged’.

Definition chaneed to read. ""’Retail Gasoline Outlet" means a facility engaged in selling gasoline and
lubricatine oils. which derives more than fift~ percent of its annual o~ross receipts from the sale of
o.qasoline, lubricatino.q oils tires, batteries, automobile parts and other automotive serx, ices.

I.~. "~ New Definition. Define a storm event

Defined stoma ex,ent to mean. "’a rainfall event thal produces more than 0.1 inch of precipitation and
that. \vhich is separated from the pre\ ious stom~ event by at least 72 hours of dry \vcather.’"

SUSMP Provisions Applicable to All Categories

13. Page 5. paragraph 3. Change sentence for cla,ity

Sentence changed to read. "’....shall not exceed the estimated pre-development rate for developments
\vhere it is reasonabh foreseeable that the increased peak storm water discharge rate will result in
increased potential for do\\nstream erosion."

14. Page 5, paragraph 4, Delete text that makes act dependent on effort

Sentence changed to ,ead. "’Concentrate or cluster Development on portions of a site while leaving the
remaining land in a natural undisturbed condition.*"

i 5. Page 6. paragraph i. Change sentence for clarity

Seqtence changed to read. "’...or the detectable inputs of the pollutant are at a concentrations or loads
considered potentially toxic to humans and:or flora and fauna."

16. Page 6. paragraph 2. Add reference

Added reference. "’Denver Urban Storm Drainage Criteria Mamml. l’olume 3 - Best .~hma~ement
Practices"
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I 7. Page 6, paragraph 3, Add text to enable BMP combination alternative

Added text to read, "’However, it is possible that a combination of BMPs not so designated, may in a
particular circumstance, be better suited to maximize the reduction ofthe pollutants".

I g. Page 6, paragraph 4, Delete text that is tentative

Text deleted to read, "Project plans must include BMPs consistent .....

19. Page 6, paragraph 4, Add text to promote use of natural drainage systems

Add text to read, "’Utilize natural drainage systems to the maximum extent practicable"

19. Page 6, paragraph 4. Add text to minimize flow to natural drainage systems

Text added to read. "Control or reduce or eliminate flow to natural drainage systems to the maxinmm
extent practicable"

20. Page 7. paragraph 2. Change sentence for clarity

Sentence changed to read. "’Materials with the potential to co’ntaminate storm water must be: (I) placed
in an enclosure...’"

2 t Page 7. paragraph 3, Add text to exclude single family residences

Sentence added to read. "" Individual single family residences are exempt from these requirements"

22. Page 8. paragraph I. Change text for clarity

Text changed to read. "’The transfer of property to a private or public owner must have conditions. ""

23. Page 8. paragraph 1. Add text to require maintenance inspection and record.

Sentence added to read. "’The condition of transfer ma.,, include a provision that the property o\vner
conduct maintenance inspection of all treatment control BMPs at least once a ,,,,ear and retain proof of
inspection."

24. Page 8. paragraph 3. Delete text for clarity

Text deleted. -.~.,~t,,,,.., ru::efC-e;e:lt up te end                          ,,,-,~,,,=;"~t’"~;~"". Now reads. "’the ~_ percenttte 24-hour iUllOff
event ....

25. Page 8. paragraph 3. Correct based on revised chart treatment volume from 85 percent to 80 percent.

Text changed to read. "to achieve 80 percent or more \’olume treatment .....

26. Page 8, paragraph 3, Change text for clarity

Sentence changed to read. "’....runoffproduced from a 0.75 inch stonu event, prior.

27. Page 8. paragraph 3. Change text for clarity

Sentence chano_ed to read¯ "’....volume of runoff produced from a historical-record based reference 24-
hour ra n at  cri,er oo .... "                                      ..



28. Page 9, pta~agraph 2. Change text to offer partial credit for roofing surfaces diversion

Sentence changed to read, "A proportional area of roofing surface may be excluded..."

29. Page 9, paragraph 2, Change text for clarity.

Sentence changed to read, "storm water conveyance system does not directly discharge to a natural
stream or channel segment scheduled for restoration".

30. Page 9, paragraph 3, Change text to clarify exemption from numerical standard only¯

Sentence changed to read, "’Restaurants, where the land area for development or redevelopment is less
than 5,000 square feet, are excluded from the _numerical BMP desi~,n standard requirement.

Provisions Applicable to Individual Priority Projects

31. Page 10, paragraph 2, and Page 12, paragraph !, Change text to eliminate mandatory cover.

Sentence change to read. "" ..area must be self-contained and.’o._~r covered, equipped with a clarifier ....

32. Page 12. paragraph 3. Change text for clarity.

Text n~odified to read. "’....h.vdrocarbons that are deposited on parking lot surfaces b.v motor vehicles"

33. Page 12. paragraph 3. Add in~roducto~’ text.

Sentence added to read. "’To minimize the offsite transport of pollutants, the following design criteria
are required".

Waiver

34. Page 13. paragraph 1. Add lext for clarity

Text added to read. "’....because an existine or poiential underground source of drinking water...’"

35. Page 13. paragraph 1. Change text tO clarif.v that Per,nittee is petitioner.

Sentence modified to read. "’An.v other justification for impracticability ,lxust be separatel.v petitioned
by the Permittee and approved.. ""

Alternative Certification

36. Page 13, paragraph I, Change sentences to require professional registration and recommend training
verification.

Se,~tences added to read "...accept a signed certification from a Civil En°.qineer or a Licensed Architect
registered in the Sta~e of California, that the plan meets the criteria." And. "’The Permiuee is
encouraged to verify that cenifyin~ person(s) have been trained on BMP desien for \rater quali~v, no~
more than l\vo years prior to lhe sio_.nfiture date."

Suggesled Resources

37. Page 15, Add reference BMP database and on-line Texas Non-point Source Book

Reference added, "’National Stormwater Best Management Practices (BMP) Database, Ver~i0n 1.0’"
and "Texas No,~-Poi,at Source Book".

lanuam. 25. 2000                             zl                               R0072931
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February 23, 2000

VIA FACSIMILE AND
FIRST CLASS MAIL

Mr. Dennis A. Dickerson
Executive Officer
California Regional
Water Quality Control Board
320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Re: Waste Discharge Requirements And NPDES Permit For Municipal
Storm Water And Urban Run Off Discharges In The County Of Los
Angeles (Order No. 96-054, NPDES No. CAS 614001) - Petition To State
Board For Action Taken By Regional Board On January 26, 2000 "

Dear Mr. Dickerson:

In connection with the upcoming filing of a Petition to the State Water Resources Control
Board concerning the actions of the Regional Board and its Executive Officer on January 26,
2000, and their failure to act on the Permittees’ SUSMP, as well as their failure to act in
accordance with the Administrative Review Process under Order No. 96-054, the Clean Water
Act, and the Porter-Cologne Act, this office is in the process of preparing a Petition to the State       -
Water Resources Control Board.

Pursuant to Title 23 of the California Code of Regulations, Section 2050, please have the
Regional Board’s Record on this matter prepared, including a copy of the tape recording of the
Regional Board’s hearing on January 26, 2000, as well as a copy of the Reporter’s transcript.

In addition, pursuant to the regulations and in furtherance of the Petition to the State
Board, please have a list of persons that are known to the Regional Board to have an interest in
the subject matter of this Petition prepared, and have copies of such list forwarded to this office
and the State Board, as well as all Petitioners.     ’~                                --

R0072932
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IP~(...JTAN
&TUCKER, ! - "-

~ M r. Dennis A: Dickerson
February 23, 2000
Page 2

Thank you for your assistance in this matter, and please do not hesitate to contact me
should you have any questions.

Sincerely,

RUTAN & TUCKER

Richard MonteVideo
RM:hd

2271065121-0061
,93~s.o, ao2,23,oo R0072933



1 PROOF OF SERVICE BY OVERNIGHT DELIVERY

3 STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) SS.:

4 COUNTY OF ORANGE )

I am employed in the County of Orange, State of California. I am over the age of 18 and
6 not a party to the within action. My business address is 611 Anton Boulevard, Fourteenth Floor,

Costa Mesa, California 92626-1950.
7

On February 24. 2000, I served on interested parties in said action the within:
8

PETITION FOR REVIEW OF JANUARY 26, 2000 ACTION OF THE
9 CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, LOS ANGELES

REGION, AND ACTIONS AND FAILURES TO ACT BY IT AND ITS EXECUTIVE
10 OFFICER, DENNIS DICKERSON, PURSUANT TO ORDER NO. 96-054 (NPDES NO.

CAS614001)
11

I deposited !n a box or other facility regularly maintained by Overnight Express, an express
12 service career, or delivered to a courier or driver authorized by said express service carrier

to receive documents, a tree copy of the foregoing document in sealed envelopes or
13 packages designated by the express service carrier, addressed as stated below, with fees for

overnight delivery paid or provided for.
14

Dennis A. Dickerson
15 Executive Officer

California Regional Water Quality Control Board
16 320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200

Los Angeles, CA 90013
17

Executed on February 24, 2000, at Costa Mesa, California.
18

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the
19 foregoing is true and correct.

20

21 Linda Cauble
(Type or print name) (Signature)

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

R0072934
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Direc! Dial: (714)662-4639
E-mail: tgaltagher@rutan.com

May 19, 2000

VI!A FACSIMILE AND
FIRST CLASS MAIL

Ms. Parvaneh Khayat
Storm Water Division
State Water Resources Control Board
Los Angeles Region
320 W. 4th St., Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013

Re: Administrative Record for Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan

Dear Ms. Khayat:

You may recall that I recently inspected the Administrative Record pertaining to the
Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan at the Regional Board’s office. Our further review
of the Administrative Record has revealed it is missing some items. The missing items are in
Volume 8, identified as numbers 20 and 59. (A copy of the index is enclosed with the

¯
highlighted items.) We would appreclate you sending us copies of the two missing documents as
soon as possible given the May 31, 2000 filing deadline set by the State Board.

Thank you for your assistance.

Very truly yours,

RUTAN & TUCKER, LLP

Terence J. Gallagher
TJG:jb
cc: Elizabeth Jennings, Esq.,

State Water Resources Control Board

o~,o~1-ooo8                                                                                    R0072935
80658.01 a05 19,00



Administrative Record: SWRCB/OCC Files A-1280, A-1280(a), A-1280 (b)

VOLUME 08

Doc. No. Item Date Documents
1 01/13/00 ~,bTech
2 12/23/99 AIR LIQUIDE
3 11/30/99 AKERS Entertainment Marketing
4 01/24/00 Ann Romano Associates
5 09/16/99 Apartment Association California Southern Cities, Inc.
6 12/28/99 ASCE- Los Angeles Section
7 01/24/00 B & E Engineers
8 01/25/00 BIA

9 01/21/00 BIA

10 01/21/00 BIA SUSMP Proposal with Change Sheet

11 01/14/00 BIA
12 01/12/00 BIA
13 12/23/99 BIA
14 12/13/99 B1A
15 09/15/99 BIA
16 09/08/99 BIA
17 09/09/99 Brash Industries
18 01/25/00 California Apartment Association, California Building Industry

Association, California Business Property Association,
California Chamber of Commerce, California Manufacturers
Association, California Restaurant Association

19 01/14/00 California Restaurant Association
20 01/25/00 Cabrillo Economic Development Corporation
21 01/14/00 California Environmental Associates
22 12/16/99 California Environmental Associates
23 12/15/99 California Public Interest Research Group
24 01/05/00 CDS TECHNOLOGIES, INC.
25 09/15/99 Centex Homes
26 09/15/99 Centex Homes
27 01/20/00 Citation Homes
28 01/25/00 Daly & Associates
29 01/24/00 Del Webb’s Sun City Palm Desert
30 09/13/99 Desert Partners, Inc.
31 01/24/00 DeVere Anderson Enterprises
32 01/19/00 Executive Advisory Committee Version of SUSMP

33 12/22/99 Executive Advisory Committee
34 12/16/99 Executive Advisory Committee
35 08/31/99 Executive Advisory Committee Letter with Final Tentative

SUSMP (12/07/99)
36 09/14/99 Engineering Contractors: Association
37 01/24/00 First American Title Company
38 09/14/99 FORMA
39 01/26/00 Greystone Homes
40 09/15/99 Greystone Homes
41 09/15/99 Greystone Homes

05102100
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42 10/22/99 H, O& K Inc.
43 01/24100 Harvey Stienberg, AICP
44 01/15/00 John L. Hunter and Associates, Inc.
45 01/10/00 Cruz/Krovetz: IDEAS
46 01/05/00 JBI Process Equipment
47 01/25/00 JCC Homes
48 09/15/99 JTL Development Corporation
49 01/25/00 Justice & Associates
50 01/2400 Kaufman Broad
51 01/20/00 John LaingHomes
52 09/15/99 John Laing Homes
53 09/13/99 John Laing Homes
54 01/24/00 LANTEX
55 09/15/99 Land Tech Engineers
56 01/18/00 Legacy Partners
57 01/24/00 Lennar Communities
58 12/06/99 Liberty Hill Foundation
59 10/14/99 Long Beach Area Chamber of Commerce
60 01/20/00 Los Angeles County Board of REALESTATE
61 01/18/00 Malibu Bay Company
62 01/21/00 MIA LEHRER & Associates, Landscape Architecture
63 09/13/99 Mid-Cities Escrow
64 01/14/00 New Hall Land
65 12/13/99 New Hall Land
66 09/08/99 New Hall Land
67 09/16/99 New Urban West, Inc.
68 09/14/99 Pace Engineering, Inc.
69 01/24/00 Pacific Bay Homes
70 09/14/99 Pacific Bay Horaes
71 09/14/99 Pacific Bay Homes
72 01/24/00 Pacific Soils Engineering, Inc.
73 09/15/99 Pacific Soils Engineering, Inc.
74 09/15/99 Pacific Soils Engineering, Inc.
75 01/20/00 PardeeConstruction Company
76 01/21/00 Playa Vista
77 09/14/99 David B. Piacek, P.E.
7 ~ 09/14/99 Ramseyer and Associates, Inc.
78 09/13/99 James S. Rasmussen
79 Rex B. Link & Associates
80 01/24/00 Rottman Froman Communities
81 12/22/99 Rutan & Tucker
82 01/25/00 Shea Homes
83 01/24/00 Shea Homes
84 09/13/99 Shea Homes
5 09114/99 SIKAND Engineering, Planning, Surveying
86 09/13/99 SIKAND Engineering, Planning, Surveying
87 01/20/00 Southern California Contractors Association, Inc.
88 01/24/00 Southern California Ready Mixed Concrete Association
89 09/15/99 Southern California Ready Mixed Concrete Association
90 09/13/99 South Place Corporation
91 01/12/00 Stainless Industrial Companies
92 01/24/00 SunCal Companies
93 01/21/00 SunCal Companies
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1 RUTAN & TUCKER LLP
RICHARD MONTEVIDEO (BAR NO. 116051)

2 TERENCE J. GALLAGHER (BAR NO. 192341)
611 Anton Boulevard, Fourteenth Floor

3 Costa Mesa, California 92626-1950 ~; ~-:-.
Telephone: 714-641-5100

4 Facsimile: 714-546-9035

5 Attorneys for Petitioners

6 --’~_-_:

7 ~"--~ ¯

8 PETITION BEFORE THE

<9 STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

10

11 THE CITIES OF BELLFLOWER, BELL Case No.
GARDENS, BURBANK, CERRITOS,

12 COMMERCE, COMPTON, DIAMOND BAR, PETITIONERS’ SUMMARY OF
DOWNEY, HAWAIIAN GARDENS, ARGUMENTS AND REPLY TO

13 HUNTINGTON PARK, INDUSTRY, OPPOSITIONS FILED BY RESPONDENTS
IRWINDALE, LA CANADA-FLINTRIDGE, AND BY NRDC, SANTA MONICA BAY

14 LA MIRADA, LA VERNE, LAKEWOOD, KEEPER AND HEAL THE BAY
LAWNDALE, MONROVIA, MONTEBELLO,

15 PALOS VERDES ESTATES, PARAMOUNT,
PICO RIVERA, POMONA, RANCHO PALOS

16 VERDES, ROSEMEAD, SAN GABRIEL, Date: June 7, 2000
SANTA FE SPRINGS, SIGNAL HILL, Time: 10:00 a.m.

17 SOUTH GATE, VERNON, WALNUT, AND Location: 3350 Civic Center Drive
WHITTIER, municipal corporations; and THE Torrance, CA 90503

18 BUILDING INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION OF
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA, a Non-Profit

19 Mutual Benefit Corporation, and THE
BUILDING INDUSTRY LEGAL DEFENSE

20 FOUNDATION, a Non-Profit Mutual Benefit
Corporation,

21
Petitioners,

22
VS.

23
THE CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER

24 QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, LOS
ANGELES REGION; and DENNIS

25 DICKERSON, Executive Director of the Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

26
Respondents.

27

28
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1 Petitioners herein file this Summary of Argument and Reply to the Opposition filed by

2 Respondents, the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Board and Dennis Dickerson, its Executive

3 Officer (hereafter "Respondents"), and in reply to the Opposition papers filed collectively by the

4 Natural Resource Defense Council, Inc., the Santa Monica Bay Keeper, and Heal The Bay

5 (hereafter collectively "NRDC").

6 I. INTRODUCTION.

7 Respondents and the NRDC have skirted the fundamental deficiency with the Respondents’

8 mandated SUSMP program. Namely, Petitioners have been granted a Permit to discharge to the

9 Municipal Storm Sewer Systems ("MS4s"), and as the Permittees are in compliance with this

10 Permit, they are in compliance with the Clean Water Act and State law. Nothing in the Permit

11 authorizes Respondents to mandate a SUSMP program on the Permittees. In fact, the opposite is

12 true, that is, the SUSMP program is to be a program submitted by the Permittees and reviewed by

13 the Executive Officer. At worst, is to be a negotiated program through a formal meet andconfer

14 process which may include the preparation of a Storm Water Program Compliance Amendment

15 ("SPCA"). Neither the Respondents nor the NRDC have cited any authority to the contrary,1 and

16 they have been unable to cite to any language which refutes the Petitioners’ position in this regard

17 or to support their claims that the Permit need not be complied with. In short, the Permittees have

18 submitted a SUSMP program which the Respondents have failed to review and approve in

19 accordance with the Permit itself, and the Respondents have breached the Permit by failing to

20 comply with its terms, and with other terms of the Permit concerning the development and

21 application of the SUSMP program.

22 Interestingly enough, Respondents argue that it is the Permittees that have missed the point

23 as Respondents contend that this is "not an enforcement action in which the Regional Board must

24 show harm or violation," (see, Respondents’ Opposition, p. 4, 11. 17-18), and the question "is not

25
Interestingly enough the NRDC attempts to rmslead the State Board into believing that the

26 SUSMP approved by the Board was proposed and proffered by the Permittees. "Nevertheless the
proposal that staff presented was still the Permittees’ proposal." (Emphasis in original.) (See,

27 NRDC Opposition Points and Authorities at p. 8, 11. 10-11.) In addition, at page 17 the NRDC
continues with its misrepresentation: "Thus it [the Regional Board] was required to adopt its

28 version of the version proffered by the Permittees." (NRDC Opposition, p. 17, 1.8.) These
statements by the NRDC are simply false.

,~o~5m.oo~7 R0072942
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1 whether the Regional Board carried its burden of evidence but rather did it properly execute its

2 legal duties." (Respondents’ Opposition, p. 5, 11.3-4.) Maybe Respondents are correct that the

3 issue is not necessarily whether Respondents met their burden of proof, but rather whether the

4 Respondents’ actions have any legal effect on these Petitioners or any other parties, as the

5 Respondents’ actions violate the requirements of the Permit. In short, the central questions raised

6 by this Petition are (1) whether the Respondents complied with the terms of their own Permit, and

7 if so, (2) whether their actions are otherwise authorized by State and federal law. The evidence in

8 the record and the evidence to be presented at the time of the hearing will show that the answer to

9 both these questions is a resounding "no.’’2

10 II. RESPONDENTS’ HAVE VIOLATED THE TERMS OF THEIR OWN PERMIT.

11 The evidence in the Administrative Record ("A.R.") and the express language of the

12 Permit itself show that the Regional Board failed to comply with the requirements of the Permit in

13 the development, review and approval of the SUSMP program. Specifically, Respondents failed

14 to comply with the requirements of Part 2.III.A of the Permit concerning the preparation and

15 application of the SUSMP, and Respondents failed to comply with the Administrative Review

16 Process for the review and approval of the Permittees’ SUSMP program in accordance with

17 Part 2.I.G of the Permit. As a result of Respondents’ failure to comply with both the development

18 process for the SUSMP program and the Administrative Review Process, the subject Petition must

19 be granted and the actions of the Respondents, in their entirety, must be overturned with the

20 program submitted by the Permittees in August of 1999 being deemed approved in accordance

21 with the terms of the Permit.

22

23

24 2 Contrary to Respondents’ and NRDC’s contentions regarding this Board’s standard of review of

25 the Respondents’ actions in issuing the SUSMP Program, this Board must exercise its
"independent judgment" (Water Code § 13330) to determine that such actions were "appropriate

26 and proper." (Water Code § 13320), not the more deferential standard proposed by such parties.
(See, e.g., Marina County Water Dist. v. State Water Resources Control Bd. (1984) 163

27 Cal.App.3d 132, 136-137; In the Matter of the Petition of Exxon Company, USA (1985) Order No.
WQ 86-16 at p. 14; In the Matter of Application of 22627 Henwood Associates, Inc. (1988) Order

28 No. WR 88-19 at pp. 8, 14, Water Right Application 30298, Diane Stuller (1997) Order No. WR
9704 at pp. 19-20.
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1 A. Respondents’ Action Violated The Administrative Review Process Under The

2 Permit.

3 At the hearing at the time of the Permit, counsel for the Respondents candidly admitted

4 that the Administrative Review Process applied, and that it was a clean process that should have

5 been followed. According to the Respondents’ counsel: "I think it does qualify under the

6 provisions of the Permit Mr. Montevideo has cited." (A.R., Vol. 12, January 26, 2000, Transcript,

7 p. 151 (hereinafter "Transcripts"), lines 3-5.) Regional Board’s counsel continues and reaffirms

8 his belief in this regard stating: "It’s true, ifI had my druthers, I’d rather stick to the process

9 because it’s so clean. It fits neatly into the permit requirements." (Transcripts, p. 152, lines 25-

10 27.) Accordingly, Respondents have admitted the Administrative Review Process applies to the

11 review and approval of the subject SUSMP program and that such procedures should have been

12 followed.

13 In their opposition, Respondents make the unique argument that the Administrative

14 Review Process only applies prior "to initiating enforcement action" against the Petitioners.

15 (See Respondents’ Opposition, p. 16.) In effect, Respondents appear to be arguing that they can

16 impose programs that are not approved in accordance with the Administrative Review Process, but

17 simply cannot enforce those program until they have complied with the terms of the process. The

18 argument is nonsensical. Respondents admit that the Administrative Review Process applies to

19 the review of the SUSMP program and further admit that the Administrative Review Process must

20 be complied with prior to "initiating enforcement actions." Thus, in accordance with

21 Respondents’ own arguments, the Administrative Review Process applies, should have been

22 complied with, and no enforcement action can be taken until it has complied with. In short,

23 Respondents appear to be making the Petitioners’ argument that the action taken by the Regional

24 Board on January 26, 2000, and the subsequent action of its Executive Officer, have no legal force

25 or effect.

26 Further, Respondents and the NRDC continue to ignore the fact that upon the Regional

27 Board’s issuance of the Permit in July of 1996, all of the Respondents’ authority under both the

28 Clean Water Act and State law to regulate MS4s in Los Angeles County was limited by Order
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1 No. 96-054. Accordingly, the development, review, and approval of Respondents’ mandated

2 SUSMP program, a program developed directly contrary to the process to be followed under the

3 Permit, are actions that were taken in excess of Respondents’ authority under both the Clean Water

4 Act and State law.

5 Next, Respondents make the awkward argument that the Administrative Review Process is

6 a process that is to benefit the "Permittees," (id. at p. 17, 11. 10-13) and that such provisions must

7 be considered in their full context including harm to the interests protected and the deadlines set

8 forth in the Permit for implementation, namely, July 30, 1999. The argument is then that because

9 this deadline of July 30, 1999 was not complied with [because of the Regional Board’s inaction],

10 that magically the Regional Board was within its right to consider the process to be "obsolete."

11 (Id. at p. 17, 11. 15-20.) No citation to the Permit or State or federal law is made, and no

12 explanation is provided as to why the Administrative Review Process suddenly became

13 "obsolete."3

14 Finally, the Regional Board contends that, even if the process was not obsolete, the

15 Respondents’ actions did not harm the Petitioners’ interest. In making this argument, Respondents

16 overlook the fact that the entire Administrative Review Process has been ignored, that the

17 Regional Board’s SUSMP program is not scientifically supported, and that the program was not

18 developed and otherwise applied in accordance with the express terms of the Permit (see

19 discussion below).

20 The problem with each of the Respondents’ arguments in connection with the

21 3 Respondents interestingly and incorrectly argue that the deadline for implementation of the
22 SUSMP program was July 30, 1999, and that Permittees submitted a final SUSMP to the Regional

Board on August 10, 1999. Respondents obviously are going out of their way to mislead the State
23 Board on the true facts of the case. As Respondents well know, the SUSMP could not be prepared

and submitted until Respondents had approved the Petitioners’ BMPs which, unfortunately, did not
24 occur until April of 1999. Moreover, the SUSMP program was in fact submitted on July 21, 1999,

prior to July 30, 1999, and was submitted timely in accordance with the Respondents’ approval of
25 the Petitioners’ BMPs, but was resubmitted in August of 1999 after the Respondents submitted

comments to the Petitioners’ initial submittal. Further, Respondents and the NRDC’s arguments
26 on the deadline of July 30, 1999 are disingenuous as both parties recognized that it is the

Respondents who have completely failed to comply with any of the timelines set forth in the
27 subject Permit, as evidenced by the NRDC’s petition to the United States Environmental

Protection Agency to decertify the Regional Board and withdraw its authority, and the Regional
28 Board’s failure to oppose such a Petition at this time. (See Exhibit "5" to Petitioners’ summary of

evidence.)
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1 Administrative Review Process is that they are not supported by the language of the Permit or the

2 evidence in the record. Specifically, nothing in the Permit provides that the Administrative

3 Review Process will become "obsolete," if the Regional Board or any other party fails to meet a

4 deadline. Nothing in the Permit gives the Respondents the authority to dispense with the meet and

5 confer process under the Administrative Review Process simply because the Regional Board

6 unilaterally dispensed with it. Nothing in the Permit gives the Respondents the authority to

7 completely fail to provide review of the SUSMP program submitted by the Permittees, and to

8 unilaterally devise their own SUSMP program and thereafter force the terms of the program they

9 developed on the Permittees. In fact, Respondents’ counsel at the time of the hearing on January

10 26, 2000, recognized that the whole purpose of the Administrative Review Process was to protect

11 the Permittees from unilateral action of the Board: "I think the reason for the provisions having to

12 do with the administrative review process was to protect the parties, the Permittees, from having to

13 be unilaterally told [what] to do at this stage of the process." (Transcripts, p. 151, I. 26 -p. 152,

14 1. 1.) Respondents have thwarted the entire purpose of the Administrative Review Process.

15 The Administrative Review Process was put into place for the very purpose of resolving

16 differences in compliance expectations and in programs submitted for review and approval by the

17 Executive Officer. The Administrative Review Process was put into place to require a continuing

18 dialogue between the Permittees and the Executive Officer over the program submitted by the

19 Permittees. The Administrative Review Process was put into place to provide the parties

20 sufficient time to evaluate the programs submitted, and to enable the Permittees time to show the

21 Executive Officer that their program was sufficient, which would then lead to a Notice of Program

22 Sufficiency. The Administrative Review Process was put into place to enable the Executive

23 Officer (if after the meet and confer process he or she believed the proposed program remained

24 deficient), to request the submission of a Storm Water Program Compliance Amendment

25 ("SPCA") and if that amendment was still not acceptable, to provide the Permittees an additional

26 60 days to remedy any deficiency in the SPCA. The Administrative Review Process was

27 specifically put into place to provide a procedure to resolve differences over a SUSMP program

28 and other programs, i.e., a ~lueprocess requirement to bi~ followed to resolve the exact dispute that
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1 has arisen in this case and to avoid a Regional Board mandated program.

2 The Administrative Review Process was put into place to assure every step in the process

3 was followed by the Regional Board, and to avoid a mandated SUSMPprogram that was not

4 developed in accordance with the Permit.

5 Petitioners have been substantially prejudiced by the Regional Board’s complete and

6 absolute rejection of the Administrative Review Process required by Order No. 96-054.4

7 B. Respondents Have Failed to Comply With the Permit’s Requirements for the

8 Development of the Permittees’ SUSMP Program.

9 In addition to the Respondents’ failure to comply with the review process as required by

10 the terms of the Permit, Respondents similarly violated the terms of the Permit by failing to

11 comply with the procedures required for the actual development of the SUSMP program.

12 Specifically, pursuant to Part 2.III.A. 1. of the Permit, it is the "Principal Permittee, in consultation

13 with the Permittees" that was to develop the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plans under

14 subsection (1)(c) of the Development Planning and Construction Section of the Permit. (See Part

15 2.III.A.l.c.) Nowhere in the development process of the SUSMP program is there a provision that

16 allows the Regional Board, in consultation with the Permittees, or otherwise, to develop the

17 SUSMP program. Accordingly, Respondents have violated this principal concept of the Permit,

18 by themselves developing the SUSMP program in violation of the terms of the Permit.

19 Second, the Permit states in no less than three (3) different locations that the Development

20 Planning Programs, specifically including the SUSMP programs, are to apply only to

21 "development projects requiring discretionary approval" (See Part 2.III.A.1.; Part 2.III.A.3.;

22

23 4 The NRDC’s position on the application of the Administrative Review Process is no more
credible than the Respondents. NRDC contends that the Regional Board substantially complied

24 with the process. Clearly, no compliance is not substantial compliance. The NRDC next argues
that the proposal that staffpresented to the Regional Board was "still the Permittees’ proposal."

25 This contention is a false statement and there is no evidence anywhere in the record that the
SUSMP program mandated on the Permit-tees is "the Permittees’ proposal." (See NRDC

26 Opposition, p. 8, 11. 10-11.) Finally, the NRDC argues that no one could expect the Regional
Board to have intended strict adherence to the process set forth in the Permit as this would elevate

27 form over substance. Not only has there not been strict compliance, there has been no adherence
to the procedures set forth in the Permit, and the only elevation that has occurred in this case, is

28 the elevation of the Regional Board’s SUSMP program (’that has never been agreed to by the
Permit-tees) over the Permittees’ rights to due process of law.

z~7~o~s~zt-~7 R0072947
78248.01:05/30/00 -6-



1 and Part 2.III.A.4.) Yet, in spite of the clear terms of the Permit and the application of SUSMP

2 programs only to "discretionary" development projects, Respondents chose to ignore the Permit

3 and to require the application of the SUSMP programs to "non-discretionary" as well as

4 "discretionary" development projects.

5 Third, the SUSMP program, again pursuant to the terms of the Permit, was only to apply to

6 "development categories" and specifically the development categories set forth under Part

7 2.III.A. 1 .c. The Respondents’ requirement that the SUSMP program also apply to all

8 "environmentally sensitive areas" is a direct violation of the terms of the Permit because

9 "environmentally sensitive areas" are plainly not "development categories." In fact, the terms of

10 the Permit itself recognize that the "model documented system," such as a checklist to be

11 developed by the Permittees, is to consider the location of projects with respect to designated

12 "environmentally sensitive areas," as well as the slope and erosion potential of the site and

13 surrounding areas. Thus, "environmentally sensitive areas," according to the Permit, are to be

14 considered in the course of the "model documented system," as is the erosion potential of the site,

15 but not as a "development category" for purposes of the SUSMP.

16 The SUSMP program is only to be applied to "development categories" and nothing in the

17 Permit allows for or requires the Permittees to apply SUSMP programs to generic locations within

18 the County that are not "development categories." Respondents’ application of the SUSMP

19 program to environmentally sensitive areas, as well as the unsupported expansion of the seven

20 development categories to include parking lots in excess of 5,000 square feet, represent clear

21 violations of the Permit.

22 In addition, Respondents have violated the terms of the Permit with the development of

23 their mandated SUSMP program by prohibiting post-development peak storm water runoff

24 discharges that exceed estimated pre-development rates, where the increased peak storm water

25 discharge rate will result in increased potential for downstream erosion. (See Regional Board

26 SUSMP, p. 6, § 1.) This contradicts the terms of the Permit itself, specifically Part 2.III.A.l.b.,

27 which provides that:

28 For d.evelopments where increased storm-water discharge rates will result
in an |ncrease in downstream erosion potential, the list of recommended
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1 BMPs shall include those BMPs which can be used to maintain peak
runoff rates at pre-development levels to the maximum extent feasible.

2

3 Accordingly, Respondents have violated the terms of the Permit by deleting the standard in

4 the Permit by which development may result in downstream erosion potential, i.e. by deleting the

5 standard to reduce these levels "to the maximum extent feasible."

6 In short, Respondents have ignored a number of significant elements of the Development

7 Planning Procedures to be followed in developing a SUSMP program, and they have further

8 changed the requirements and the scope and application of SUSMP programs so as to apply it to

9 developments and projects not permitted or called for anywhere in the Permit.

10 Respondents have thus not only violated the approval process required for the review and

11 approval of the Permittees’ SUSMP program, they have, moreover, fundamentally violated the

12 substantive requirements to be followed in developing the SUSMP program.

13 III. RESPONDENTS HAVE NO AUTHORITY UNDER STATE AND FEDERAL LAW

14 TO MANDATE THEIR OWN SUSMP PROGRAM ON THE PERMITTEES

15 When the Los Angeles Regional Board issued Order No. 96-054 in July of 1996, that

16 Board exercised its discretion and set forth the requirements by which the Permittees were

17 permitted to discharge pollutants into their MS4s, and the requirements to "reduce the discharge of

18 pollutants to the maximum extent practicable." (See 33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(3)(b).) With the

19 issuance of said Permit, Permittees are authorized by state and federal law to allow discharges of

20 storm water and non-storm water, in accordance with the Permit, into their MS4s. Neither

21 Respondents nor the NRDC cite any authority in their voluminous opposition papers that provides

22 authority to the Regional Board to, in midstream, impose new mandates and requirements on the

23 Permit-tees in excess of the conditions and requirements set forth in the existing Permit.

24 Neither the Clean Water Act nor the Porter-Cologne Act authorize the Respondents to

25 violate the terms of an NPDES Permit and to proceed outside of its requirements. In short, the

26 Respondents have cited no authority under any state or federal law that justifies their bad faith

27 breach of the terms 0fthe Permit issued in July of 1996. Not only are the Respondents actions in

28 direct violation of the terms of the Permit and thus the Clean Water Act, in addition, because there
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1 is no authority for their actions, they are void ab initio and constitute meaningless actions having

2 no legal force or effect.

3 IV. RESPONDENTS’ PROPOSED SUSMP PROGRAM HAS NOT BEEN SHOWN TO

4 BE COST EFFECTIVE AS REQUIRED BY THE TERMS OF THE PERMIT

5 ITSELF AND STATE AND FEDERAL LAW.

6 Respondents argue that "economic analysis is not required when implementing a federal

7 regulation" without any citation for the same, and without recognizing that the SUSMP program

8 was to be adopted in accordance with the terms of the Permit and State and federal law, all of

9 which require a review of the cost effectiveness of the proposed program.

10 The terms of the Permit itself clearly provide the Permittees with the discretion to consider

11 the cost effectiveness of their programs in developing BMPs, which are then used in the

12 development of the SUSMP program. Specifically, subsection (b) of Part III.A. 1. on page 34 of

13 the Permit provides that: "Cost effectiveness, ease of maintenance, and consistency with other

14 environmental mandates may also be considered." Accordingly, the terms of the Permit itself

15 make it very clear that "cost effectiveness" may, at the discretion of the Permittees, be considered.

16 The Permittees, throughout this process, have informed the Respondents that the cost effectiveness

17 of the proposed BMPs is essential for a successful program. Similarly, subsection (c) of Part

18 2.111.4. of the Permit requires the Permittees to develop model programs to inform developers

19 seeking "discretionary approvals" of"cost effective storm water pollution control measures."

20 Accordingly, under the Permit, the cost effectiveness of the proposed programs must be

21 considered in developing SUSMP programs.

22 State and federal law support the requirement of"eost effectiveness," as the regulations to

23 the Clean Water Act require the "maximum extent practicable" standard to be applied "in a site-

24 specific, flexible manner, taking into account cost considerations as well as water quality effects."

25 (See 64 F.R. 68722, 68732.) In addition, California Water Code §§ 13165, 13225(c), and 13241

26 all require that before the Respondents can mandate a program similar to the SUSMP program

27 mandated on the Permittees, such requirements are to be shown to be cost effective, with the cost

28 bearing a reasonable relationship to the need for the program, and with the benefits of the program
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1 outweighing the costs.

2 In response to these requirements for consideration of costs and a cost/benefit analysis,

3 Respondents claim that they have in fact submitted evidence of a cost effective program, and that

4 as such the record supports their mandating of the proposed SUSMP program on the Permittees.

5 The evidence in the record, however, shows the contrary. First, there is no evidence in the record

6 to show that the Respondents have performed the necessary analysis to identify the "pollutants of

7 concern" and to identify the "sources of pollutants" in developing their SUSMP program. To the

8 contrary, Respondents have attempted to impose a "one size fits all" program that would require

9 the same structuraUtreatment BMPs to be utilized in the development of a low or moderate income

10 housing development, in comparison to the development of a large refinery. Specifically, the

11 same numerical mitigation standard of.75 inches of rain over a 24 hour period, must be complied

12 with, without any recognition of the pollutants of concern from the low income housing project

13 and the cost per unit to comply with this standard, or the benefits to be obtained therefrom. The

14 result of the Regional Board’s SUSMP program is a SUSMP program that has failed to consider

15 the pollutants of concern, the sources of these pollutants, the cost to address the pollutants for any

16 particular development projects, and the benefits to be obtained therefrom.

17 Respondents and the NRDC claim that in fact the Regional Board did present some

18 evidence of the cost to develop and maintain a retention basin for a five acre commercial

19 development project. Unfortunately, the costs presented show on their face that the Regional

20 Board’s numbers were deficient and bear no relationship to reality. Specifically, the Regional

21 Board estimated that the cost to maintain a detention basin for a five acre commercial

22 development project would equal a whopping "$33.00" per year, and that the total cost of the

23 detention basin, as they relate to the project costs, would equate to .6%. Clearly, the maintenance

24 costs of $33.00 per year for a detention basin for a five acre commercial development is not

25 credible regardless of the size of the detention basin. Further, in their example, the Regional

26 Board failed to provide any specifics as to the size of the detention basin, the quantity of water to

27 be retained in the detention basin, and the amount of land needed for the basin.

28 In addition, the Regional Board’s costs did not ilielude any fencing or security costs for the
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1 detention basin, additional liability insurance required for the maintenance of the detention basin,

2 and the additional cost to dispose of the water from the detention basin and!or to dispose of any

3 potentially "hazardous waste" that may arise from the accumulation of all of the unidentified

4 pollutants in the detention basin. Nor did the Regional Board’s example identify what pollutants

5 of concern were to be addressed by its detention basin, and whether its detention basin would be

6 effective in addressing such pollutants ofconcem, i.e. whether the proposed purposes and benefits

7 of the detention basin outweighed its cost. In short, the Respondents’ costs analysis contains no

8 cost/benefit analysis and the costs actually identified were understated.

9 V. RESPONDENTS HAVE FAILED TO COMPLY WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF

10 THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT.

11 The California Environmental Quality Act requires the consideration of all potentially

12 significant environmental impacts resulting from the proposed project to be imposed on the

13 Permittees by the Respondents. Respondents argue that California Water Code Section 13389

14 exempts their mandated SUSMP program from the requirements of CEQA. The plain language of

15 Section 13389, however, shows that it only applies to the "adoption" of waste discharge

16 requirements. (See Cal. Water Code § 13389.) Here, the waste discharge requirements in

17 question were "adopted" in July of 1996, and the SUSMP program in issue is not an adopted waste

18 discharge requirement, but instead a storm water mitigation program to be developed by the

19 Permittees, and reviewed by the Regional Board, with the purpose of reducing the discharge of

20 pollutants to the maximum extent practicable. As the approval of the SUSMP program was not

21 noticed as, and was not the "adoption" of, waste discharge requirements, California Water Code

22 Section 13389 has no application.

23 Furthermore, the terms of the Permit itself expressly give the discretion to the Permittees

24 to consider "other environmental mandates" in their consideration of the best management

25 practices to be then incorporated into their SUSMP program. (See Permit, Part 2.III. 1.b.)

26 In addition, for the Respondents and the NRDC to simply ignore the need to comply, if not

27 with the letter of CEQA, then the spirit of CEQA, is a hypocritical position for these so-called

28 environmental protection organizations to assume. Sound public policy dictates the consideration
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1 of all potentially significant environmental impacts from the approval of the SUSMP program in

2 issue, before rendering the decision (which in this case particularly includes consideration of the

3 impact of this decision on available low and moderate income housing, the disparate

4 environmental and economic impacts on economically disadvantaged communities throughout the

5 County, the creation of attractive nuisances, the mosquito and rat control problems created by the

6 mandated SUSMP program, problems created from the generation and disposal of the storm water

7 runoff, the generation and disposal of solid and/or hazardous waste from the detention basins, and

8 the general impact created by the development of infiltration basin/ponds, wet ponds, grassy

9 swales and extended detention basins throughout the County, specifically including the potential

10 significant adverse impacts on groundwater quality).

11 VI. RESPONDENTS’ ACTIONS WILL RESULT IN THE IMPOSITION OF

12 UNFUNDED MANDATES IN VIOLATION OF THE CALIFORNIA

13 CONSTITUTION.

14 Respondents argue that Article 13 B Section 6 of the California Constitution does not

15 apply to the mandated SUSMP program as it only applies to additional levels of "service" on local

16 govemments and not "regulatory requirements" imposed on the Permittees. The argument,

17 however, falls on its face as the Regional Board’s mandated SUSMP program is clearly not a

18 "regulatory requirement" imposed by any state or federal law on the Permittees. Rather, it is a

19 program that is being mandated by the Regional Board in its "discretion."

20 Specifically, Respondents have consistently claimed that they have the "discretion" to

21 mandate the numerical mitigation standard, relying upon the Ninth Circuit decision of Defenders

22 of Wildlife v. Browner (1999) 191 F.3d 1159. Respondents, in fact, have to make the argtmaent

23 that they have the "discretion" to impose their requirements since nothing in state or federal law

24 requires the numerical mitigation standard or any of the other specific provisions of the SUSMP

25 program to be mandated by the Respondents. In short, Respondents must make the argument that

26 they have the "discretion" to impose the SUSMP requirements specifically because the SUSMP

27 requirements are not "regulatory requirements" under either state or federal law. If these

28 requirements had been "regulatory requirements" under grate or federal law, Respondents would
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1 not need to argue they have the "discretion" to impose the requirements, but could simply argue

2 they were required to impose the requirements.

3 For this same reason, the exemption to the prohibition on imposing unfunded mandates

4 under Government Code § 17556(c) does not apply, as Respondents are not requiring the

5 implementation of a federal mandate as such a mandate only applies where the State has "no true

6 choice" in the manner of implementing a federal program. (Hayes v. Commission on State

7 Mandates (1992) 11 Cal.App.4th 1564, 1593.) As discussed in Defenders of Wildlife v. Browner,

8 supra, 191 F.3d 1159, according to the Respondents, not only do they have a "true choice," they in

9 fact have the "discretion" to mandate the SUSMP program.

10 Finally, Respondents rely upon Government Code § 17556(d) to argue there is an

11 exemption fi’om the prohibition on imposing "unfunded mandates" where the local agency "has the

12 authority to levy service charges, fees or assessments sufficient to pay for the mandated program

13 or increase level of service." (Respondents’ Opposition, p. 36, 11. 22-25.) Under the prohibitions

14 and requirements of Proposition 218 adopted by the voters of California in 1996, as well as

15 Propositions 13 and 62, the Permittees in fact do not "have the authority" to impose fees to pay for

16 the cost of carrying out the Regional Board’s mandated SUSMP program.

17 VII. RESPONDENTS’ ACTIONS EQUATE TO THE ADOPTION OF INVALID

18 REGULATIONS IN VIOLATION OF THE CALIFORNIA ADMINISTRATIVE,

19 PROCEDURES ACT.

20 Respondents argue, without citation or any authority of any kind, that their actions are not

21 "rule making" in nature. In effect, Respondents argue that their actions are not "rule making"

22 because they say they are not "rule making." The requirements of the California Administrative

23 Procedures Act, however, and a review of the evidence in the record shows quite the opposite, and

24 the Respondents have failed to comply with the requirements of the Administrative Procedures

25 Act ("APA").

26 Specifically, although the APA does not apply to the issuance or amendment of permits,

27 including waste discharge requirements, if the action in question rises to the level of an "order,"

28 a "regulation" or a "standard of general application," theAPA clearly applies. (Gov. Code
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1 § 11342(g).) In the instant case, the SUSMP program is a one size fits all program that is being

2 imposed on all cities throughout the County of Los Angeles, including the County itself, and is

3 being applied to all discretionary and non-discretionary projects that fall within a very broad

4 description of "development categories," including a large undefined area known as

5 "environmentally sensitive areas."

6 In addition, on May 25, 2000, Respondent Regional Board specifically determined to

7 refrain from issuing a new NPDES MS4 permit for Ventura County until a showing could be

8 made as to why the general standard that was being imposed on the Los Angeles County

9 Permittees should not also be applied in Ventura County. Clearly, the Regional Board’s action has

10 risen to the level of a "standard of general application" that is being mandated on cities throughout

11 all of Los Angeles County, and now apparently Ventura County.

12 Moreover, Respondents attempt to force the Permittees to regulate the contractual terms of

13 private purchase/sale agreements for real property, and to regulate the specific language of

14 conditions, covenants and restrictions ("CC&R’s") of homeowner’s associations, is nothing short

15 of legislation by the Regional Board.

16 VIII. RESPONDENTS’ ACTIONS VIOLATE CALIFORNIA WATER CODE § 13360~

17 Respondents argue that their mandated SUSMP program is not govemed by Water Code

18 Section 13360(a), claiming that their standards have "broad technical reach.., and are not unique

19 to any singular approach." Respondents further argue that their standards are "minimum standards

20 and Petitioners can use stricter criteria." (Respondents’ Opposition, p. 35, 11. 12-17.) A review of

21 the mandated SUSMP program itself, however, shows the opposite. Specifically, the numerical

22 design standard in question identified in Section 9, entitled "Design Standards for Structural or

23 Treatment Controlled BMPs," may provide four different options for purposes of

24 mitigating/infiltrating or treating storm water runoff, but only with respect to options on

25 calculating the quantity ofrunoffto mitigate or treat. That is, the design standard gives the

26 Permit-tees four different ways in which to calculate the amount ofrunoffthat is to be treated, but

27 still requires structural or controlled BMPs to be designed on a project-by-project basis, for both

28 discretionary and non-discretionary projects, f~r runoff equating to a storm event of.75 inches of
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1 rain over a 24 hour period.

2 In short, there is absolutely no flexibility for the Permittees to modify the need for the

3 structural/treatment BMP given the use in issue, the designated pollutants of concern, or the ability

4 of the Permittees to capture the runoff and address the pollutants of concern through a regional

5 collection system. Rather, each project is required to include structural/treatment BMPs to address

6 .75 inches of rain over a 24 hour period. Respondents have imposed a design standard that is

7 prohibited by California Water Code Section 13360(a).

8 Interestingly enough, the NRDC argues that, on the one hand, for purposes of Section

9 13360 the SUSMP is "totally independent of any design standard" (NRDC Opposition, p. 21,

10 11.9-11), but on the other hand, for purposes of CEQA, argues that the SUSMP is a part of a waste

11 discharge requirement and therefore is covered by the exemption under 13389. (NRDC

12 Opposition, p. 24, 1. 16 - p. 25, 1.4.) Obviously, the NRDC is willing to make whatever argument

13 it believes sounds reasonable, without regard to consistency in its position. Water Code Section

14 13360(a) applies to not only waste discharge requirements but also to other orders by the Regional

15 Board which specify the "design, location, type of construction, or particular manner in which

16 compliance may be had with that requirement, order or decree ...." (See Cal. Water Code

17 § 13360(a).) The Regional Board’s actions violate Water Code Section 13360(a).

18 IX. RESPONDENTS’ ACTIONS HAVE DEPRIVED PETITIONERS OF THEIR

19 PROCEDURAL AND SUBSTANTIVE RIGHTS TO DUE PROCESS OF LAW.

20 Respondents argue that they provided adequate due process of law to Petitioners because

21 Respondents held workshops in August and September, and because they circulated a tentative

22 draft of the SUSMP on December 8, 1999. Respondents thereafter argue that they provided

23 adequate due process of law because they complied "with the federal procedural requirements for

24 adopting NPDES permits under Section 124 of Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations and with

25 Water Code § 13377." (Respondents’ Opposition, p. 23, 11. 20-23.)

26 Respondents have missed the sum and substance of Petitioners’ argument. Specifically, at

27 no time prior to the hearing of January 26, 2000, did the Regional Board ever notify the Petitioners

28 either in a workshop or in any written notice or draft SUSMP program, that the Regional Board
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1 intended to apply the SUSMP program to "non-discretionary" development projects. In fact, such

2 an application is directly contrary to the express terms of the Permit. Yet, after the close of the

3 public testimony, the Regional Board itself, in the course of its deliberations, decided to apply

4 their SUSMP program to all "non-discretionary" projects that fall within the nine categories

5 specified by the Regional Board. This lack of notice did not comply with any notice provision

6 under state or federal law. Petitioners were not given sufficient notice and an opportunity to be

7 heard on this issue, to present their argument that the Permit only allows the application of

8 SUSMP programs to "discretionary" projects.

9 Similarly, with respect to the rooftop exemption, at the time of the heating, the

10 Respondent Executive Officer, even after all the testimony was presented, stated he simply did not

11 believe there was any factual basis or that he had enough data to include rooftop water within the

12 application of the SUSMP program. Clearly, with the Executive Officer, the party charged with

13 the responsibility for approving the SUSMP program, admitting that even he did not havo

14 sufficient information to include rooftop water within the program, the Regional Board’s adoption

15 of the SUSMP program violated the Petitioners’ rights to due process of law.

16 In addition, Petitioners were denied their rights to basic due process of law as the Permit

17 specifically provides for the discretion to the Executive Officer to issue the SUSMP program, not

18 the Regional Board. The Regional Board’s "direction" to the Executive Officer, who was then

19 compelled to follow that direction, given his position on the lack of data to include roof top water,

20 is a direct violation of the procedural requirements of the Permit, and a violation of Petitioners’

21 rights to due process of law. Further, the last minute submittal of the change sheet of January 25,

22 2000, which was not given to the Petitioners until the date of the hearing, was clearly insufficient

23 notice and an opportunity to be heard on the items set forth in the change sheet.

24 Finally, and most importantly, Petitioners were denied their right to due process of law as

25 their express rights as set forth in the Administrative Review Process were completely ignored by

26 the Respondents.

27 In sum, Petitioners were not provided sufficient notice and a full opportunity to be heard,

28 and they were not provided their substantive rights as provided for in the terms of the Permit itself.
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1 CONCLUSION.

2 For the foregoing reasons, Petitioners respectfully request that Respondents be required to

3 comply with the terms of Order No. 96-054 and State and federal law, and that the actions of the

4 Regional Board on January 26, 2000 and the Executive Officer, pursuant to his order of March 8,

5 2000, be overturned with direction to Respondents to comply with the terms of the Permit and

6 applicable law.
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1 I. IF THERE IS TO BE A NUMERIC DESIGN STANDARD FOR INFILTRATION
OR TREATMENT, IS THE .75-INCH STANDARD APPROPRIATE? SHOULD IT

2 BE SUBSTITUTED WITH A DIFFERENT NUMERIC DESIGN STANDARD
INCLUDING POTENTIALLY DIFFERENT NUMBERS FOR DIFFERENT

3 AREAS? IF THERE WERE A RANGE OF NUMBERS HOW WOULD THAT BE
IMPLEMENTED?

4

5 Although a numeric design standard(s) for infiltration or treatment may be appropriate for

6 certain developments, the .75-inch standard is not the appropriate standard. The .75" standard was

7 not developed in accordance with the requirements of the Permit or the Clean Water Act ("Act"),

8 nor was it based on an analysis of the pollutants of concern and the sources of those pollutants.

9 Further, the .75" was designed without considering its impact on affordable housing, ground water

10 quality, or single family homeowners. Rather, the evidence shows the .75" standard was extracted

11 from the County’s settlement with the NRDC, and was thereafter applied in haste, as broadly as

12 possible, withou~ compliance with the requirements of the Permit and State and Federal law.

13 Evidence of this cavalier "we must do something" approach is Respondents’ last minute

14 expansion of the SUSMP program to "non-discretionary" projects, without considering the import

15 of this action, and without providing sufficient opportunity for Petitioners to be heard on the issue.

16 Further evidence the SUSMP was developed cavalierly and in haste is the inclusion of admittedly

17 overly broad and unwieldy definitions which go to the heart of the SUSMP, i.e., the definitions of

18 "new development" and "redevelopment," and Respondents’ improper application of the SUSMP

19 to "environmentally sensitive areas," as well as their failure to give due consideration to the impact

20 of their SUSMP on homeowners. The evidence shows the .75" standard was developed with no

21 more scrutiny, study or deliberateness than were the other facially flawed terms of the SUSMP.

22 By law, the SUSMP program should have been developed pursuant to the process set forth

23 under the express terms of the Los Angeles County NPDES Permit, Order No. 96-054. The

24 Permit itself was developed under the auspices of the Act and the regulations thereunder. The

25 regulations specifically envision developing a "management program" under an application

26 process that requires the development of "quantitative data," and the development of particular

27 information on "source identification" and "source characterization." (40 CFR 122.26(d)(1) and

28 (2).) Accordingly, "management programs" developed under the Act are to be designed to address
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1 pollutants ofconcem and their sources through "quantitative data." (Id.)

2 As emphasized at the hearing, Respondents failed to follow a process which would lead to

3 a program based on the identity of pollutants and the soui-ces of those pollutants. This process,

4 which is effectively required under the Act and incorporated into the Permit through the

5 provisions concerning the development of programs, was not followed either in form or in

6 substance. Nor was Respondents’ SUSMP, specifically including its .75 standard, developed in

7 accordance with the Administrative Review Process under the Permit, i.e. the express procedural

8 requirements of the Permit designed to ensure that a fair, deliberate and collaborative process

9 was followed. The Administrative Process required to be followed by the Permit, i.e. the express

l0 due process to be provided to the Permittees (Permit, p. 21, § I.G.1),~ was ignored by

11 Respondents, and the result was a one size fits all standard that was not based on sound science.

12 Finally, none of the state programs Respondents relied upon to support their own program,

13 i.e. Florida, Maryland, and Washington, when scrutinized in any detail, is applied as broadly or

14 haphazardly as Respondents’. For example, Maryland’s program includes three major "waiver

15 categories," including developments that result in "less than a ten percent increase in the pre-

16 development 2-year storm event" as well as those "projects completely surrounded by an existing

17 storm water drain system of sufficient capacity to convey the increase in discharge caused by

18 the new development." In fact, according to the responses provided by Maryland, "most

19 redevelopment is waived under Maryland’s original and current and storm water regulations."

20 Similarly, Washington’s 1999 draft Storm Water Manual distinguishes non-pollution

21 generating surfaces from pollution generating surfaces and exempts certain surfaces such as

22 "residential roofs, commercial roofs that do not accumulate pollutants from vents and fugitive

23 emissions ...." The Manual further allows localgovernments to exempt redevelopment projects

24 if they have adopted a plan that fulfills those requirements through "regional facilities."

25

26 t At the hearing, Respondents’ counsel argued that since the Permit was created by the Regional
Board, the Board has the ability to change it including changing the Administrative Review

27 ¯ th ¯Process. (See Transcripts of June 8 heanng, p. 52, 11. 3-11.) Clearly, the Respondents had not
proposed any language changes to the terms of the Permit and never noticed a public hearing or

28 otherwise noticed a meeting on proposed changes. Respondents cannot now be permitted to
change the Permit de facto by an after-the-fact argument to justify their failure to follow its terms.
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l Last, the Florida program recognizes that under the Act, water pollution control programs

2 can be either water-quality effluent based or technology based. According to Florida, every storm

3 water treatment program is technology based and requires the conducting of an analysis, including

4 rainfall characteristics, runoff characteristics (i.e. storm water volume, pollutant loadings, drainage

5 area), and BMP effectiveness. (See 5/31/00 FDEP letter, p.2, Item 2.) In addition, Florida

6 recognizes that "[r]egional stormwater systems, which manage the stormwaterfrom several

7 developments or an entire drainage basin, offer many advantages over thepiecemeal approach

8 that relies upon small, individual onsite systems." (See FLA. BMPs § 2.2. F.)

9 In light of: (1) the lack of analysis conducted by Respondents in comparison to the

10 extensive analysis conducted in other states; (2) the numerous facial deficiencies and ambiguities

11 in Respondents’ program; (3) the import of this program on the millions of citizens and visitors to

12 the County; and !4) the significant financial and environmental costs involved in implementing

13 such a program, as well as the impracticability of reversing direction in midstream once ~/program

14 is in place, Petitioners respectfully request that any numeric criteria to be developed be scrutinized

15 by a Statewide Stormwater Quality Technical Advisory Committee ("TAC"), to be charged with

16 following a deliberate and collaborative process on the appropriateness of numeric criteria, and, if’

17 appropriate, the development of such criteria for Los Angeles County.

18 The TAC should consist of representatives of the State Board, the Regional Boards of Los

19 Angeles and San Diego, representatives of the Counties of Los Angeles, Ventura and San Diego,

20 as well as the Southern California Association of Governments ("SCAG"), and City Planners,

21 Public Works Directors, the Building Industry, and environmental organizations, WSPA and other

22 interested stakeholders. Petitioners suggest that a Chair with significant experience in storm water

23 quality issues, be appointed to preside over the TAC, such as Mr. Douglas Harrison, Director of

24 the Fresno County Flood Control and Water Conservation District.

25 To address the State Board’s June 12th request for "specific language" to be included in a

26 SUSMP program, as well as the State Board’s apparent desire for the Petitioners to put forth

27 specific numeric criteria, Petitioners are proposing that the attached SUSMP program be

28 implemented within 90 days of State Board approval, except the numerical standards therein,
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1 which are to be studied and utilized as a starting point for peer review by the TAC.2

2 Given the obvious errors in the hastily adopted Regional Board SUSMP, no numerical

3 standards should be imposed until the requisite deliberative process has been adhered to, and a

4 program is developed that is scientifically based and designed to address the storm water quality

5 problems in Los Angeles County. Such aprogram should consider such issues as BMP

6 effectiveness, affordable housing, groundwater quality, vector control issues, andftnancial

7 constraints on cities and their constituents. Petitioners respectfully object to any numerical

8 criteria, unless and until a collaborative and deliberative process is followed. As Florida has

9 found, the development of a storm water program requires, at a minimum, conducting an analysis

10 of rainfall characteristics, runoff characteristics (i.e. storm water volume, pollutant loadings,

11 drainage area) and BMP effectiveness. Any numeric standard imposed without sufficient analysis

12 could have disastrous consequences for this County and others throughout the State. Accordingly,

13 the imposition of any numeric design standard(s), including the numeric criteria proposed in the

14 attached, absent a sound scientific basis by the TAC or equivalent entity, is opposed by the

15 Petitioners. The proposed revisions to Respondents’ SUSMP are summarized as follows:3

16 (1)    The SUSMP has been revised so that any numeric criteria do not apply to Single

17 2 As referenced in the Petition, because the Regional Board is not a state agency with state-wide
18 jurisdiction, it and other Regional Boards do not have the authority to impose a SUSMP program

or to administer the NPDES program within their jurisdictions, without appropriate and sufficient
19 direction from the State Board. (See 40 CFR 123.1(g)(1), and 123.22(b).) Only State agencies

with "statewide jurisdiction over a class of activities or discharges" are authorized to administer
20 NPDES programs. (Id.) The lack of State direction to individual Regions has resulted in the

present problem of different Regional Boards developing varying standards without statewide
21 direction. In developing a "standard of general application," the State Board is required to comply

with the rule-making requirements of the APA, Govt. Code § 11340 et seq. As support for the fact
22 that the Respondents have adopted "regulations," Petitioners offer that at the time of the hearing

on June 8, Chairman Nahai admitted that "After all of that consideration and all of the
23 deliberations, we adopted a set of regulations." (June 8th Transcripts, p. 64, 11. 25-26.)

Govt. Code § 11340.5(a) requires the State Board to formally establish it objectives, guidelines
24 and requirements through formal rule making. The APA expressly prohibits public agencies from

issuing, utilizing and enforcing any order, rule, or standard of general application, unless such
25 has been adopted as a formal regulation. (See Union of American Physicians & Dentists v. Kizer

(1990) 223 Cal.App.3d 490, 496.) Clearly, Regional Boards throughout the State will be basing
26 their direction to cities on the State Board’s action on this Petition. Any action imposing specific

numeric criteria by this State Board will, therefore, be equivalent to establishing state policy, and
27 the requirements of the APA must be complied with.

28 The attached SUSMP is the Regional Board’s final March 8, 2000 SUSMP program with
redlined changes to address the numerous deficiencies Petitioners contend exist with the program.
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1 Family Residences or Units, Subdivisions of 10-99 Homes, Low or Moderate Income Housing

2 Projects, or Redevelopment of historical buildings, sites or landmarks. Also, the addition of 5,000

3 sq. ft. parking lots has been limited to commercial standalone lots of 25 or more spaces;

4 (2)    Consistent with the Permit, the SUSMP has been revised to apply only to

5 "Discretionary Projects" and the term "project" in the SUSMP is defined as a "discretionary

6 project." Respondents’ definition of Discretionary Project is identical to the definition in the

7 regulations to CEQA, and has therefore not been modified. (See 14 CCR § 15357.)

8 (3)    Respondents’ inappropriate adoption of "environmentally sensitive areas" to the

9 Permit’s seven designated "development" categories, has been deleted, and the term has been

10 redefined to be consistent with its definition in the Development Planning Program, developed

11 under the Permit, and approved by the Executive Officer on 2/11/99.

12 (4)    The term "New Development" has been revised to mean land disturbing activities

13 "resulting in the creation of at least 5,000 square of additional impervious surfaces" "exposed to

14 rainfall," thereby narrowing its scope from the creation of any "impervious surface." The revision

15 avoids the application of the SUSMP to the porch example discussed at the hearing. The term

16 "Redevelopment" has similarly been redefined.

17 (5)    The Section 1 prohibition on Post-Construction Peak Storm Water Runoff

18 Discharges causing erosion has been revised to be consistent with the Permit to only apply to "the

19 maximum extent feasible."

20 (6)    Section 8 has been revised to eliminate language that requires Permittees to

21 legislate required language in CC&Rs and in purchase/sale agreements between private parties.

22 (7)    For purposes of review by the TAC, Section 9 dealing with the numeric design

23 standard for BMPs has been revised so that these standards only apply where "new development"

24 or "redevelopment" activity will result in additional storm water runoff, in comparison to pre-

25 project runoff, and only where the additional runoffwill not otherwise be captured or treated by

26 proximate or regional BMPs constructed or to be constructed within 3 years. (This is consistent

27 with Maryland’s program that applies only if there is a 10 % increase in post development runoff

28 from a two year storm event, and its exemption of projects completely surrounded by a sufficient
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1 system, as well as Washington’s program that allows local governments to exempt redevelopment

2 projects, where the requirements are met through regional facilities.)

3 (8)    Section 9 dealing with the design standard for BMPs, has been revised for review

4 by the TAC so that different numeric standards, depending on the type of development, may

5 apply.4 Petitioners propose that the TAC consider a standard that is based on the volume of runoff

6 produced in the 70th percentile 24-hour storm event for 100,000 Square Feet Commercial

7 Developments, the 60th percentile 24-hour storm event for Automotive Repair Shops, Retail

8 Gasoline Outlets ("RGOs"), and Restaurants, and the 50th percentile 24-hour storm event for

9 Home subdivisions with 100 or more housing units. Section 9 has also been revised to include

10 other formulas to calculate a volume of runoff for control or treatment, including a formula that

11 considers the imperviousness of the project. RGOs are exempted where the RGO otherwise

12 complies with the Califomia Best Management Practice Guides for RGOs;

13 (9)    Section 9 has been revised to only require project applicants to design structural or

14 treatment control BMPs to address op_0_~-project runoff, consistent with the standard set forth

15 above, unless and until a Statewide Storm Water Quality Mitigation Fund, similar to the State’s

16 Underground Storage Tank Fund for underground storage tank releases, has been created. The

17 State Fund is to reimburse project applicants for their costs in developing BMPs necessary to

18 address p_~-project runoff only. Applying the Numerical Design Standard under the SUSMP

19 program only to post-development runoff, unless a State Fund is in place, is again consistent with

20 the Maryland program which exempts development categories that result in a less than 10%

21 increase in the pre-development 2-year storm event, as well as its waiver for projects completely

22 surrounded by a sufficient drainage system.

23 (10) Section 11 of the SUSMP has been revised to provide a waiver for impracticability

24 where there is a "reasonable" risk of groundwater contamination, and to add a basis for a waiver if

25 there is a reasonable risk to the health and safety of the public as a result of vectors, as well as to

26

27 4 Respondents’ first numeric criteria (§ 9.A. 1) is ambiguous and appears to be a misapplication
of concepts in the WEF Manual. Respondents further fail to consider the WEF Manual

28 determination that if only 70% of the otherwise maximized storm water capture volume is
captured, the decrease in total suspended sediment is insignificant. (WEF Manual, p. 174.)

-6-
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1 add a waiver for impracticability on other grounds as established by the applicant.

2 (11) Section 11 has been revised so that waivers need not be approved by the Regional

3 Board, in part in light of the time constraints created by waiting for Board approval. However, the

4 Executive Officer will have the ability, upon petition, to overturn the granting of a waiver.

5 (12) The Section 11 Waiver dealing with fees has been revised so that rather than

6 simply have the project applicant pay precisely the same amount into an account otherwise

7 expended to install an impracticable BMP, the applicant would instead pay a mitigation fee, to be

8 applied to the cost (including the administrative cgsts) of developing an alternative solution,

9 specifically including a regional solution, and to require that the Permittees establish a nexus

10 between the fee imposed on the applicant, the pollutants of concern from such project, and the

11 impact on the proposed alternative system. Further, the Regional Board must, within 12 months,

12 develop a matching fund program to match the funds collected by Permittees, whereby such funds

13 are to be utilized to administer the SUSMP program, including developing regional solutions.

14 In sum, the SUSMP would require the treatment or capture of runoff only from

15 discretionary New Development or Redevelopment projects (defined as adding 5,000 square feet

16 of impervious surface), where the proposed development will result in an increase in runoff from

17 the project site, as compared to pre-project runoff. Any numeric criteria to be developed by the

18 TAC would not apply to pre-project runoff(consistent with the Maryland Program) until a State

19 Storm Water Quality Fund for urban runoff has been created. The SUSMP would also exempt

20 from any numeric criteria individual Single Family Units, 10-99 Home Subdivisions, Historical

21 buildings, sites and landmarks, and low/moderate income housing. It would, moreover, not apply

22 to environmentally sensitive areas, but allows the impacts of such projects to be addressed in the

23 normal CEQA process and the Development Planning provisions of the Permit.

24 Petitioners respectfully request that all aspects of the attached SUSMP program be adopted

25 and implemented within 90 days, except the specific numeric design standards, as no such

26 standards should be adopted and implemented unless and until they can be analyzed, reviewed and

27 are implementable, as determined by the TAC.

28

-7-
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1 !!. WHAT TYPES OF DEVELOPMENT OR REMODELING PROJECTS SHOULD
BE INCLUDED WITHIN THE MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS?

3 The development and remodeling projects to be included within the SUSMP as identified

4 above and in the attached, should be limited to those "discretionary" projects that result in a net

5 Increase in impervious surface of at least 5,000 square feet. This 5,000 square foot restriction

6 should be incorporated into the definitions of"New Development" and "Redevelopment." In

7 addition, any numerical criteria should not apply to individual Single Family units, 10-99 Home

8 Subdivisions, Low and Moderate Income Housing Projects, or to the development of historical

9 buildings, sites or landmarks, as well as RGOs that implement applicable Task Force BMPs.

10 III. SHOULD LOCATION, SUCH AS ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE AREAS, BE
A FACTOR IN DETERMINING THE APPLICATION OF THE SUSMP? IF SO,

11 WHAT SPECIFIC TYPES OF PROJECTS SHOULD BE INCLUDED?

12 The location of a project in an "environmentally sensitive area" should be a factor in

13 determining whether a project is a "Priority Project" for purposes of the Permit and in the

14 development of conditions of approval for the project. Under the Permit, however, the "location"

15 of a project is not and should not be the basis for triggering the application ofa SUSMP. Rather,

16 the location of the Project in an "environmentally sensitive area" should instead be a consideration

17 in developing and approving the project, and should be considered a potential significant

18 environmental impact for purposes of determining compliance with CEQA. Under Section

19 III.A.1 .c of the Permit, (p. 34), the Permit specifically provides for the application of SUSMPs to

20 "development categories." Nothing in the Permit provides for the application of SUSMPs to areas

21 or locations, and Respondents’ action applying the SUSMP in such fashion is contrary to the clear

22 terms of the Permit.’’5 In short, where a project is a Priority Project because it falls within an

23 environmental sensitive area and may have a "potentially significant effect on storm water

24 quality," the project itself should be reviewed to consider its potential impact on storm water

25 quality and, if appropriate, modified to mitigate any such impacts. (Permit, p. 33.)

26 5 Permittees and Respondents recognized in the approved Development Planning Program
27 devised pursuant to § III.A.l.a of the Permit, that the Permit does not define "environmentally

sensitive areas," and therefore proceeded to define the term in Footnote 3 therein. This Program
28 was approved by the Executive Officer on 2/11/99, and this same definition should accordingly be

carried through in the SUSMP’s definition of "environmental sensitive areas."
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1 IV. SHOULD THE SUSMP BE APPLIED TO BOTH DISCRETIONARY PROJECTS
AND MINISTERIAL PROJECTS? HOW SHOULD THE TERM

2 "DISCRETIONARY" BE DEFINED?

3 The terms of the Permit make it very clear the SUSMP is only to apply to "discretionary"

4 projects. As discussed at the hearing, the Permit specifically limits the application of SUSMPs to

5 "developmentprojects requiring discretionary approval" Three other provisions in the

6 "Development Planning" Part of the Permit make it crystal clear that SUSMPs are to apply only to

7 "discretionary" projects. (Permit, p.33, 34 & 36, §§ 1, 3, & 4 to § III.A. "Development Planning.")

8 The fact that the Permit only applies to "discretionary" projects was conceded by

9 Respondents through an e-mail from their counsel, Mr. Leon, to Mr. Swamikannu dated 1/25/00.

10 In this e-mail Mr. Swamikannu asks: "The 1996 permit talks about discretionary projects. Can

I 1 SUSMPs be applied to non-discretionary projects as well as discretionary or is the Board limited

12 in this instance." Mr. Leon replies: "It’s my belief that, since the permit says ’discretionary,’

13 we’re stuck. It simply does not include non-discretionary activities. To include them in this

14 proposal by the EO is beyond the scope of the Permit authority. It would take an act of the

15 Board to amend the permit to include non-discretionary activities." This e-mail (Item 19 of Vol.

16 2 of the A.R.) confirms Respondents knew the Permit only allowed the application of SUSMPs to

17 "discretionary projects" and that "it would take an act of the Board to amend the Permit to

18 include non-discretionary activities." Thus, Respondents knew they were "stuck" when applying

19 SUSMPs to "non-discretionary" projects, but chose to ignore the Permit and to adopt a program in

20 direct violation of its terms.6 Interestingly enough, the definition of "Discretionary Project" in

21 Respondents’ SUSMP is verbatim from the CEQA guidelines. (14 CCR § 15357.)

22 Respondents last minute decision to apply the SUSMP program to all "non-discretionary"

23 projects, without notice to the Permittees, and without consideration of the impact of this decision,

24

25 6 Mr. Leon’s interpretation is confirmed on p. 2 of Respondents’ 12/7/99 Tentative Resolution,
which was the draft resolution prepared for adoption at the January 26 hearing. Pursuant to

26 Finding 13 therein, the Regional Board was to find: "13. Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation
Plans are required for a specified set of discretionary priority projects." (See A.R.p. 11-29 of

27 Item 2 of Vol. 2.) Petitioners intended on addressing the 1/25/00 e-mail and Finding 13 through
cross-examination at the hearing. Unfortunately sufficient time was not provided to address these

28 and numerous other issues Petitioners intended to address through cross-examination.
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1 is consistent with their over-zealous approach to hastily adopt a SUSMP, irrespective of the

2 substantive or procedural requirements of the Permit. The belated inclusion of"nondiscretionary"

3 projects exemplifies Respondents desire to "just do something" and its refusal to follow the

4 deliberate and collaborative process required by the Permit and the Act, to do something right.

5 V. CONCLUSION

6 In conclusion, the Respondents’ numeric standard was extracted from the County’s

7 settlement with the NRDC, and is the result of insufficient staffing, funding and inadequate study

8 of the pollutants of concern, their sources, and the best means to mitigate such pollutants]

9 Petitioners respectfully pray that the pollutants of concern and the sources be identified, that the

10 effectiveness of the BMPs be assessed, that a cost/benefit analysis be performed to weigh the

11 benefits of any numeric standard(s) versus its costs, and that the environmental costs such as the

12 impact on groundwater quality, vectors, and the impact on low/moderate income housing, be

13 considered, as well as other more effective alternatives such as regional solutions.

14 Petitioners further respectfully request that any program be established in accordance with

15 the requirements of the APA (Govt. Code § 11340 et seq.), the Constitutional Prohibition on

16 Unfunded Mandates (Cal. Const. Art. XIII B, § 6), CEQA (Pub. Res. Code § 21000 et seq.), the

17 Cost/Benefit requirements of State and federal law, Water Code Section 13360 on specific design

18 standards, as well as the regulations to the Act requiring "source identification" and consideration

19 of"quantitative data." (40 CFR § 122.26(d)(1) & (2).)

20 Petitioners respectfully request that all aspects of the attached SUSMP, except the numeric

21 criteria to be referred to the TAC for comprehensive review, be approved.8

22 Dated: July ~, 2000 RUTAN & TUCKER LLP

23
By: ~/~/f~~’~

24 RICHARD MONTEVIDEO

25 7 In its Petition to EPA, the NRDC contends its petition "demonstrates that the Regional Board

inexplicably devotes the least amount of resources to its worst water quality problem: polluted
26 runoff. Because of its legal inadequacy and objective ineffectiveness, EPA must withdraw the

State’s authority vested in the Regional Board to oversee the Storm Water Program in Los Angeles
27 unless these deficiencies are corrected within ninety days." (Petitioners’ Exh. 5, p. 2, 11. 21-26.)

8 Petitioners hereby incorporate all of the prior arguments set forth in their Petition, their prior
28 briefings and at the hearing, in this post-heating brief and continue to contest that the Respondents’

SUSMP program is invalid for all of the reasons set forth therein.
- 10-
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PETITIONERS’ PROPOSED REVISIONS TO RESPONDENTS’

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

FOR LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND CITIES IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY URBAN RUNOFF AND STORM WATER NPDES PERMIT

STANDARD URBAN STORM WATER MITIGATION PLAN

BACKGROUND
The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit (Los
Angeles County Permit) issued to Los Angeles County and 85 cities (Permittees) by the Los Angeles
Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) on July 15, 1996, requires the development and
implementation of a program addressing storm water pollution issues in development planning for private
projects. The same requirements are applicable to the City of Long Beach under its separate municipal
storm water permit (City of Long Beach MS4 Permit), which was issued on June 30, 1999.

The requirement to implement a program for development planning is based on, federal and state
statutes including: Section 402 (p) of the Clean Water Act, Section 6217 of the Coastal Zone Act
Reauthorization Amendments of 1990 ("CZARA"), and the California Water Code. The Clean Water Act
amendments of 1987 established a framework for regulating storm water discharges from municipal,
industrial, and construct[on activities under the NPDES program. The primary objectives of the municipal
storm water program requirements are to:

1. Effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges, and
2. Reduce the discharge of pollutants from storm water conveyance systems to the

Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP statutory standard).

The Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed as part of the municipal storm
water program to address storm water pollution from new Development and Redevelopment by the
private sector. This SUSMP contains a list of the minimum required Best Management Practices (BMPs)
that must be used for a designated project. Additional BMPs may be required by ordinance or code
adopted by the Permittee and applied generally or on a case by case basis. The Permittees are required
to adopt the requirements set herein in their own SUSMP. Developers must incorporate appropriate
SUSMP requirements into their project plans. Each Permittee will approve the project plan as part of the
development plan approval process and prior to issuing building and grading permits for the
discretionary projects covered by the SUSMP requirements.

All pmjec-ts Discretionary Project,~ that fall into one of seven categories are identified in the Los Angeles
County MS4 Permit as requiring SUSMPs. These categories are:

¯ Single-Family Hillside Residences
¯ 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Developments
¯ Automotive Repair Shops
¯ Retail Gasoline Outlets
¯ Restaurants
¯ Home Subdivisions with 10 to 99 housing units
¯ Home Subdivisions with 100 or more housing units

The m^~:^~ o,., ,~ ................. e.7.t~.,~e, d~ for......... ~ ................... ~:~.:, Desi(~n Standar
Structural or Treatment Control BMPs as set forth in Section 9 below shall not aDDIV to
Family Hillside Residences (or any individual single-family housina unit. includin(= any individgill
condominium or ar, artment unit~. Home Subdivisions with 10 to 99 Housin= Units. Low or
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Moderate Income Housina oroie~;t~, or oroiects involvina Historical Sites. Buildinas or
Landmarks. In addition, the followin~l i~dded cateaorv is subject to SUSMP requirements for the Los
Angeles County MS4 Permit. n-^^c ^^’ ............. ~ .....

~" Stand alone commercial oarkina Io with 25 or
more parking spaces .... "-" pctc~t~:~y which are exposed to c,crm ~ .... .............

The City of Long Beach permit requires SUSMP for the following categories only: (i) 10-99 home
subdivisions; (ii) 100 or more subdivisions; (iii) 100,000 or more square foot commercial developments;
and (iv) Projects located adjacent to or discharging to environmentally sensitive areas. For the remaining
five categories, equivalent requirements have been included directly in or are expected to be developed
sho~ly under the City of Long Beach Storm Water Management Plan.

Permittees shall amend codes and promulgate ordinances not later than
months after this SUSMP is finally adopted and not othe~ise subject to leaal challeqq~, to give
legal effect to the SUSMP requirements. The SUSMP requirements for projects identified herein shall
take effect net ~:tc: thc~ Octcbc: S, 2000. nine (9) months after this SUSMP is finally adopted
not othe~ise subiect to leaal challenae.

DEFINITIONS
"100,000 Square Foot Commercial Developmen~ means any commercial development that creates at
least !00,000 square feet of impermeable area, including parking c;cc3.=~c~c~ivc

"Automotiv~ Repair Shop" means a facili~ that is categorized in any one of the following Standard
I~ustri~l Classification (SIC) codes: 5013, 5014, 5~1, 7532-7534, or 7536-7539.

"Best Management Practice (BMP)" means any program, technology, process, siting criteria, operational
methods or measures, or engineered systems, which when implemented prevent, control, remove, or
reduce pollution.

"Commercial Development means any development on private land that is not heaw industrial or
residential. The catego~ includes, but is not limited to: hospitals, laboratories and other medical facilities,
educational institutions, recreational facilities, plant nurseries, multi-apa~ment buildings, ~r wash
facilities, mini-malls and other business complexes, shopping malls, hotels, office buildings, public
warehouses and other light industrial complexes.

"Directly Connected Impewious ~ea (DClA)" means the area covered by a building, impermeable
pavement, and/ or o~er imperious suda~s, which drains directly into ~e storm drain without first
flowing across pe~eable land area (e.g. lawns).

"Discretiona~ P~j~ means a project which requires ~e exercise of judgement or deliberation when the
public agency or public body decides to approve or disapprove a pa~icular activi~, as distinguished from
situations where ~e public agency or body merely has to dete~ine whether there has been ~nfo~i~
with applicable statutes, ordinances, or regulations.

"Environmentally Sensitive ~ea" means an area designated~ ....~,, ~ ....~ ~,

...... Rcg    P~c~g (197~

,,c.cr,~    , ~,~ 3 "-’,~. c     ,,~,,,,u.’;"*;"" bv the Perigees within their iurisdiction as "environmentally
sensitive" utilizina criteria such as. but not limited to. the oresence of the followina: endanaered
threatened, or rare soecies or their habitats: locally desianated species (e.a.. heritaae trees);
locally desianated natural communities (e.a.. oak forest, coastal habitat, etc3: and wildlife
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dispersal or miaration corridors.

"Greater than (>) 9 unit home subdivision" means any subdivision being developed for 10 or more 10
single-family or multi-family dwelling units.

"Hillside" means property located in an area with known erosive soil conditions, where the development
contemplates grading on any natural slope that is twenty-five percent or greater.

"Infiltration" means the downward entry of water into the surface of the soil.

"New Development" means land disturbing activities f and structural development, ~,",e,l~dir,~3 (includinq
the construction or installation of a building or structure., cr.~c’J3n cf L conducted throuah a
Discretionary Proiect. resultina in the creation of at least 5.000 sauare feet of ~dditional impervious
surfaces ¯ ~,d l~,d .’;’..’bdlvi.’;i~’, exposed to rainfall.

"Parking Lot" means land area or facility for the temporary parking or storage of motor vehicles used
personally, for business or for commerce with a lot size of 5,000 square feet or more, or with 25 or more
parking spaces.

"Proiect" for PurPoses of this document shall mean a "Discretionary Proiect" as defined above.

"Redevelopment" means develoDment"’Rv.de,vc=e,pm, c;’,~ ,,"~e~,,’~e, on an already developed site, the
e,re,~’.tle,q ~,r cdd~ti~n of through a Discretionary Proiect. resultillq i!1 at least 5,000 square feet of
~ impervious surfaces e,: ’~ ..... ’~^- ^"""’;^- ¯ ,~,%, ...... "     ¯

’~"~"~’ ~,,,u";"*’ "~’; ....=,.,,,,.,~’;";’; ....,,- ,’^’^"= ,,-,~ ’";~’,,,,,, .,,,^* ....=~,-,* ....=,’                      ,,^: ,,,,~,,,; .....,,;         ~. .......~ ~     ~, ,’, =,,,.., .... exDosed to rainf~lI                                .

"Restaurant" means a stand-alone facility that sells prepared foods and drinks for consumption, including
stationary lunch counters and refreshment stands selling prepared foods and drinks for immediate
consumption. (SIC code 5812).

"Retail Gasoline Outlet" means any facility engaged in selling gasoline and lubricating oils.

"Source Control BMP" means any schedules of activities, prohibitions of practices, maintenance
procedures, managerial practices or operational practices that aim to prevent storm water pollution by
reducing the potential for contamination at the source of pollution.

"Storm Event" means a rainfall event that produces more than 0.1 inch of precipitation and that, which is
separated from the previous storm event by at least 72 hours of dry weather.

"Structural BMP" means any structural facility designed and constructed to mitigate the adverse impacts
of storm water and urban runoff pollution (e.g. canopy, structural enclosure). The category may include
both Treatment Control BMPs and Source Control BMPs.

"Treatment" means the application of engineered systems that use physical, chemical, or biological
processes to remove pollutants. Such processes include, but are not limited to, filtration, gravity settling,
media adsorption, biodegradation, biological uptake, chemical oxidation and UV radiation.

"Treatment Control BMP" means any engineered system designed to remove pollutants by simple gravity
settling of particulate pollutants, filtration, biological uptake, media adsorption or any other physical,
biological, or chemical process.
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CONFLICTS WITH LOCAL PRACTICES
Where provisions of the SUSMP requirements conflict with established local codes, (e.g., specific
language of signage used on storm drain stenciling), the Permittee may continue the local practice and
modif3, the SUSMP to be consistent with the code, except that to the extent that the standards in the
SUSMP are more stringent than those under local codes, such more stringent standards shall apply.

SUSMP PROVISIONS APPLICABLE TO ALL CATEGORIES

REQUIREMENTS

1. PEAK STORM WATER RUNOFF DISCHARGE RATES

Pest To the maximum extent feasible, oost-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates shall
not exceed the estimated pre-development rate for developments where the increased peak storm water
discharge rate will result in increased potential for downstream erosion.

2. CONSERVE NATURAL AREAS

If applicable, the following items are required and must be implemented in the site layout during the
subdivision design and approval process, consistent with applicable General Plan and Local Area Plan
policies:              ~,

¯ Concentrate or cluster Development on portions of a site while leaving the remaining land in
a natural undisturbed condition.

¯ Limit clearing and grading of native vegetation at a site to the minimum amount needed to
build lots, allow access, and provide fire protection.

¯ Maximize trees and other vegetation at each site by planting additional vegetation, clustering
tree areas, and promoting the use of native and/or drought tolerant plants.

¯ Promote natural vegetation by using parking lot islands and other landscaped areas.
¯ Preserve riparian areas and wetlands.

3. MINIMIZE STORM WATER POLLUTANTS OF CONCERN

Storm water runoff from a site has the potential to contribute oil and grease,.suspended solids, metals,
gasoline, pesticides, and pathogens to the storm water conveyance system. The development must be
designed so as to minimize, to the maximum extent practicable, the introduction of pollutants of concern
that ma~, result in significant impacts, generated from site runoff of directly connected impervious areas
(DCIA), to the storm water conveyance system as approved by the building official. Pollutants of concern,
consist of any pollutants that exhibit one or more of the following characteristics: current Ioadings or
historic deposits of the pollutant are impacting the beneficial uses of a receiving water, elevated levels of
the pollutant are found in sediments of a receiving water and/or have the potential to bioaccumulate in
organisms therein, or the detectable inputs of the pollutant are at a concentrations or loads considered
potentially toxic to humans and/or flora and fauna.

In meeting this specific requirement, "minimization of the pollutants of concern" will require the
incorporation of a BMP or combination of BMPs best suited to maximize the reduction of pollutant
Ioadings in that runoff to the Maximum Extent Practicable. Those BMPs best suited for that purpose are
those listed, in the California Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbooks; Caltrans Storm Water
Quality Handbook: Planning and Design Staff Guide; Manual for Storm Water Management in
Washington State; The Maryland Stormwater Design Manual; Flodda Development Manual: A Guide to
Sound Land and Water Management, Denver Urban Storm Drainage Criteda Manual, Volume 3 - Best
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Management Practices and Guidance Specifying Management Measures for Sources of Nonpoint
Pollution in Coastal Waters, USEPA Report No. EPA-840-B-92-002, as "likely to have significant impact"
beneficial to water quality for targeted pollutants that are of concern at the site in question. However, it is
possible that a combination of BMPs not so designated, may in a particular circumstance, be better suited
to maximize the reduction of the pollutants.

Examples of BMPs that can be used for minimizing the introduction of pollutants of concern generated
from site runoff are identified in Table 2. Any BMP not specifically approved by the Regional Board in
Resolution No. 99-03, "Approving Best Management Practices for Municipal Storm Water and Urban
Runoff Programs in Los Angeles County", for development planning may be used if they have been
recommended in one of the above references.

4. PROTECT SLOPES AND CHANNELS

Project plans must include BMPs consistent with local codes and ordinances and the SUSMP to
decrease the potential of slopes and/or channels from eroding and impacting storm water runoff:

¯ Convey runoff safely from the tops of slopes and stabilize disturbed slopes.
¯ Utilize natural drainage systems to the maximum extent practicable
¯ Control or reduce or eliminate flow to natural drainage systems to the maximum extent

practicable
¯ Stabilize permanent channel crossings.
¯ Vegetate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation.
¯ Install energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of new storm drains, culverts,

conduits, or channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable specifications
to minimize erosion, with the approval of all agencies with jurisdiction, e.g., the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers and the California Department of Fish and Game

5. PROVIDE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM STENCILING AND SlGNAGE

Storm drain stencils are highly visible source controls that are typically placed directly adjacent to storm
drain inlets. The stencil contains a brief statement that prohibits the dumping of improper materials into
the storm water conveyance system. Graphical icons, either illustrating anti-dumping symbols or images
of receiving water fauna, are effective supplements to the anti-dumping message.

¯ All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the project area must be stenciled with
prohibitive language (such as: "NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical
icons to discourage illegal dumping.

¯ Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons, which prohibit illegal dumping, must
be posted at public access points along channels and creeks within the project area.

¯ Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained.

6. PROPERLY DESIGN OUTDOOR MATERIAL STORAGE AREAS

Outdoor material storage areas refer to storage areas or storage facilities solely for the storage of
materials. Improper storage of materials outdoors may provide an opportunity for toxic compounds, oil
and grease, heavy metals, nutrients, suspended solids, and other pollutants to enter the storm water
conveyance system. Where proposed project plans include outdoor areas for storage of materials that
may contribute pollutants to the storm water conveyance system, the following Structural or Treatment
BMPs are required:
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¯ Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water must be: (1) placed in an enclosure
such as, but not limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar structure that prevents contact with
runoff or spillage to the storm water conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary
containment structures such as berms, dikes, or curbs.

¯ The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and spills.
¯ The storage area must have a roof or awning to minimize collection of storm water within the

secondary containment area.

7. PROPERLY DESIGN TRASH STORAGE AREAS

A trash storage area refers to an area where a trash receptacle or receptacles are located for use as a
repository for solid wastes.

Loose trash and debris can be easily transported by the forces of water or wind into nearby storm drain
inlets, channels, and/or creeks. All trash container areas must meet the following Structural or Treatment
Control BMP requirements (individual single family residences are exempt from these requirements):

¯ Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted
around the area(s).

¯ Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

8. PROVIDE PROOF OF ONGOING BMP MAINTENANCE

Improper maintenance is one of the most common reasons why water quality controls will not function as
designed or which may cause the system to fail entirely. It is important to consider who will be
responsible for maintenance of a permanent BMP, and what equipment is required to perform the
maintenance properly. As part of project review, if a project applicant has included or is required to
include, Structural or Treatment Control BMPs in project plans, the Permittee shall require that the
applicant provide verification of maintenance provisions through such means as may be appropriate,
including, but not limited to legal agreements, covenants, CEQA mitigation requirements and/or
Conditional Use Permits.

For all properties, the verification will include the developer’s signed statement, as part of the project
application, accepting responsibility for all structural and treatment control BMP maintenance until the
time the property is transferred and, where applicable, a signed agreement from the public entity ¯
assuming responsibility for Structural or Treatment Control BMP maintenance. -r,...,,,^ ,.,,~, ,..,.,~^" C~, ~""~’-, .¯"’ ,=..,

..... ~. ,., ,.,    Or , ",3,3,,’~,^;3, ............ ^^’^^ ,3;" ’

’"~’ ’"^ "°^"^"’" ...........¯ ,-, ~ ,. ,."’ ’^’-^’,. .......’ ,.          ":nsp:,3t;,3n" ^= -,, o,_., =’^*.=, .... =,’ ~,^° T    ¯ , ,-,^.,.^,......... e., re.,-., .¯ ............................... r,3,3.,’~,0,~ ......... ~,.,, " ,~,L

............................................... ¯ ,3 ,,C,"~,3-WR,3, ~,

......... ^,’~,,~,,,3^ C~,’3, ..... -’~^ "v-~ ,

If Structural or Treatment Control BMPs are located within a public area proposed for transfer, they will be
the responsibility of the developer until they are accepted for transfer by the County or other appropriate
public agency. Structural or Treatment Control BMPs proposed for transfer must meet design standards
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adopted by the public entity for the BMP installed and should be approved by the County or other
appropriate public agency prior to its installation.

9. DESIGN STANDARDS FOR STRUCTURAL OR TREATMENT CONTROL BMPs1

Str’,;ct’,~r~J cr Trc?.tmcr, t Unless otherwise exempted. Dost-construction structural or treatment
control BMPs selected for use at any New Develooment or Redevelooment project covered by this
SUSMP. where the New Develooment or Redevelonment oroiect will result in additional storm
water runoff, in comDarison to ore-oroiect runoff from the oroiect site. and where such additional
runoff will not otherwise be caotured or treated bv oroximate or reoional structural or treatment
control BMPs existino, or to be constructed within three (3~ years from the date of completion of
the oroiect, shall meet the design standards of this Section u-’

,,,, , The oost-construction structural or treatmen
control BMPs shall be designed to:

A. mitigate (infiltrate or treat) storm water runoff ..............that results from:

1. the ~Sth ...... ..............................,,^ -~A ,. ......... . ..... ’ dctc;mJ,qcd nc the volume of runoff oroduced
from the 7Qth~oercentile 24.hour storm event for 100.000 Souara Foot Commer~;ial
Develooments. the 60m oercentile 24-hour storm event for Automotive Reoair Shog~,
Retail Gasoline Outlets and Restaurants. and the ~0= oercentile 24.hour storm event for
Home Subdivisions with 100 or More Housino Units. as determined from the historical
record-based cumulative occurrence orobabilitv for the referenced rain oauqe
Anoeles County as develooed bv the County of Los Anoeles. Deoartment of Public
Works: or

2.          the maximized capture storm water volume "^- ’~" ..... ~-^-- ’"^ ¯ ..... ’ ......... --,~
determined throuoh the aoolication of formulas 5.1 an~ ~ in Urban Runoff Quality
Management, WEF Manual of Practice No. 23/ ASCE Manual of Practice No. 87, (1998);,
where i = the imperviousness ratio for the oroiect as determined by the Droie~t
or derived from the list of imnerviousness ratio developed bv the County of Los Anoele,~
Department of Public Works for the land use{s~ proposed for the New Development or
Redevelopment oroiect, a = the event cantura ratio for a 24-hour drain time from Table
5.4. and P, = .60 from Fioure 5.3: or

3. the volume of annual runoff based on unit basin storage water quality volume, to achieve
8~ 70 percent or more volume treatment by thc mcthcd ;cccm,,mc~,dcd ~" for 100.000 Souar~
Foot Commercial Develooments bv the method set forth in Aooendix D to tll~ California
Stormwater Best Management Practices Handbook - ,-.~,t~/.~, ,-, ...... ~ Hnn.~
~ (1993~. 60 Dercent or more for Automotive Renair ShoDs. Retail Gasoline
Outlets and Restaurants. and 50 percent or more for Home Subdivisions with 100 or
more housino units: or

~;^" *^ ;~" "~;^^~’^"
,-..,,...~,.,’~CC ~,y~,tcm,, or the water oualitv caoture volume for the Los

reoion as determined bv the formulas for water oualitv caDture outside the Den¥~r
reaion contained in Section 4.4.2 of the Urban Storm Drainaoe C#teria ManuaL Vol{Ime
uodate, published bv the Urban Drainaae and Flood Control District. Denver.
Seotember 1.

1      The numeric criteria set forth herein are included only for purposes of analysis as a starting point for revigw
by the proposed State-wide Storm Water Quality Technical Advisory Committee.
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,.~ ..... -^ ~,.^~.~^-    ~- -^’,..,.--, ’--..,- -^~ .....~ ~,, *~^ o-’,.,.. ...... ~’"’ ^ "*’~ ~-"":’:.:~,^,,~,          "’’"’’         AND

~ B.    Control peak flow discharge to provide stream channel and over bank flood protection,
based on flow design criteria selected by the local agency.

~. All ore.oroiect storm water runoff shall be excluded from the,
calculations referenced in Subsection 9~A) above, until such time as a State-Wide Urbarl
Storm Water Mitiaation Fund has been created that enables oroioct ao~)licants to }~!~
reimbursement for all costs and fees incurred in addressina Dre-Drolect storm water
runoff, as well as costs and fees oaid to Perrnittees in the form of permit fees all~
oversiaht and administrative review Costs,

2. Retail Gasoline Outlets which implement all aoolicable reauirements of f;~,=
California Storm Water Quality Task Force Best Manaaement Practice Guide for Retail
Gasoline Outlets ~March 1997~ shall be excluded from the Numerical Desian Standard=
set forth in Subsection 9fA~ above,

10. PROVISIONS APPLICABLE TO INDIVIDUAL PRIORITY PROJECT CATEGORIES

REQUIREMENTS

A. 100,000 SQUARE FOOT COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENTS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN LOADINGIUNLOADING DOCK AREAS

Loading/unloading dock areas have the potential for material spills to be quickly transported to the storm
water conveyance system. To minimize this potential, the following design criteria are required:

¯ Cover loading dock areas or design drainage to minimize run-on and runoff of storm water.
¯ Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks (truck wells) are prohibited.

2. PROPERLY DESIGN REPAIR/MAINTENANCE BAYS

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and gasoline from the repair/maintenance bays can
negatively impact storm water if allowed to come into contact with storm water runoff. Therefore, design
plans for repair bays must include the following:

¯ Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow storm water
runon or contact with storm water runoff.

¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all washwater, leaks and spills. Connect
drains to a sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the repair/maintenance bays to the
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storm drain system is prohibited. If required by local jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial Waste
Discharge Permit.

3. PROPERLY DESIGN VEHICLE/EQUIPMENT WASH AREAS

The activity of vehicle/equipment washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and
grease, solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the storm water conveyance system. Include in
the project plans an area for washing/steam cleaning of vehicles and equipment. The area in the site
design must be:

¯ Self-contained and/ or covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment facility, and properly
connected to a sanitary sewer.

B. RESTAURANTS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN EQUIPMENTIACCESSORY WASH AREAS

The activity of outdoor equipment/accessory washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute
metals, oil and grease, solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the storm water conveyance
system. Include in the. project plans an area for the washing/steam cleaning of equipment and
accessories. This area must be:

¯ Self-contained, equipped with a grease trap, and properly connected to a sanitary sewer.
¯ If the wash area is to be located outdoors, it must be covered, paved, have secondary containment,

and be connected to the sanitary sewer.

C. RETAIL GASOLINE OUTLETS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN FUELING AREA

Fueling areas have the potential to contribute oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and
gasoline to the storm water conveyance system. The project plans must include the following BMPs:

¯ The fuel dispensing area must be covered with an overhanging roof structure or canopy. The
canopy’s minimum dimensions must be equal to or greater than the area within the grade break. The
canopy must not drain onto the fuel dispensing area, and the canopy downspouts must be routed to
prevent drainage across the fueling area.

¯ The fuel dispensing area must be paved with Portland cement concrete (or equivalent smooth
impervious surface), and the use of asphalt concrete shall be prohibited.

¯ The fuel dispensing area must have a 2% to 4% slope to prevent ponding, and must be separated
from the rest of the site by a grade break that prevents run-on of storm water to the extent
practicable.

¯ At a minimum, the concrete fuel dispensing area must extend 6.5 feet (2.0 meters) from the corner of
each fuel dispenser, or the length at which the hose and nozzle assembly may be operated plus 1
foot (0.3 meter), whichever is less.

D. AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR SHOPS

227,’065121-0068
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1. PROPERLY DESIGN FUELING AREA

Fueling areas have the potential to contribute oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and
gasoline to the storm water conveyance system. Therefore, design plans, which include fueling areas,
must contain the following:

¯ The fuel dispensing area should be covered with an overhanging roof structure or canopy. The
cover’s minimum dimensions must be equal to or greater than the area within the grade break. The
cover must not drain onto the fuel dispensing area and the downspouts must be routed to prevent
drainage across the fueling area.

¯ The fuel dispensing areas must be paved with Portland cement concrete (or equivalent smooth
impervious surface), and the use of asphalt concrete shall be prohibited.

¯ The fuel dispensing area must have a 2% to 4% slope to prevent ponding, and must be separated
from the rest of the site by a grade break that prevents run-on of storm water.

¯ At a minimum, the concrete fuel dispensing area must extend 6.5 feet (2.0 meters) from the corner of
each fuel dispenser, or the length at which the hose and nozzle assembly may be operated plus 1
foot (0.3 meter), whichever is less.

2. PROPERLY DESIGN REPAIR/MAINTENANCE BAYS

Oil and grease, solvents, car battery acid, coolant and gasoline from the repair/maintenance bays can
negatively impact storm water if allowed to come into contact with storm water runoff. Therefore, design
plans for repair bays must include the following:

¯ Repair/maintenance bays must be indoors or designed in such a way that doesn’t allow storm water
run-on or contact with storm water runoff.

¯ Design a repair/maintenance bay drainage system to capture all wash-water, leaks and spills.
Connect drains to a sump for collection and disposal. Direct connection of the repaidmaintenance
bays to the storm drain system is prohibited. If required by local jurisdiction, obtain an Industrial
Waste Discharge Permit.

3. PROPERLY DESIGN VEHICLE/EQUIPMENT WASH AREAS

The activity of vehicle/equipment washing/steam cleaning has the potential to contribute metals, oil and
grease, solvents, phosphates, and suspended solids to the storm water conveyance system. Include in
the project plans an area for washing/steam cleaning of vehicles and equipment. This area must be:

¯ Self-contained and/or covered, equipped with a clarifier, or other pretreatment facility, and properly
connected to a sanitary sewer or to a permitted disposal facility.

4. PROPERLY DESIGN LOADINGIUNLOADING DOCK AREAS

Loading/unloading dock areas have the potential for material spills to be quickly transported to the storm
water conveyance system. To minimize this potential, the following design criteria are required:

¯ Cover loading dock areas or design drainage to minimize run-on and runoff of storm water.
¯ Direct connections to storm drains from depressed loading docks (truck wells) are prohibited.

227065121-0068
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E. PARKING LOTS

1. PROPERLY DESIGN PARKING AREA

Parking lots contain pollutants such as heavy metals, oil and grease, and polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons that are deposited on parking lot surfaces by motor-vehicles. These pollutants are directly
transported to surface waters. To minimize the offsite transport of pollutants, the following design criteria
are required:

¯ Reduce impervious land coverage of parking areas
¯ Infiltrate runoff before it reaches storm drain system.
¯ Treat runoff before it reaches storm drain system

2. PROPERLY DESIGN TO LIMIT OIL CONTAMINATION AND PERFORM MAINTENANCE

Parking lots may accumulate oil, grease, and water insoluble hydrocarbons from vehicle drippings and
engine system leaks.

¯ Treat to remove oil and petroleum hydrocarbons at parking lots that are heavily used (e.g. fast food
outlets, lots with 25 or more parking spaces , sports event parking lots, shopping malls, grocery
stores, discount warehouse stores)

¯ Ensure adequate operation and maintenance of treatment systems particularly sludge and oil
removal, and system fouling and plugging prevention control

11. WAIVER

A Permittee may, through adoption of an ordinance or code incorporating the treatment requirements of
the SUSMP, provide for a waiver from the rcq~i:cmc~t Numerical Desian Standards under Section 9
above, if impracticability for a specific pr-epeFty Project can be established. A waiver of impracticability
shall be granted only when all etheF reasonable Structural or Treatment Control BMPs have been
considered and rejected as infeasible ~. Recognized ^=’,.^’=^ ,-........ n.. ~ of
impracticability include;,; (i) ~ limitations of space ~^o,.., t,-c^.mor,...’ " ............. ..... " .... ’ ..... ,.. ....... ’ p;o~cot, ata
Redevelogment Droiogt; (ii) unfavorable or unstable soil conditions at a site to attempt infiltration;-eRd;,
(iii) a reasonabll~ risk of ground water contamination ~- ........ ’- ......... c¢-~.-cd .... -’,~^-

¯ .~,-,.., j~,~,,.~....,, O~" .,,~¯ ~..~.~d~=~ ~,,~ ~.,...,.%~ ~l-’l-"~’~ O....... of ::’o~;’cr ~cti~cct~o.~: to that cannot
otherwise be reasonably mitigated: (iv) a reasonable risk of harm to the health and safety of
gublic as a result of ootential vectors that cannot reasonably be mitigated: and (v) such oth:-
grounds for imoracticablv as may be established bv the Proiect AoDlicant as rev!:w~d
agr)roved bv the Permittee. A waiver granted bv a Permittee for any New Develooment
Redevelopment oroiect may be revoked bY the Regional Board Executive Officer. Thc

RC-SIOP, Cl o^~..~=, c^~ ..... +:"^.,.~ ~’^^’v,,,..~,..~ ^ ......=,." ........, ~^’~ ~"" ~ p^’~;"^^ "~ .... ’ ............ ~ ........ ¯ ........... to shy ...... ~. ....... cr rodcvclopmcnt
-.^~^^, .... ,. ...... u^.~ ,.....^ "^,.3;c-"’ ~ "~ Excc’..’tlvc O~cc,’ for cause and with proper notice upon
petition within thirty (30) days.

If a waiver is granted for impracticability, the Permittee must shall require the project prcpcscnt to
trcncfcr thc s,cvln,3s in cost aDolicant to oav a mitigation lea, as determined by the Perrnittee, to
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agcncy or c non profit on
Permittee towards the cost. includina administrative costs, of develol~ina an alternative solution~
specifically includina but not limited to. a reoional solution to storm water runoff oollut~r~t~-
created from the orooosed Droiect. The Permittee shall establish a nexus bet’.-:ccn the amount 9f
the fees imnosed on the oroiect aoolicant, the volume of storm water runoff, and the oollutant~ 9f
concern from the oroDosed Droiect. and the orooosed alternative solution.

Within twelve (12) months from the effective date of this SUSMP. the Reaional Board shall
develop) a matchino fund Droaram to match each dollar collected by the Permitte¢~ under thi,~
Waiver provision, whereby such funds received from the Regional Board shall be used bv the
Permittees to implement, administer and develoo alternative and other reaional solutions to urban
storm water runoff, and to otherwise administer the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitiaaf~ign Plan,

12. LIMITATION ON USE OF INFILTRATION BMPs

Three factors significantly influence the potential for storm water to contaminate ground water. They are
(i) pollutant mobility, (ii) pollutant abundance in storm water, (iii) and soluble fraction of pollutant. The risk
of contamination of groundwater may be reduced by pretreatment of storm water. A discussion of
limitations and guidance for infiltration practices is contained in, Potential Groundwater Contamination
from Intentional and Non-Intentional Stormwater Infiltration, Report No. EPA/600/R-94/051, USEPA
(1994).

In addition, the distance of the groundwater table from the infiltration BMP may also be a factor
determining the risk of contamination. A water table distance separation of ten feet depth in California
presumptively poses negligible risk for storm water not associated with industrial activity or high vehicular
traffic.

Infiltration BMPs are not recommended for areas of industrial activity or areas subject to high vehicular
traffic (25,000 or greater average daily traffic (ADT) on main roadway or 15,000 or more ADT on any
intersecting roadway) unless appropriate pretreatment is provided to ensure groundwater is protected and
the infiltration BMP is not rendered ineffective by overload.
!2.

13. ALTERNATIVE CERTIFICATION FOR STORM WATER TREATMENT MITIGATION

In lieu of conducting detailed BMP review to verify Structural or Treatment Control BMPs adequacy, a
Permittee may elect to accept a signed certification from a Civil Engineer or a Licensed Architect
registered in the State of California, that the plan meets the criteria established herein. The Permittee is
encouraged to verify that certifying person(s) have been trained on BMP design for water quality, not
more than two years prior to the signature date. Training conducted by an organization with storm water
BMP design expertise (e.g., a University, American Society of Civil Engineers, American Society of
Landscape Architects, American Public Works Association, or the California Water Environment
Association) may be considered qualifying.

14. RESOURCES AND REFERENCE
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1 PROOF OF SERVICE BY MAIl,

3 STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) SS.:

4 COUNTY OF ORANGE )

5
I am employed in the County of Orange, State of California. I am over the age of 18 and

6 not a party to the within action. My business address is 611 Anton Boulevard, Fourteenth Floor,
Costa Mesa, California 92626-1998.

7
On July 6, 2000, I served on interested parties in said action the within:

8
PETITIONERS’ POST-HEARING REPLY BRIEF TO JUNE 12, 2000 STATE BOARD

9 INQUIRY

10        by placing a true copy thereof in sealed envelope(s) addressed as stated on the attached
mailing list.

11
I am readily familiar with this firm’s practice of collection and processing correspondence

12 for mailing. Under that practice it would be deposited with the U.S. postal service on that same
day in the ordinary course of business. I am aware that on motion of party served, service is

13 presumed invalid if postal cancellation date or postage meter date is more than 1 day after date of
deposit for mailing in affidavit.

14
Executed on July 6, 2000, at Costa Mesa, California.

15
I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the

16 foregoing is true and correct.

18 Helen Davis
(Type or print name) (Signature)

19

2O

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28 "
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l David S. Beckman, Esq. Steve Fleischli, Esq.
Alex N. Helperin, Esq. Santa Monica Baykeeper

2 Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. P.O. Box 10096
6310 San Vicente Boulevard, Suite 250 Marina del Rey, CA 90295

3 Los Angeles, CA 90048

4 Heather Hoecherl, Esq. Stephen P. Deitsch, Esq.
Heal The Bay Best, Best & Krieger

5 2701 Ocean Park Boulevard, Suite 150 3750 University Avenue
Santa Monica, CA 90405 Suite 400

6 P.O. Box 1028
Riverside, CA 92502-1028

7
Lyman C. Welch, Esq. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer

8 Mayer, Brown & Platt Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control
190 S. La Salle Street Board

9 Chicago, IL 60603-3441 320 West 4tla Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

10 Jorge A. Leone, Esq.
Senior Staff Counsel Xavier Swamikarmu

1 l 901 "P" Street Regional Water Quality Control Board
Sacramento, California 320 West 4th Street, Suite 200

12 Los Angeles, CA 90013

13 Elizabeth Miller Jennings, Esq.
Office of Chief Counsel

14 State Water Resources Control Board
901 "P" Street

15 Sacramento, CA 95814

16

17

18

19

2O

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28
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RICHARD.. MONTEVIDEO (BAR NO. 116051) -
2 . TERENCE L GALLAGHER (BAR NO. 192341){ilj ,J!/!_ ~ I ;:’i~] ~’.: ~ 5

61t Ant(m Boulevard, Fourteenth Floor

Telephone: 714.641-5100 ~SALti Y C~!N I i~C~L
4 Facsimile: 714-546-9035 - LOS ;~IGELES

5 Attorneys for Petitioners

6

7

8 PETITION BEFORE THE

9 STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

10

11 THE CITIES OF BELLFLOWER, BELL Case Nos. A-1280, A-1280(a), and A-12800a)
GARDENS, BURBANK, CERRITOS,

12 COMMERCE, COMPTON, DIAMOND BAR, PETITIONERS’ RESPONSE TO NRDC’S
DOWNEY, HAWAIIAN GARDENS, OBJECTIONS TO PETITIONERS’ POST-

13 HUNTINGTON PARK, INDUSTRY, HEARING BRIEF
IRWINDALE, LA CANADA-FLINTRIDGE,

14 LAMIRADA, LA VERNE, LAKEWOOD, Hearing
LAWNDALE, MONROVIA, MONTEBELLO, Date: June .7-8, 2000 -

15 PALOS VERDES ESTATES, PARAMOUNT, Time: 10:00 a.m.
PICO RIVERA, pOMONA, KANCHO PALOS Location: 3350 Civic Center Drive

16 VERDES, ROSEMEAD, SAN GABRIEL, Torrance, CA 90503
SANTA FE SPRINGS, SIGNAL HILL,

17 SOUTH GATE, VERNON, WALNUT, AND
WHITTIER, municipal corporations; and THE

18 BUILDING INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION OF
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA, a Non-Profit

19 Mutual Benefit Corporation, and THE
BUILDING INDUSTRY LEGAL DEFENSE

20 FOUNDATION, a Non-Profit Mutual Benefit.
Corporation,

Petitioners,
22

VS.

23
THE CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER

24 QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, LOS
ANGELES REGION; and DENNIS

25 DICKERSON, Executive Director of the Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

26
Respondents.

27

28
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1 Petitioners Bellflower, et al. respectfully reply to the objections of the NRDC to said

2 Petitioners’ Post-Hearing Brief as follows:

3 I. PETITIONERS’ POST HEARING BRIEF WAS SPECIFICALLY RESPONSIVE
TO THE STATE BOARD’S JUNE 12, 2000 REQUEST AND COMPLIED WITH

4 THE REQUIREMENTS OF SUCH REQUEST.

5 The NRDC objects to Petitioners’ Post-Hearing Brief because of the attached proposed

6 revisions to the Regional Board’s SUSMP Program.~ The short answer to the NRDC’s objection is

7 that the Petitioners’ Post-Hearing Brief complies with the State Board’s June 12 directive. First,

8 the attached proposed SUSMP language is sutnmarized in the text of the Brief itself and each of

9 the proposed revisions to the Regional Board’s SUSMP are explained within the’l 0-page Post-

10 Hearing Brief. Second, the attached redlined SUSMP was not an additional exhibit, but is an

11 existing document in the Record that has been modified to show changes in light of the June 12,

12 2000 State Board letter specifically requesting that "specific language thatyou believe should be

13 included in the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP)" be provided. ~

14 Accordingly, the Post-Hearing Brief in addition to providing an explanation of the proposed

15 changes, complies with this specific request of the State Board for "specific language" to be

16 included in the SUSMP.

17 In addition, showing the actual revisions to the Regional Board’s proposed SUSMP in a

18 redlined fashion was necessary for the benefit of all the parties so that the context of the numerous

19 changes to the SUSMP were readable and easily understood. Reviewing the "specific language"

20 and deletions and changes to the SUSMP, without the benefit of their context, would have been

21 virtually impossible given the numerous changes that were necessary. The original Regional

22 Board’s SUSMP itself contained some 15 pages of text and is already a part of the Record in these

23 proceedings. The proposed changes to the SUSMP, as shown by the redlining, merely puts the

24 specific language requested by the State Board in context. The NRDC may not agree with the

25 changes, but given the State Board’s request for "specific language" to be "included in the

26 SUSMP," the NRDC’s disagreement does not change either the specific request for the language,

27 t It is worth noting that the NRDC has filed objections to the Petitioners’ Post-Hearing Brief, but
28 has said nothing about the Regional Board’s Brief, which is 10 pages of what appears to be six

point print with even smaller print in the ~footnotes.
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l nor the relevance and importance of showing the changes in context on a document that is already

2 in the Record. Given the length of the SUSMP and the numerous revisions and "specific

3 language" added or modified, providing a redlined version of the SUSMP was not only consistent

4 with the State Board’s request, it was necessary so that the "specific language" to be included in

5 the SUSMP could be understood and properly considered.

6 For the foregoing reasons, the Post-Hearing Brief is consistent with and in compliance

7 with the State Board’s June 12, 2000 Order, and Petitioners respectfully request that the NRDC’s

8 objections in this regard be overruled.

9 II. THE NRDC DOES NOT HAVE STANDING TO ASSERT THE ATTORNEY-
CLIENT PRIVILEGE, AND THE DISCLOSURE AND INCLUSION OF THE

10 COMMUNICATION IN THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD CONSTITUTES A
WAIVER OF SUCH PRIVILEGE.

11
Interestingly, the NRDC attempts to assert the attorney-client privilege on behalf of the

12
Regional Board, where the NRDC is not the client and thus is not the holder of the attomey-client

13
privilege. California law is very clear that only the holder of the privilege, or a representative of

14
the holder, is authorized to assert the privilege. (Evid. Code § 954.) There has been no showing

15
by the NRDC that they are either the holder of the privilege, i.e., that they are Mr. Leon’s client, or

16
that they are "a person" authorized on behalf of the Regional Board to assert the privilege.

17
Accordingly, the NRDC has no standing to assert the privilege. (See Evid. Code § 954.)

18
Second, it is evident from the Regional Board’s inclusion of this e-mail (Item 19 of

19
Volume 2 of the Administrative Record) and other communications from counsel in the Record,

20
that Respondents purposely included the information as a part of the Administrative Record, a

21
Record that was made available to all of the parties in this Petition. Under California law,

22
pursuant to Evidence Code Section 912, any privilege that would have attached to the

23
communication in question, was clearly waived as a result of its inclusion in the Administrative

24
Record and the making of the communication and all aspects of the Administrative Record

25
available for public review. (See Evid. Code § 912(a).) Respondents apparently made the

26
decision to include this and other documents in the Administrative Record to support their

27
decision to impose the SUSMP on the Petitioners; Respondents cannot now hide behind the

28
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1 NRDC and seek to exclude a document that confirms they acted improperly and in violation of the

2 terms of the NPDES Permit in doing so. Accordingly, the initial inclusion of the document as a

3 part of the Administrative Record constitutes a waiver under Evidence Code 912(a).

4 In addition, the failure of the Regional Board, since the preparation of the Record, to

5 subsequently claim the privilege or to assert that the inclusion of the document was in any way

6 inadvertent (specifically including its failure to assert the privilege months after the Administrative

7 Record had been prepared and three (3) weeks after Petitioners have submitted their Post-Hearing

8 Brief) is a "failure to claim the privilege in any proceeding in which the holder has a legal

9 standing and opportunity to claim the privilege, " and is thus a second basis for waiver under

10 Evidence Code Section 912(a). Respondent’s failure to claim the privilege throughout these

11 proceedings, and even now, constitutes a waiver of the privilege. (See, e.g., Calvert v. State Bar

12 (1991) 54 Cal. 3d 765, 780; Scottsdale Insurance Co. v. Superior Court (1997) 59 Cal.App.4th

13 263,274.)

14 Finally, the NRDC’s mischaracterization of the communication does not change the printed

15 words of the e-mail and the conclusions of the Regional Board’s counsel that "it would take an act

16 of the Board to amend the Permit to include non-discretionary activities" since to include non-

17 discretionary activities "is beyond the scope of the Permit authority." Clearly, the Regional

18 Board, and its counsel, knew that the plain language of the Permit did not provide for the

19 application of SUSMPs to "non-discretionary activities," and further knew that their decision to

20 apply the SUSMP to non-discretionary activities was directly contrary to the express terms of the

21 Permit. The relevance of the e-mail, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit "A" hereto for the

22 State Board’s convenience, is apparent from its face.

23 ///

24 ///

25 ///

26 ///

27 ///

28 ///
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1 II1. CONCLUSION.

2 Petitioners respectfully request that the objections of the NRDC to the Petitioners’ Post-

3 Hearing Brief be overruled in their entirety.

4 DATED: July,~2000 RUTAN & TUCKER

6 BY: ~~, ,4~
CHARD MO~I’EVI~EO -

7 Attorneys for Petitioners

8
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IDennis Dickerson - Re: SUSMP Page

From: Jorge Leon
To: Xavier Swamikannu
Date: 1/25/00 2:58PM
Subject: Re: SUSMP

1. It’s my belief that, since the Permit says "discretionary," we’re stuck. It simply does not include
nondiscretionary activities. To include them in this proposal by the EO is beyond the scope of the Permit
authority. It would take an act of the Board to amend the Permit to include non-discretionary activities.

2. I would recommend reading this liberally. I.e., the enumerated categories are inclusive of all types of
development, including nondiscretionary activities. The enumerated categories are included are the list
because there is sound evidence showing the need to control those discharges. These are within the
EO’s auth.odty to control regardless of whether they are discretionary or noL

3, 4 and 5. I don’t know enough about the remaining three issues yet, but will try to be conversant by
tomorrow a.m.
>>> Dennis Dickerson 01/24/00 06:19PM >>>
Need a quick check on three issues:

1) The 1996 permit talks about discretionary projects. Can SUSMPs be applied to non-discretionary
projects as well as discretionary or is the board limited in this instance. See Page 4 of the NRDC letter.

2) Are the enumerated categories comprehensive of all types of development?
Or are non-discretionary projects in a specified category included?

3) We are concerned about a single family home on a hillside but not, apparently, if the runoff is to an
ESA. Is this distinction appropriate.

4) Xavier:. is the change sheet definition for an ESA clear or what we discussed?

5) Xavier, there are some glitches with the change sheet that must be fixed tomorrow, i.e., references to
pages in the change sheet don’t match the Dec 7th version.

CC: Dennis Dickerson

EXHIBIT "A"

R0072994



1 PROOF OF SERVICE BY MAIL

2

3 STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) SS.:

4 COUNTY OF ORANGE )

5
I am employed in the County of Orange, State of California. I am over the age of 18 and

6 not a party to the within action. My business address is 611 Anton Boulevard, Fourteenth Floor,
Costa Mesa, California 92626-1998.

7
On July 28, 2000, I served on interested parties in said action the within:

8
PETITIONERS’ RESPONSE TO NRDC’S OBJECTIONS TO PETITIONERS’ POST-

9 HEARING BRIEF

10 by placing a true copy thereof in sealed envelope(s) addressed as stated on the attached
mailing list.

11
I am readily familiar with this firm’s practice of collection and processing correspondence

12 for mailing. Under that practice it would be deposited with the U.S. postal service on that same
day in the ordinary course of business. I am aware that on motion of party served, service is

13 presumed invalid if postal cancellation date or postage meter date is more than 1 day after date of
deposit for mailing in affidavit.

14
Executed on July 28, 2000, at Costa Mesa, California.

15
I declare under penalty of perjury trader the laws of the State of California that the

16 foregoing is true and correct.

]i    Helen Davis ~~v &]~ ~/@                          _(Type or print name) (Signature)
19

20

21

22

23

24

25
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27

28
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1 David S. Beckman, Esq. Steve Fleischli, Esq.
Alex N. Helperin, Esq. Santa Monica Baykeeper

2 Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. P.O. Box 10096
6310 San Vicente Boulevard, Suite 250 Marina del Rey, CA 90295

3 Los Angeles, CA 90048

4 Heather Hoecherl, Esq. Stephen P. Deitsch, Esq.
Heal The Bay Best, Best & Krieger

5 2701 Ocean Park Boulevard, Suite 150 3750 University Avenue
Santa Monica, CA 90405 Suite 400

6 P.O. Box 1028
Riverside, CA 92502-1028

7
Lyman C. Welch, Esq. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer

8 Mayer, Brown & Platt Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control
190 S. La Salle Street Board

9 Chicago, IL 60603-3441 320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

10 Jorge A. Leon, Esq.
Senior Staff Counsel Xavier Swamikannu

11 State Water Resources Control Board Regional Water Quality Control Board
901 "P" Street 320 West 4tla Street, Suite 200

12 Sacramento, California Los Angeles, CA 90013

13 VIA 0 VERNIGHT MAIL
Elizabeth Miller Jermings, Esq.

14 Office of Chief Counsel
State Water Resources Control Board

15 901 "P" Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
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1 MAYER, BROWN & PLATT
GREGORY R. McCLINTOCK (State Bar No. 043987)

2 350 S. Grand Avenue, Suite 2500
Los Angeles, California 90071-1503

3 Telephone: (213) 229-9500
Facsimile: (213) 625-0248

4
MAYER, BROWN & PLATT

5 LYMAN C. WELCH (State Bar No. 206258)
190 S. La Salle Street

6 Chicago, Illinois 60603-3441
Telephone: (312) 701-7404

7 Facsimile: (312) 706-9117

8 Attorneys for Petitioner
WESTERN STATES PETROLEUM ASSOCIATION

9

l0 STATE OF CALIFORNIA

11 STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

12
In the Matter of the Petitions of the ) FILE NOS. A-1280, A-1280(a) and A-1280(b)

13 Cities of Bellflower, et al., the City )
of A.rcadia, and Western States Petroleum)

14 Association, ) WESTERN STATES PETROLEUM
) ASSOCIATION’S COMMENTS ON

15 Petitioners, ) THE BOARD’S TENTATIVE ORDER
)

16 For Review of January 26, 2000 Action)
of the Regional Board, and Actions and)

17 ?allures to Act by Both the Regional Board )
and its Executive Officer Pursuant to )

18 Order No. 96-054, Permit for Municipal )
Storm Water and Urban Run-Off )

19 Discharges within Los Angeles County)
[NPDES No. CAS614001] )

20

21 Pursuant to the Board’s August 28, 2000 Order, the Western States Petroleum Association

22 ("WSPA") submits these comments on the Board’s tentative order in this matter.

23 SUMMARY

24 WSPA fully supports the Board’s tentative order that retail gasoline outlets be excluded from

25 the numeric design standards of the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan ("SUSMP’). Retail

26 gasoline outlets are already heavily regulated under federal, state and local requirements and the

27 SUSMP numeric design standards are neither feasible nor proven effective for retail gasoline outlets.

28 In lieu of the SUSMP numeric design standards, WSPA urges the Board to encourage the statewide

12737650.1 WESTERN STATES PETROLEUM ASSOCIATION’S

1 COMMENTS ON THE BOARD’S TENTATIVE ORDER

R0072997



1 adoption ofthe best management practices developed and published by the California Stormwater Task

2 Force in their March 1997 Best Management Practice Guide for Retail Gasoline Outlets (the "Task

3 Force BMPs").

4 COMMENTS

5 I. WSPA Fully Supports the Exclusion of Retail Gasoline Outlets From the SUSMP Numeric
Design Standards.

6

7 WSPA applauds the Board’s recognition that retail gasoline outlets should not be subject to the

8 numeric design standards of the SUSMP. Due to the plethora of regulations which already apply to

9 retail gasoline outlets and the practical problems of implementing stormwater infiltration or treatment

10 systems at retail gasoline outlets, the SUSMP numeric design requirements are neither necessary nor

11 are they a practical option.

12 Retail gasoline outlets are heavily regulated at the federal, state and local level. For example,

13 retail gasoline outlets are subject to USEPA regulation of underground storage tanks; federal spill

14 prevention, containment and control requirements; OSHA requirements; state and local firecodes; state

15 and local requirements for hazardous materials and emergency response plans; state and local

16 underground storage tank requirements; state and local building codes; national, state, and local, air

17 regulations; and numerous other requirements. Indeed, additional regulations on underground storage

18 tanks are expected to take effect in California in the near future.

19 As shown during the hearing and detailed in WSPA’s prior filings, retail gasoline outlets are

20 limited in their ability to construct treatment/infiltration facilities. Requiring infiltration at retail

21 gasoline outlets would likely cause subsurface contamination as accidental spillage of gasoline is

22 directed into the soil. Further, there is no evidence that the other potential treatment devices allowed

23 by the SUSMP would be effective at controlling any pollutants from retail gasoline outlets. Moreover,

24 several types of treatment devices (such as oil/water separators, sand filters, and compost filters) would

25 require that an additional subterranean structure be built beneath the retail gasoline outlet and could

26 result in a potentially hazardous situation.

27 For these reasons, WSPA strongly supports the Board’s decision to exclude retail gasoline

28 outlets from the numeric design standards of the SUSMP. R0072998
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1 I1. WSPA Supports the Implementation of the Task Force BMPs Throughout California.

2 The tentative order’s statement that the Task Force BMPs "should be considered for inclusion"

3 in the SUSMPs (Board Tentative Order, p. 22, footnote 49) is laudable and should provide direction

4 to other regional boards. WSPA asks that the tentative order be expanded to encourage other regional

5 boards to specify use of the Task Force BMPs in stormwater permits in their regions. The question of

6 what BMPs should apply to retail gasoline outlets is likely to arise in connection with permit

7 applications or renewals other than the SUSMP. Indeed, the Los Angeles Regional Board has

8 implemented provisions almost identical to the SUSMP in the NPDES permit for the County of

9 Ventura. (The Ventura permit is the subject of WSPA’s petition for review in SWRCB/OCC File A-

10 1320(a)). Moreover, San Diego’s Regional Board has recently postponed consideration of numeric

11 sizing criteria for permits pending ongoing efforts to develop statewide standards.

12 As shown at the hearing, the Task Force BMPs are appropriate for use throughout California

13 as a means to prevent and/or reduce stormwater pollution from retail gasoline outlets. Since the Task

14 Force BMPs were developed and published by the California Stormwater Quality Task Force, WSPA

15 has encouraged the implementation of the Task Force BMPs throughout California by both existing

16 retail gasoline outlets and new facilities. Support for implementation of the Task Force BMPs

17 throughout California in the tentative order would improve control of stormwater runoff and avoid

18 future piecemeal appeals of individual permits which do not follow the Task Force BMPs or the

19 Board’s tentative order in this matter.

20

21 DATED: September 27, 2000 Respectfully submitted,

22

23
MAYER, BROWN & PLATT

24 GREGORY R. McCLINTOCK
LYMAN C. WELCH

26
By:

27 - ~’ Lyman C Welch R0072999
28 Attorneys for Petitioner

WESTERN STATES PETROLEUM ASSOCIATION
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PROOF OF SERVICE

The undersigned certifies that a copy of the Western States Petroleum Association’s
Comments on The Board’s Tentative Order was served upon the following by enclosing a true
and correct copy of the same in an envelope addressed to them and sent by U.S. mail on the 27t~

day of September, 2000.

Dennis Dickerson Richard Montevideo, Esq.
Executive Officer Rutan & Tucker
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 611 Anton Boulevard - 14t~ Floor

Control Board Costa Mesa, CA 92626-1950
320 West 4th Street - Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Stephen P. Deitsch, Esq.
Best, Best & Krieger
3750 University Avenue, Suite 400
P.O. Box 1028
Riverside, CA 92502-1028

¯ A~’omeys for Petitioner
WESTERN STATES PETROLEUM ASSOCIATION

MAYER, BROWN & PLATT
GREGORY R. McCLINTOCK (State Bar No. 043987)
350 S. Grand Avenue, Suite 2500
Los Angeles, California 90071-1503
Telephone: (213) 229-9500
Facsimile: (213) 625-0248

MAYER, BROWN & PLATT
LYMAN C. WELCH (State Bar No. 206258)
190 S. La Salle Street
Chicago, Illinois 60603-3441
Telephone: (312) 701-7404
Facsimile: (312) 706-9117

127403231
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A T T O R N E Y S A T L A W ~^Mts~.o,~,~t "r.o~s~.c~N~ ~ss. wmz. ^USONM. J~B*~OS.

Direct Dial: (714) 662-4642
E-mail: rmontevideo@rutan.com

September 27, 2000

VIA OVERNIGHT DELIVERY

Craig M. Wilson, Esq.
State Water Resources Control Board
901 "P" Street
Sacramento, California 95814

Re: In Re SWRCB/OCC Files A-1280, A-1280(a) and A-1280(b)

Dear Mr. Wilson:

Pursuant to the State Board’s letter of August 28, 2000 in connection with the above-
referenced Petitions, enclosed please find written comments on behalf of the Petitioners, Cities
of Bellflower, et al. to the State Board’s proposed Draft Order dated August 24, 2000 and its
attached Amendments to SUSMPs dated August 10, 2000.

Thank you for the opportunity to present these comments. Please do not hesitate to
contact the undersigned should you have any questions with respect to the enclosed.

Sincerely,

RUTAN & TUCKER, LLP

Richard Montevideo ~ :

cc: Attached Service List ,- --

R0073001
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1 David S. Beckman, Esq. Steve Fleischli, Esq.
Alex N. Helperin, Esq. Santa Monica Baykeeper

2 Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. P.O. Box 10096
6310 San Vicente Boulevard, Suite 250 Marina del Rey, CA 90295

3 Los Angeles, CA 90048

4 Heather Hoecherl, Esq. Stephen P. Deitsch, Esq.
Heal The Bay Best, Best & Kdeger

5 2701 Ocean Park Boulevard, Suite 150 3750 University Avenue
Santa Monica, CA 90405 Suite 400

6 P.O. Box 1028
Riverside, CA 92502-1028

7
Lyman C. Welch, Esq. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer

8 Mayer, Brown & Platt Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control
190 S. La Salle Street Board

9 Chicago, IL 60603-3441 320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013              -

10 Jorge A. Leon, Esq.
Senior Staff Counsel Xavier Swamikannu

11 State Water Resources Control Board Regional Water Quality Control Board
901 "P" Street 320 West 4t~ Street, Suite 200

12 Sacramento, California Los Angeles, CA 90013

13 Elizabeth Miller Jermings, Esq.
Office of Chief Counsel

14 State Water Resources Control Board
901 "P" Street

15 Sacramento, CA 95814
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1 RUTAN & TUCKER LLP
RICHARD MONTEVIDEO (BAR NO. 116051)

2 TERENCE J. GALLAGHER (BAR NO. 192341)
611 Anton Boulevard, Fourteenth Floor

3 Costa Mesa, California 92626-1950
Telephone: 714-641-5100

4 Facsimile: 714-546-9035

5 Attorneys for Petitioners

6

7

8 PETITION BEFORE THE

9 STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

10

11 THE CITIES OF BELLFLOWER, BELL Case No. A-1280, A-1280(a) and A-1280(b)
GARDENS, BURBANK, CERRITOS,

12 COMMERCE, COMPTON, DIAMOND BAR,
DOWNEY, HAWAI]AN GARDENS, .

13 HUNTINGTON PARK, INDUSTRY, PETITIONERS’ WRITTEN COMMENTS TO
IRWINDALE, LA CANADA-FLINTRIDGE, AUGUST 24, 2000 DRAFT ORDER OF THE

14 LA MIRADA, LA VERNE, LAKEWOOD, STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL
LAWNDALE, MONROVIA, MONTEBELLO, BOARD

15 PALOS VERDES ESTATES, PARAMOUNT,
PICO RIVER.A, POMONA, RANCHO PALOS

16 VERDES, ROSEMEAD, SAN GABRIEL,
SANTA FE SPRINGS, SIGNAL HILL,

17 SOUTH GATE, VERNON, WALNUT, AND
WHITTIER, municipal corporations; and THE

18 BUILDING INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION OF
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA, a Non-Profit

19 Mutual Benefit Corporation, and THE
BUILDING INDUSTRY LEGAL DEFENSE

20 FOUNDATION, a Non-Profit Mutual Benefit
Corporation,

21
Petitioners,

22
VS.

23
THE CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER

24 QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, LOS
ANGELES REGION; and DENNIS

25 DICKERSON, Ex~utive Director of the Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board,

26
Respondents.

27

28
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1 Petitioners herein respectfully submit the following comments on the State Board’s August

2 24, 2000 Draft Order ("Order"), inclusive of Attachment A which sets forth additional proposed

3 changes to Respondents’ SUSMP and which are incorporated herein and made a part of these

4 written comments.

5 I. INTRODUCTION.

6 With these comments, Petitioners seek clarification of the findings of the Order and/or

7 revisions to the Order to resolve internal inconsistencies within the Order, as well as to resolve

8 Inconsistencies between the Order and the evidence presented through the Petition process.

9 Petitioners do not seek to reargue the issues raised by the Petition with these comments, but

10 continue to maintain that each and every argument in the Petition, and in the supporting briefs and

11 submissions, are correct and appropriate, and contend that the Respondents’ actions, both

12 procedurally and substantively, were inconsistent with the Permit and State and federal law.

13 Petitioners further contend that the Respondents’ SUSMP should have been invalidated in its

14 entirety by the State Board. Accordingly, the comments herein are submitted without prejudice to

15 Petitioners’ prior arguments in these proceedings or in any subsequent proceeding.~

16 II. THE DRAFT ORDER SHOULD BE MODIFIED TO ALLOW FOR THE

17 DEVELOPMENT OF REGIONAL SOLUTIONS AS TRUE ALTERNATIVES TO

18 THE SITE-BY-SITE OR PROJECT-BY-PROJECT MANDATE.

19 Throughout the course of these proceedings, Petitioners have consistently contended that

20

21 t For example, Petitioners continue to contend the .75 numerical design standard is a one-size-
fits-all standard that was not developed based on sound science considering the pollutants of

22 concern and the sources of those pollutants. The .75 standard also does not account for the
differences in the development categories and the need for different SUSMPs and/or different

23 design standards. If the SUSMP was to apply the same inflexible numerical design standard to all
development categories, then what purpose did the Respondents have in creating in the NPDES

24 Permit two different residential development categories, one category for subdivisions with 10 or
more homes, and a second category for subdivisions with 100 or more units. (Permit, p. 34, Part

25 III.A.I.c.) If identical standards and SUSMPS were to apply to both categories, then only one
category, the 10+ home subdivision category, was necessary. Clearly the former category would

26 include the latter, and this distinction would have no meaning unless different SUSMP standards
were to apply to different development categories. Petitioners continue to maintain that the

27 Administrative Review Process was the appropriate and only process to address such concerns
with the SUSMP, and that this process was blatantly violated, both procedurally and substantively

28 by the Respondents’ refusal to administratively process the Permittees’ SUSMP, and thereaRer by
their actions in mandating a SUSMP that was not agreed to by the Permittees.

227/065121-0067 R0073005
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1 Respondents should have allowed for regional alternatives in the SUSMP to the site-by-site or

2 project-by-project mandated programs. The development of regional facilities must be recognized

3 as providing the best solution to this State’s urban runoff problems. Yet, as written, the

4 Respondents’ SUSMP provides no flexibility or allowance for regional solutions, and even the

5 State Board’s Draft Order, although encouraging the development of regional solutions, does not

6 provide for such solutions as alternatives to the site-by-site, project-by-project programs in

7 Respondents’ SUSMP. (Draft Order, p. 21.)

8 In at least two separate sections of the Draft Order, the State Board recommends that the

9 Permittees and other interested agencies "work to develop regional solutions so that individual

10 dischargers are nat forced to create numerous small-scale projects. !!~hile the SUSMPs are an

11 appropriate means of requiring mitigation of storm water discharges, we also encourage

12 innovative regional approaches." (Draft Order, p. 21.) The State Board further finds that "cost

13 savings" could be achieved "if the Permittees developed a regional solution for the problem,"

14 (Draft Order, p. 21) and that "[a]s a long-term strategy, municipal storm water dischargers

15 should work to establish regional mitigation facilities, which may be more cost-effective and

16 more technically effective than mitigation structures at individual developments." (Draft Order,

17 p. 26.)

18 In spite of the above findings, no specific language was incorporated by the State Board

19 into the SUSMP to effectuate this objective, and no incentive was provided to "the cities and the

20 County, along with other interested agencies, [to] work to develop regional solutions." In short,

21 without the incorporation of additional modifications to the Regional Board’s SUSMP, the

22 development of a "regional solution" will not avoid the creation of "numerous small-scale

23 projects," since under the Draft Order, irrespective of whether a regional solution is appropriate

24 and more technically and economically effective, individual SUSMPs for the "numerous small-

25 scale projects" still appear to be required.

26 In reality, the only way "innovative regional approaches" can truly be encouraged is to

27 incorporate "regional solutions" as true alternatives to the numerous small-scale projects within

28 the SUSMP itself. Unless the development of regional approaches are true alternatives to the site-

R0073006
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1 by-site or project-by-project mandate, no "regional solutions" will be developed as they would

2 serve no purpose.

3 As discussed in Petitioners’ Post Hearing Brief, the State of Washington’s 1999 Draft

4 Storm Water Manual expressly allows local governments to exempt redevelopment projects if they

5 have adopted a plan that fulfills the requirements in issue through "regional facilities."

6 Furthermore, the State of Florida expressly recognizes in their BMPs that "[r]egional stormwater

7 systems, which manage the stormwaterfrom several developments or the entire drainage basin,

8 offer many advantages over the piecemeal approach that relies upon small, individual onsite

9 systems." (See FLA. BMPs 9 2.2F.)

10 In addition, the concept of a regional approach as an "alternative" to individual site-by-site

11 systems, is by no means a new or novel concept. From individual water wells as compared to the

12 intricate water delivery system presently utilized by the Metropolitan Water District and other

13 water purveyors, to the use of regional sewage treatment facilities in comparison to individual

14 septic tanks, to the delivery of any public utility including, for example, electricity, in comparison

15 to an individual generator on particular projects sites, it is apparent that regional solutions to urban

16 storm water runoff problems must be developed before any SUSMP program can be successful.

17 The Clean Water Act ("Act"), in sections 208 and 319, recognizes the utility of region-

18 based solutions to non-point source water pollution. (33 U.S.C. 99 1288-1289; 33 U.S.C. 9 1329

19 & 9 1329(b)(4) [requiring states "to the maximum extent practicable implement a management

20 ~)rogram... on a watershed-by-watershed basis ...."].) In implementing the Act, U.S. EPA

21 aas strongly encouraged and relied upon regional options for water quality regulations. (See, e.g.,

22 U.S. EPA & Dept. of Agriculture, EPA-840-R-98-001 Clean Water Action Plan: Restoring and

23 Protecting America’s Waters 81 (1998); Notice of Availability of Clean Water Action Plan 63

24 Fed.Reg. 14109 (summarizing Action Plan); Office of Water, U.S. EPA, EPA-841-R-97-011,

25 Statewide watershed management facilitation (1997); Office of Water, U.S. EPA, EPA-840-S-96-

26 001, Watershed Approach Framework (1996); Assessment and Watershed Protection Division,

27 U.S. EPA, EPA-841-R-95-003, Watershed Protection: A Project Focus (1995).)

28 Failing to expressly allow "regional solutions" within the final SUSMP would be a step

R0073007
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1 backwards in time to the use of septic tanks on individual sites to process sewage, and is a

2 limitation that will only delay implementation of a successful SUSMP Program. The attached

3 proposed additional amendments to the final SUSMP (Attachment "A") are in addition to those

4 changes proposed by the State Board in its Draft Order. Specifically, as to the incorporation of the

5 principle of"regional alternatives," Petitioners would suggest that a second paragraph be added to

6 the Limited Exclusion section of Section 9 "Design Standards for Structural or Treatment Control

7 BMPs," to read as follows:

8 Limited Exclusions

9 The project applicant may comply with the numerical Structural or
Treatment Control BMP design standard by utilizing proximate or regional

10 Structural or Treatment Control BMPs as alternatives to site-by-site or project-by-

11 project BMPs.

12 Petitioners respectfully request that the Draft Order be revised to incorporate the above-

13 proposed revisions to Respondents’ SUSMP in order to truly utilize "regional alternatives" to the

14 creation of"nurnerous small-scale projects.’’2

15 llI. LOW/MODERATE INCOME HOUSING PROJECTS AND SINGLE FAMILY

16 HILLSIDE HOMES SHOULD BE EXEMPT FROM THE SUSMP’S .75

17 STANDARD.

18 A.    Low/Moderate Income Housing Should be Exempt from the .75 Standard.

19 Petitioners submitted substantial evidence at the time of the hearing on the Petition

20 showing that compliance with the .75 standard for low/moderate income homes would both

21 increase the unit cost of such homes, and decrease the number of available units. (See, e.g.,

22 Testimony of Ms. Dee Zinke, June 7, 2000 Transcripts, p. 189, lines 9-18, and p. 190, lines 3-11.)

23 Evidence was further presented that the application of the .75 standard as a one-size fits all

24 standard to all covered projects, would result in disparate treatment of residents of low/moderate

25 income units, as the cost per unit to comply would be greater on a per unit basis (given the limited

26

27 2 To the extent the existing language in Respondents’ SUSMP can be interpreted to provide for
the flexibility of using a regional alternative in accordance with the above proposed language,

28 Petitioners respectfully request that the State Board’s Draft Order be amended to clarify the State
Board’s interpretation in this regard.
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1 open space as compared to other single family developments). (See Testimony of Ms. Dee Zinke

2 June 7, 2000 Transcripts, p. 190, line 12 through p. 191, line 22.) Accordingly, the actual and

3 percentage cost per unit to comply with the .75 numerical design mandate on low/moderate

4 income housing would be higher than the same cost for other single family housing units.

5 Additional concerns were expressed over the environmental injustice created by such

6 disproportionate impacts and the general discriminatory impact on low-income communities. (Id.

7 at 190, lines 12-22; also see testimony of Mayor Margaret Clark, June 7, 2000 Transcript, p. 25

8 lines 11-19.)

9 Further, no evidence was submitted by the Respondents (or any other party) to refute the

10 Petitioners’ evidence and its arguments on the disparate impact, and the record remains

11 uncontroverted that low/moderate income housing projects will be adversely and disparately

12 impacted by the application of the .75 standard. 0___~.)

13 Finally, neither Respondents nor any other party submitted any evidence to show that the

14 "new development" or redevelopment" of low/moderate income units as a whole will have any

15 material adverse impact on the region’s urban runoff. Yet, clearly the reverse is true and is

16 unrefuted, i.e., the .75 standard, if imposed on low/moderate income housing projects, will have a

17 material adverse impact on the development of such necessary housing. Petitioners therefore

18 propose that an exception to the application of the .75 numerical standard to 10+ and 100+ home

19 subdivisions be added for low/moderate income housing projects. (See Attachment "A" hereto.)

20 During the course of these proceedings, Petitioners have argued strenuously that a "one-

21 size-fits-all standard" was inappropriate and that different standards, depending on the type of

22 development and pollutants of concern and the sources of those pollutants, should have been

23 developed. In particular, in its post hearing brief, Petitioners proposed exempting a/1 single family

24 10-99 units subdivisions, single family hillside homes and low/moderate income housing projects

25 from the .75 standard. Understanding the State Board has not been persuaded to apply such a

26 broad exemption, Petitioners respectfully request that, at a minimum, low/moderate income

27 housing units and single family hillside homes be excluded from the application of the .75

28 standard.
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1 B.    Single Family Hillside Homes Should be Exempt from the .75 Standard.

2 The Draft Order, at page 18, provides that: "[t]he evidence shows that each listed category

3 can be a significant source of pollutants and/or runoff following development. It is appropriate

4 that the design standards apply so that BMPs for these categories of development result in the

5 infiltration or treatment of a significant about [amount] of the runoff." (Draft Order, p. 18.)

6 Yet, with respect to "single family hillside homes," no evidence was submitted at the

7 hearing or otherwise to support the application of a .75 numerical standard (or any other numerical

8 standard) to such developments. Nor did Respondents provide any justification for distinguishing

9 a single family hillside home from a single family non-hillside home, and no argument was made

10 by the Respondents (in spite of various arguments by Petitioners concerning the impact of the

11 SUSMP on individual homeowners and the concern over a one-size fits all standard), that the .75

12 standard should be discriminately applied to single family hillside units.

13 Although Petitioners do not oppose applying the other aspects of the SUSMP to hillside

14 homes, applying the .75 numerical design standard will result in an unreasonable, and in many

15 instances, an unworkable standard without any benefit to the quality of our urban runoff. Most

16 single family homes slope towards the street, with small front yards and two or three car

17 driveways. Requiring compliance with the .75 standard for individual homes will in most all cases

18 be economically and/or physically impossible. Unlike larger developments, where a designated

19 amount of open space (at significant cost) can be planned and carved out of otherwise developable

20 space, complying with the .75 design standard for most individual single family homes, will be

21 impracticable, if not impossible, as there will be insuftieient space on individual lots to capture .75

22 inches of rainfall over a 24 hour period.

23 Further, the distinction between a hillside home in comparison to a non-hillside home,

24 after grading, is insignificant and/or non-existent, as most homes are built on level graded pads.3

25 To impose the .75 standing on individual hillside homes will truly result in a one-size fits all

26 standard without giving any meaningful consideration to the impact of the requirement on

27 3 The March 8, 2000, Regional Board SUSMP defines "hillside" to mean "property located in an
28 area with known erosive soil conditions, where the development contemplates grading on any

natural slope that is twenty-five percent or greater."
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1 individual homeowners, or the limited, if any, benefits to be obtained from such a requirement.

2 In light of the lack of any evidence on the need to apply the .75 design standard to single

3 family hillside homes, and the impracticability of applying the standard, both economically and

4 practicably, Petitioners respectfully request that the .75 standard not apply to the development of’

5 individual single family hillside homes.

6 IV. A STATE WIDE STORMWATER QUALITY TASK FORCE SHOULD BE

7 CREATED.

8 As is apparent from the evidence submitted at the time of the hearing on the storm water

9 programs of other states throughout the Country, the development of an efficient and effective

10 storm water program, specifically including appropriate numerical limitations, is an evolving

11 process, requiring significant deliberation and collaboration among all interested stakeholders.

12 The lessons learned from programs in other states such as Florida, Maryland and

13 Washington show that not only is the constitution of an effective storm water program an evolving

14 process, it is a process that should be handled state-wide through a collective and collaborative

15 task force, whose primary purpose is to assist in developing a storm water runoffprogram that

16 rr?eets the needs of the citizens of the state, while at the same time remaining flexible enough to

17 address the varying urban runoffproblems. Programs may differ from region to region, depending

18 on the level of rainfall, the type of development, the existing and proposed landscape, the

19 pollutants of concern and sources of those pollutants, the proximity to ground water and the

20 impacts on the quality of the ground water, vector concerns, and various other variables.

21 Admittedly, California has a long road to travel before it can be satisfied with the quality

22 of its urban runoff, and a successful storm water program will only be achieved atter due

23 consideration is provided to interested stakeholders, specifically including representatives of the

24 parties who will be implementing the programs, i.e., the various Permittees, as well as the

25 Southern California Association of Governments, city planners, public works directors, the

26 building industry, and the representative environmental organizations and other interested

27 stakeholders. Necessary issues to be addressed by a Statewide Task Force include the application

28 of the.75 standard to the various types of developments, whether a single standard should be
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1 applied to all developments or whether various design standards should be derived, whether the

2 .75 standard is the appropriate standard and whether it should be modified on a watershed basis,

3 whether the costs of implementing the .75 standard are justified in light of the expected benefits,

4 and whether the benefits to surface water quality outweigh the potential adverse impacts from this

5 standard or any other standard on the quality of our groundwater. The Task Force should be given

6 specific target dates to complete specific studies, and should be asked to provide input on regional

7 solutions, funding mechanisms, and alternative BMPs. The Task Force should also evaluate the

8 likely costs and benefits of implementing a numerical design standard, including the economic

9 impacts on lower income communities throughout the State.

10 Accordingly, Petitioners respectfully request that the Draft Order be revised to form a

11 State-Wide Task Force as outlined above, and to include a recommendation to the State

12 Legislature to make funds available to further the work of the Task Force, so that our existing

13 storm water quality problems are not addressed in a microcosm, but are addressed statewide and

14 resolved through a deliberative and collaborative process.

15 V. THE TERM "NEW DEVELOPMENT" SHOULD BE REVISED TO BE

16 CONSISTENT WITH THE STATE BOARD’S REVISION OF THE DEFINITION

17 OF "REDEVELOPMENT".

18 In the Draft Order, the State Board recognizes the need for changes to the definition of

19 "Redevelopment" given the over breadth and ambiguity with Respondents’ definition. That the

20 term "Redevelopment" was in need of revision was apparent from the evidence submitted at the

21 time of the hearing, as well as the various post-heating submissions, all requesting that the term be

22 revised. The State Board’s revisions to the definition of "Redevelopment" are thus necessary and

23 appropriate modifications and should remain without revision.

24 However, many of the same ambiguities and concerns created by the overbroad and

25 ambiguous definition of "Redevelopment" also exist with Respondents’ definition of "New

26 Development." Specifically, the term "New Development" is broadly defined to include "land

27 disturbing activities; structural development, including construction or installation of a building

28 or structure, creation of impervious surfaces; and land subdivision." (Final SUSMP, p. 4.) As
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1 discussed in Petitioners’ post-hearing brief, it was, in part, this broad and ambiguous definition of

2 "New Development" that led to some of the concerns expressed by the Petitioners at the time of

3 the hearing that the Regional Board’s SUSMP would lead to absurd results. One example

4 provided at the hearing was development in an existing SUSMP category (such as a single family

5 "hillside" home or a home located in an environmental sensitive area), where a new porch or some

6 other "impervious surface" was to be added. Under the Respondents’ SUSMP, where a new porch

7 is added to a single family hillside home, this "New Development" non-discretionary project

8 could have been read as triggering a SUSMP for the entire site.

9 Clearly, "New Development" must mean something other than "land disturbing activities

10 or the creation of impervious surfaces," and the term should be revised to be consistent with the

11 eight development categories set forth in the State Board’s Draft Order. Petitioners purpose that

12 the term "New Development" be revised to read as follows:

13 "New Development" means land disturbing activities, structural development
and/or land subdivision resulting in the development of one of the eight project

14 categories listed above, i.e., a single-family hillside residence, a 100,000 square foot

15 commercial development, an automotive repair shop, a retail gasoline outlet, a
restaurant, a home subdivision with 10-99 units, a home subdivision with 100 or more

16 housing units or a Parking Lot."~

17 Petitioners respectfully request that the term "New Development" be revised as set forth

18 above and in Attachment A hereto, to give meaning to the revised definition of "Redevelopment"

19 and to be consistent with the other provisions of the Final SUSMP, as well as to avoid the over

20 breadth and ambiguity discussed above and at the time of the hearing.

21 VI. THE FINDINGS IN THE STATE BOARD’S DRAFT ORDER HIGHLIGHT THE

22 NEED FOR FURTHER MODIFICATIONS TO THE SUSMP TO COMPLY WITH

23 THE REQUIREMENTS OF WATER CODE SECTION 13360.

24 In finding that the .75 numerical standard was appropriate, the State Board, in the Draft

25 Order, found that the numerical standards were "design standards" to be utilized as "objective

26 4 It should be recognized that although Petitioners have identified a "single family hillside
27 residence" as being included within a definition of new development, Petitioners do not believe

that the .75 numerical standard should be applied to such a development category. Rather, only
28 the remaining portions of the SUSMP and the BMPs set forth therein should be applicable.
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1 criteria that developers must achieve in designing their BMPs." (Dratt Order, p. 12.) The State

2 Board further determined that "the only significant difference between the two versions of the

3 SUSMPs is that the Regional Board established numerical criteria for designing the BMPs." (Ida)"

4 Pursuant to California Water Code Section 13360(a), "[n]o waste discharge requirement or

5 other order of a regional board or the state board or decree of a court issued under this division

6 shall specify the design, location, type of construction, or particular manner in which compliance

7 may be had with that requirement, order, or decree, and the person so ordered shall be permitted to

8 comply with the order in any lawful manner." (Cal. Water Code § 13360(a).)

9 The State Board’s recognition that the .75 design standard is a design standard that

10 "developers must achieve in developing their BMPs" is a finding which proves the Regional

11 Board was specifying the "design" or "particular manner" in which "compliance" was to be had

12 in order to comply with the SUSMP. The Regional Board’s imposition of the .75 standard,

13 combined with the State Board’s finding that this numerical design standard was in fact a standard

14 that project proponents "must achieve in designing their BMPs" flies directly in the face of the

15 prohibition set forth under Water Code Section 13360(a).

16 Instead of a specific .75 standard for the design of BMPs, to comply with the requirements

17 of Section 13360 of the California Water Code, the Regional Board and State Board should set

18 forth a general standard in accordance with the "maximum extent practicable" guideline provided

19 by the Clean Water Act. (33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(3).) Specifying a design standard by which BMPs

20 are to be constructed, rather than requiting compliance with a general standard clearly violates the

21 basic principle of Section 13360 that Permittees are permitted to comply with the Order in any

22 lawful manner and cannot be required to "design" their systems in a "particular manner." In

23 short, it is appropriate for the State Board or a Regional Board to identify "the disease and

24 command that it be cured," but under Water Code Section 13360(a), it is inappropriate for the

25 State Board or a Regional Board to "dictate the cure." (Tahoe Sierra Preservation Council v. State

26 Water Resources Control Board (1989) 210 Cal.App.3d 1421, 1438.)

27 5 Obviously, there are a number of other differences that exists between the Permitees’ SUSMP
28 and Respondents, including the addition of "environmentally sensitive areas," "redevelopment,"

"non-discretionary projects," and the waiver fee.
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1 Beyond the general "maximum extent practicable" standard set forth in the Clean Water

2 Act, presumably the Respondents could have identified the pollutants of concern and the source of

3 those pollutants along with a list of suggested BMPs. However, imposing a specific numerical

4 "design" standard for the BMPs is "dictating the cure" to the Permit’tees, and is something that the

5 California Legislature has expressly prohibited. (Cal. Water Code § 13360(a).)

6 In light of the finding of the State Board that the .75 numerical standard is in fact a

7 "design" standard for the BMPs in question, the .75 standard should be deleted from the Final

8 SUSMP, and a general standard, in accordance with the requirements of the Clean Water Act and

9 State law should be devised.

10 VII. THE STATE BOARD PROPERLY CORRECTED VARIOUS DEFECTS AND

11 DEFICIENCIES WITHIN THE RESPONDENTS’ FINAL SUSMP.

12 A. The State Board’s Deletion Of "Environmentally Sensitive Areas" From The

13 SUSMP’s "Development Categories" Was Required.

14 The plain language of the NPDES Permit shows that SUSMPs were only to apply to

15 "development categories" as opposed to "development locations." Further, the Permit expressly

16 envisions the need for Permittees to consider whether a project falls within "environmental

17 sensitive areas and the slope and erosion potential of the site and Part 2, III, surrounding areas,"

18 and, if so, the project itself should be reviewed and its potential impact on storm water quality

19 evaluated. (Permit, p. 33) Where a project falls within an "environmentally sensitive area," if

20 urban runoffwill adversely impact the environmentally sensitive area (or the environment in

21 general), obviously the project itself will then have to be modified and/or mitigation measures

22 implemented, before the project can be approved. (See California Environmental Quality Act

23 ("CEQA"), Pub. Res. Code § 21000 etseq.)

24 As recognized by the State Board in the Draft Order (see Draft Order, p. 24), developments

25 within "environmentally sensitive areas" are already subject to extensive regulation through other

26 environmental laws, statutes and regulations, and thus imposing additional regulatory

27 requirements pursuant to the SUSMP generally on all developments in such areas, particularly

28 where there is no nexus between what caused the area to be environmentally sensitive and the
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1 stormwater run off, would be arbitrary and capricious.

2 Whether a development covered by the SUSMP or otherwise falls within an

3 environmentally sensitive area, the impact of the project, under existing California law, pursuant

4 to the California Environmental Quality Act and other environmental statutes, must be evaluated.

5 Accordingly, it would be arbitrary and capricious to include a "location" such as an

6 "environmentally sensitive area" into the "development categories" in which to apply the subject

7 SUSMP.

8 B. The State Board’s Deletion Of"Non-Discretionary" Projects From The SUSMP

9 Was Required In Light Of The Express Language Of The Permit And The

10 Unworkable Application Of The SUSMPs Without Such A Correction.

11 As set forth in the Draft Order itself, the language of the Permit is very clear that SUSMPs

12 are only to apply to "discretionary" projects. (See Permit, Part 2.1TI, p. 33, 34 and 36.) Further, as

13 supported by the Administrative Record, it is apparent that even the Respondents did not believe

14 they had the authority to apply the SUSMP to "non-discretionary" approvals. (See 1/25/00 e-mail

15 of Mr. Leon, A.R. Vol 2, Item 19; and Respondents’ 12/7/99 Tentative Resolution, Finding 13,

16 stating the SUSMPs were required for "discretionary Priority Project." A.R., Vol 2, Item 2, p. 11-

17 29.)

18 It is also apparent that Respondents failed to provide adequate notice and an opporttmity

19 for the Petitioners to be heard on the issue of applying the SUSMP to "non-discretionary" projects,

20 given that such "non-discretionary" projects were not added until the day of the hearing, and given

21 the confiasion expressed even by Respondents on what was meant by "non-discretionary." (See

22 June 8, 2000 Transcripts, p. 47, line 13 - p. 51, line 9.) Moreover, the inclusion of"non-

23 discretionary" projects would have expanded the application of the SUSMP to projects far beyond

24 those envisioned by the Respondents in drafting the SUSMP, and would have led to a number of

25 absurd and unattended applications of the program.6

26

27 6 Examples discussed at the time of the hearing included application of the .75 standard to an
entire site as a result of merely installing a new roof at a covered development category, or the

28 construction of a new porch at a single family hillside home or at a home within an
environmentally sensitive area.
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1 Respondents’ eleventh hour inclusion of "non-discretionary" projects into the SUSMP

2 further highlights the need for a collaborative and deliberative process with the Permittees. It

3 was apparent from the heating before the State Board that Respondents did not fully appreciate or

4 comprehend the import of applying the SUSMP to "non-discretionary" projects, or what would

5 constitute a "non-discretionary" versus a "discretionary" approval (an issue that is specifically

6 within the expertise of the Permittees and thus an issue in which the Permittees could have and

7 would have willingly provided input and information to the Respondents had the Permittees been

8 given the opportunity). Leaving the Permit’tees out of this part of the decision-making process,

9 when it is the Permittees that must administer the programs and apply and enforce the SUSMPs

10 throughout their respective jurisdictions, illustrates the importance of following a collaborative

11 process and conferring with the Permittees on all aspects of the SUSMP before attempting to

12 mandate its terms. Petitioners were denied due process through the inclusion of"non-

13 discretionary" projects into the SUSMP at the eleventh hour, and the State Board’s deletion of such

14 "non-discretionary" projects was required as a result of such denial of due process, and as a result

15 of the specific language of the NPDES Permit in issue.

16 C.    The Waiver Fee Proposed By Respondents Was Unworkable And Premature.

17 As proposed in Respondents’ Final SUSMP, a waiver could only be granted upon a finding

18 of"impracticability." Where "impracticability" was found, a Permittee was then mandated to

19 "require the project proponent to transfer the savings in costs, as determined by the Permittee,

20 to a storm water mitigation fund to be used to promote regional or alternative solutions for

21 storm water pollution in the storm watershed and operated by a public agency or a non-profit

22 entity." (Final SUSMP, p. 15.) No other guidance was provided on the application,

23 administration or assessment of such a fee.

24 The requirement that a Permittee collect from the project proponent the same amount of

25 "savings in costs" would render the waiver provision meaningless in all cases where

26 impracticability was created by economics. Obviously, requiring the same amount in "savings in

27 costs" to be paid into a fund, where there has been a finding of impracticability, again illustrates

28 the results of the Respondents’ failure to follow a collaborative and deliberative process.
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1 In addition, the waiver fee as written by Respondents, was incomprehensible, as the

2 Regional Board failed to recognize "regional solutions" as alternatives to site-by-site or project-

3 by-project programs, apparently except in cases of impracticability. Thus, under the Respondents’

4 waiver fee provision, "regional solutions" could never be realized unless a series ofprojects in the

5 region were found to be impracticable. Otherwise, the so-called "regional solution" would be

6 meaningless, as it would be nothing other than a single off-site detention basin for the particular

7 project determined to be "impracticable." Thus, Respondents’ waiver fee, at best, would have lead

8 to an inefficient and underutilized regional alternative, and, at worst, would have resulted in an

9 insurmountable roadblock to the proposed development in issue.

10 The State Board’s deletion of the "waiver funding requirement" was necessary given ~e

11 poor drafting of the requirement and the lack of thoughtful evaluation by the Regional Board.

12 Petitioners herein, however, would support the creation of a waiver fund, created at the Permittee’s

13 individual discretion within the respective jurisdictions, and working with the County and other

14 cities within the respective watersheds, to develop sensible regional alternatives to the existing

15 proposed site-by-site .75 numerical standard.

16 D. The Exclusion Of"Retail Gasoline Outlets" From The .75 Numerical Standard Was

17 Appropriate.

18 Significant health and safety concerns were created by the inclusion of Retail Gasoline

19 Outlets within the SUSMP, and particularly the required application of the .75 numerical standard

20 to such developments. At the time of the hearing on June 7 and June 8, Petitioner the Western

21 States Petroleum Association, submitted detailed evidence that Retail Gasoline Outlets are already

22 heavily regulated and that the California Best Practices Management Guide for Retail Gasoline

23 Outlets (March 1997) does not recommend or impose numerical standards on such facilities.

24 Respondents failed to submit substantial evidence to refute the evidence submitted by

25 WSPA, and nor did Respondents submit sufficient evidence to show that the health and safety

26 concerns created by the imposition of the .75 standard were outweighed by any marginal benefit to

27 be obtained by application of the .75 standard to Retail Gasoline Outlets.

28
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I VlIl. CONCLUSION.

2 The Respondents’ SUSMP was adopted and imposed on the Permittees through a flawed

3 Administrative Process. Particularly, Respondents failed to follow the deliberative and

4 collaborative process envisioned under the NPDES Permit through the Permit’s meet and confer

5 process and through the Permit’s requirement that the Permittees, rather than the Respondents,

6 prepare the final SUSMP. Accordingly, Respondents acted contrary to the terms of the Permit and

7 State and federal law by imposing the SUSMP on the Permittees, and by failing to consider sound

8 science and the pollutants of concern and the sources of those pollutants fi:om particular

9 development categories.

10 In addition, both the Regional Board and the State Board failed to properly consider and

11 apply the requirements of the Administrative Procedures Act (Gov. Code § 11340 et seq.), the

12 California Constitutional Prohibition on Unfounded Mandates (Cal. Const. Art. XIII B § 6), the

13 requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (Pub. Res. Code § 21000 et seq.), the

14 entirety of the cost/benefit requirements provided for under both State and federal law, as well as

15 the requirements of Cal. Water Code Section 13360 on specific design standards. In short, the

16 i proposed SUSMP, even with the revisions proposed by the State Board, is both scientifically and

17 legally deficient and should have been overturned in its entirety.

18 ///

19 ///

20 ///

21 ///

22 ///

23 ///

24 ///

25 ///

26 ///

27 ///

28 ///
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1 Petitioners respectfully request that, at a minimum, the State Board’s Draft Order be

2 modified in accordance with the above discussion and Attachment A hereto, including the

3 incorporation of regional solutions as an express alternative to the site-by-site project-by-project

4 programs, the exemption of low/moderate income housing projects and single family hillside

5 homes, the creation of a State Wide Task Force to further study and address the issues in question,

6 and the revision of the definition of"New Development" to be consistent with the covered projects

7 in the SUSMP. Petitioners respectfully reserve their rights to further challenge any aspect of the

8 State Board’s Order and/or the Respondents’ proposed SUSMP that remain in violation of the

9 Clean Water Act, the Porter Cologne Act, and other applicable provisions of State and federal law.

10 Dated: September 27, 2000 Respectfully submitted

11 RUTAN & TUCKER LLP
RICHARD MONTEVIDEO

12 TERENCE J. GALLAGHER

14 RICHARD M"ONTEQIDEO
Attorneys for Petitioners
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ATTACHMENT A

ADDITIONAL PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO SUSMPS

[These amendments are to the final SUSMP, as published March 8, 2000, and are being proposed
in addition to the State Board’s Proposed Amendments dated August 10, 2000]

Page 4 of 25

Revise definition of "New Development":

"New Development" means land disturbing activities, structural development and/or land
subdivision resulting in the development of one of the eight project categories listed above, i.e., a
single-family hillside residence, a 100,000 square foot commercial development, an automotive -
repair shop, a retail gasoline outlet, a restaurant, a home subdivision with 10-99 units, a home
subdivision with 100 or more units, or a Parking Lot.

Page 10 of 25

Add to "Limited Exclusion": Single family hillside homes and Low/Moderate Income Housing
Projects.

Page 10 of 25

Add a second paragraph to the "Limited Exclusion Section" to read as follows:

The project applicant may comply with the numerical Structural or Treatment Control BMP
design standard by utilizing proximate or regional Structural or Treatment Control BMPs as
alternatives to site-by-site or project-by-project BMPs.
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1 PROOF OF SERVICE BY MAIL

3 STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) SS.:

4 COUNTY OF ORANGE )

I am employed in the County of Orange, State of California. I am over the age of 18 and
6 not a party to the within action. My business address is 611 Anton Boulevard, Fourteenth Floor,

Costa Mesa, California 92626-1998.
7

On September Z__7, 2000, I served on interested parties in said action the within:
8

PETITIONE1LS’ WRITTEN COMMENTS TO AUGUST 24, 2000 DRAFT ORDER OF
9 THE STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

10 by placing a true copy thereof in sealed envelope(s) addressed as stated on the attache~
mailing list.

11
I am readily familiar with this firm’s practice of collection and processing correspondence

12 for mailing. Under that practice it would be deposited with the U.S. postal service on that same
day in the ordinary course of business. I am aware that on motion of party served, service is

13 presumed invalid if postal cancellation date or postage meter date is more than 1 day after date of
deposit for mailing in affidavit.

14
Executed on September,7, 2000, at Costa Mesa, California.

15
I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the

16 foregoing is true and correct.

17

Janet Bechtel

~ ~

18
(Type or print name) (Signature) --

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28
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I David S. Beckman, Esq. Steve Fleischli, Esq.
Alex N. Helperin, Esq. Santa Monica Baykeeper

2 Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. P.O. Box 10096
6310 San Vicente Boulevard, Suite 250 Marina del Rey, CA 90295

3 Los Angeles, CA 90048

4 Heather Hoecherl, Esq. Stephen P. Deitsch, Esq.
Heal The Bay Best, Best & Krieger

5 2701 Ocean Park Boulevard, Suite 150 3750 University Avenue
Santa Monica, CA 90405 Suite 400

6 P.O. Box 1028
Riverside, CA 92502-1028

7
Lyman C. Welch, Esq. Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer

8 Mayer, Brown &Platt Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control
190 S. La Salle Street Board

9 Chicago, IL 60603-3441 320 West 4th Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90013               .

10 Jorge A. Leon, Esq.
Senior Staff Counsel Xavier Swamikannu

11 State Water Resources Control Board Regional Water Quality Control Board
901 "P" Street 320 West 4t~ Street, Suite 200

12 Sacramento, California Los Angeles, CA 90013

13 VIA OVERNIGHT MAIL
Elizabeth Miller Jennings, Esq.

14 Office of Chief Counsel
State Water Resources Control Board

15 901 "P" Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28
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1
RUTAN & TUCY~R LLP

2 RICHARD MONTEVIDEO (BAR NO 116051)
TERENCE J. GALLAGHER 03AR NO 192341)

3 611 Anton Boulevard, Fourteenth Floor
Cost= Mes~, California 92626-1950 --

4 Telephone: 714-641-5100 I’~ 4-~ 3"~’r~-
~acsimile: 714-546-9035

Auomeys for Petitione~

7

8
PETITION BEFO~ THE

9
STATE WATER RESO~CES CONTROL BO~D

10

1!
THE CITI~S OF BELLFLO~R, BELL Case No. A-1280, A-1280(a) 280(b)

12 G~ENS, B~~, CE~TOS,
COMMERCE, COMPTON, D~O~ B~,

13 DOk~Y, ~W~I~ G~ENS,
~T~GTON P~, ~USTKY, P~TITIO~RS’

14 IRW~D~, ~ C~A-FL~T~GE, BO~’S ~FE~NCE TO ~CO~
LA M~A, LA ~, L~WOOD, EV~ENC~ ~ ~GION~

15 LA~~, MO~OV~, MONT~BELLO, SEPT~EK 27, 2000
P~OS VE~S ~STATES, P~O~, CO~ENTS

16 PICO ~~, POMONA, ~CHO P~OS
VEXES, ROS~, S~ G~L,

!7 S~TA FE SP~GS, SIGN~ H~L,
SO~H GATE, VE~ON, W~, ~

18 ~l~l~K, mumcipal co~orations; md THE
B~LD~G ~US~Y ASSOCIATION OF

19 SOUTHE~ C~IFO~, a Non-Profit
Mural Benefit Co~oration, md T~

20 B~LD~G ~USTRY LEG~ D~F~NSE
FO~ATION, a Non-Profit Mutual

21 Co~orauon,

22 Penfioners,

23 vs.

24 THE C~IFO~A~GION~ WATER
QUALITY CONTKOL BO~, LOS

25 ANGEL~S ~GION; md DEnS
DIC~KSON, Executive Director of ~¢ Los

26 ~geles Regional Water Quali~ Conwol Bo~d

27 Kespondents.

28
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1 I. INTRODUCTION.

2 Petiuoners respectfully object to extra record evidence referred to by the in

3 Its wrirten comments of September 27, 2000 on the State Board’s Draft Order. Bdated

4 August 28, 2000, the State Board provided all par~ies, including the Regional B0

5 opportunity to comment on the Draft Order. However, in this same letter, the

6 indicated it had already conducted a hearing on the matter and that "evidence this

7 matter will not be heard at the meeting or accepted before the meeting." ~n >cations

8 throughout its written comments on the Draft Order, the Regional Board im ted

9 evidence nat in the record in an at’tempt to convince the State Board to change it

10 in the Draft Order.

11 As the State Board indicated that additional evidence would not be heardmeeting or

12 "accepted before the meeting, "Petitioners respectfully request that such extra:vidence

13 cited by the Regional Board, not be considered and that all such con’~ments I~y,nat Board

14 be sla’icken.

I 5 1L THE REGIONAL BOARD’S EXTRA RECORD EVIDENCE }LEG

16 RI~TAIL GASOLINE OUTLETS SHOULD BE STRICKEN.

17 For reasons that are unclear, the Regional Board. on line 21 of page 5

18 BOA,R.D COMMENT ON PROPOSED O1LDFR" (hereafter "Regional Boazd’s

19 contended that there are "3,500 operating RGOs in Los Angeles Co~t>," Sinaipage 5,

20 foomote 11, the Regional Board referred to a database it mountains on leakingand storage

2I tanks. While ignoring the potential problems and risks to our groundwater quail its

22 SUSMP and its goal ofhaving tess ~mpervious space (apparently even for RGO~Regzonal

23 Board refers to its records on leaking underground tanks and t.he number of "ons

24 currently operational in Los Angeles County, all of which is evadence no~ in the

25 Record. Petitioners respectfully request that such reference to evidence not inecord be

26 stricken.

27 ///

28 ///

~6~,.o, ,~oo R0073025
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] III. THE REGIONAL BOARD CITES SEVERAL REFERENCES TO ~NCE

2 CONCERNING ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE AREAS rST BE

3 STRICKEN, AS SUCH EVIDENCE IS NOT IDENTIFIED IN THE

,~ RECORD.

5 The Regional Board starts its argument by admitting that Environmentall

6 ("ESAs") are "locational" rather thma "developmental" and that the the

7 SUSMP present "some difficulty in application." (Regional Board Comments p.;s 15-18.)

8 Unfortunately, the Regional Board’s arg,,ment continues with references to theLong

9 ~ Beach MS4 Permit without any reference to the record as to where this
-

10 into evidence during these procecdlngs. It also references the inclusion of theCounty

I I MS4 Permit, which it claims was adopted on July 27, 2000, a document plainly~vidence m

12 these proceedings. (Regional Board Comments, p. 7, lines 1-4, and p. 8, lines

13 Similarly, while atI, empting to make the argument that omer agencies:.SAs

14 differently, referring specifically to the California Coastal Commission administ~

15 Califorma Coastal Act, and referring ~o an MOU apparently entered into ;tare Board

16 and the Coastal Commission, as well as Co~stal Commission determinations in2000 and

17 August 2000, the Regional Board in effect m~es the State Board’~ argumentare

18 already highly regulated in California. Unfortunately, all of these s~atemcmtsstricken

19 since in making its arguments, the Regional Board relies upon extra record evid~,~ permitted

20 to be introduced in such written comments and thus inappropriately included asof the

21 record that is before the State Board. (See Regional Board Cornment~, page 7,

22 page 8, line 1, where the Regional Board maproperly refers to the MOU with

23 Commission, as well as the January 2000 and August 2000 meetings of the )

24 Similarly, the references to the Long Beach Permit and the Ventura should

25 be stricken from the record in issue unless the Regional Board can identify~e Record

26

27 ~ The Regional Board contend~ the Long Beach Permit was introduced in:o e~:e at the June
8 heanng, but the parties were not provided copies of the Permit at the t~me,.onal

28 Board has failed ~o identify where in the Record the Long Beach Permi~ ed into
evidence, and if so, through whose tesnmony.

227~5 t 2 ~.O067 _,~ _
~:,~, o, ,~o~ R0073026
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1 these documents were introduced imo evidence. (See Regional Board lines 1

2 and p. 8, lines 7-I l .)

3 IV. THE REGIONAL BOARD REFERS TO EVIDENCE IN THE ITS

4 ARGUMENT ON’NONDISRETIONARY PROJECTS’ THAT

5 STRICKEN.

6 Finally, in making its argument that "nondiscretionary" proj¢c_ts should bwithin

7 the subject SUSMP (irrespeclive of the express language in the NPDES ontrary and

8 its prior admissions to the contrary), the Regional Board argues it recently Ventu.ra

9 County MS4 Permit (Board Order No. 00-108) without any reference to the monary’

l0 therein." (Regional Board Comments, p. 9, lines 19-20). The Regional Board/ included

11 "nondiscre~ionary projects" in the SUSMP in Ventura County and seeks to State

12 Board that because it dtd so in connection with the Venmra County Permit, that’Board

13 should rest assured it will do so again with respect to the Los Angeles t..ounty PcThe

14 Regional Board is apparently intent on applying the SUSMP in Los Angeles

15 "nondiscretionary projects," irrespective of what the evidence may show in theff the

16 hearing process on the new permit, and the propriety or impropriety of doingThe

17 argument does not change the lack of opportunity provided to the Petitioners to;this issue

18 at the hearing on January 26, 2000, and nor does tt change the express languagePermit

19 itself, which does not allow for the inclusion of"nondiscretionary" projectsSUSMP.

20 More importantly, the argament is inappropriate, as the Regional Board isextra record

21 evidence; i.e., the adoption of the Ventura County PermiL which mast be strick¢the

22 Regional Board’s written comments. (See Regional Board Comments, p. 9, hne0.)

23 ///

24 ///

25 ///

26 ///

27 //!

28 ///
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1 V. CONCLUSION.

2 For ~e foregoing r~ons, Pe[i~ioners hereto resp~lly r~ues~ ~ha~
record

3 evidence referenced md relied upon by ~e Region~ Bo~d in i~s ~en co~�
~e S~e

4 Bond’s Draft Order be s~cken in i~s en~ire~, as i~ violates ~e admonis~
by ~e

5 S~ale Bo~d in i~s Augus~ 28, 2~0 directive.

6 Da~d:. October 4, 2000 Resp~t~lly ~ubmi~ted

? RUT~ & TUC~R LLP
~C~ MO~EV~EO

8 T~NCE ~. G~LAG~R

9
By:

I 0 MO~EVIDE~
11

A~o~ey~ for

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

~2~.o~ ~ -4-
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PROOF OF SERVICE VIA TELECOPY

STATE OF CALIFORN~ )

COUNTY OF OP,.A.NGE )

5
I am employed in the County of Orange, Sta~e of California. I am over 18 and

6 not a parly to the within a~fion. My business address is 61 ] .~ton Boulevard, Floor,

Costa Mesa, California 92626-1998.
7

On October 4, 2000, I served on interested puzzles in said action the

PETITIONERS’ OBJECTIONS TO REGIONAL BOARD’S EXTRA
9 RECORD EVIDENCE IN REGIONAL BOARD’S SEPTEMBER 27, 2000

COMMENTS
I0

by u’ansmilting a lzue copy of said document fi:om facsimile machine
I I number is 714-546-9035, pursuam to Califorma Rules of Court, Rule 2005

machine I used complied wi~ Rule 2003(3) and no error was reported by the Pursuant
12 to Rule 2008(e), I caused ~e machine to prim a record of the transmission, a is

attached to this declaration. Said fax transmission occurred as staled in the record

13 attached hereto. Said fax transmission was dh’ected as stalea below.

14 Executed on October 4, 2000, at Cosla Mesa, California,

15 I declare unde~ penahy of perjury under the laws of~e State of the
foregoing is true and correct.

16

17
Helen Davis

18 (Type or pnnt name)

19

2O

22

23

24

26

27

28
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1 David S. Beckman, Esq.
Alex N. Help�tin, Esq.

2 Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc.
6310 San Viceme Boulevard, Suite 2S0

3 Los Angeles, CA 90048
(323) 934-1210

4
SIephen P. Deitsch, ISsq.

5 Best, Best & Kxieger
3750 Universi~, Avenue

6 Saite 400
P.O. Box I028

7 Riverside, CA 92502-I028
(909) 686-3083

8
Lyman C. Welch, Esq.

9 Mayer, Brown & Plat~
190 S. La Salle S~reet

10 Chicago, IL 60603.3441
(312) 706.9117

II
Jorge A. Leon, Esq.

12 Senior Staff Counsel
State Water Resources Control Board

13 901 "P" Street
Sacramento, California

14 (916) 65%2084

15
Elizabeth Miller Jennings, Esq.

16 Office of Chief Counsel
S~ate Wa~rr Resources Control Boacd

I 7 901 "P" Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

18 (916) 653-0428

19 1 Dennis Dickerson, Executive Officer
Los Angeles Regional Water Quali~y Control

20 Board
320 West 4~ Street, Suite 200

21 Los Angeles, CA 90013
(213) 576-6640

22
Craig Wilson, Esq.

23 State Water Resources Control Board
901 "P" Stree~

24 Sacramen[o, CA 95814
(916) 653-0428

25

26

27

28

|22~,0~ Ol ~,10.’04~’0~ R0073030



March 8, 2000 pest4t" F-x Note 7S;’1 Oa~e ¥/tf/’~,~

John Robe~us, Executive Officer
~,~n;, P~ne, ~

California Regional Water Quali~ Control Board ~" Z I’~’-~ -~ ~O ~""
San Diego Region
9771 Clairemont Mesa Blvd.
San Diego, CA 92124

Dear Mr. Robe~us:

PROPOSED NUMERIC SIZING CRITERIA FOR POST-CONSTRUCTION BMPS

The following comments are submitted for public testimony at the Regional Board’s M~.rch 8,
2000 Pubffc Workshop on Numedc Sizing Criteda for Post-Construction BMPs for New 3nd
Development.

The County of San Diego has reviewed the Regiona~ Board’s Februa~ 25, 2000 Staff Repod
and March 6, 2000 Supplemental Staff Repo~ regarding the proposed requirement of numeric
sizing criteria for post-construction Best Management Practices (BMPs). Like other municipal
stormwater co-permittees, we strongly suppo~ the reasonable appli~t~on of appropriate
stormwater quality controls, which are consistent with federal NPDES stormwater permitting
regulations and the State Water Code. As such, we are conceptually open to the use of
numeric sizing criteria for specified categories of development and redevelopment activities, but
believe that the establishment of these or other specific criteria by the Regional Board wou}d
constitute an intrusion into local government authority and responsibility. Fu~hermore, we have
a number of concerns about these ¢r~teria as they are currently proposed by Regiona} Board
staff.

_A. Leqa.I and Re__qulat_ory Basis for SUSMP and Numeric Sizinq Criteria

The County questions, and after further analysis may contest in an appropriate forum, the
assertion in the Staff Report that "It]he Regional Board has the authority to require the proposed
SIandard Urban Storm Water Mitigation P’.an (SUSMP) and numerical sizing criteria for new
construction and significant redevelopment post-construction BMPs." The County’s concerns
and objections in this area are related to the specificity of the requirements staff proposes to
impose. Therefore, a decision to mandate specific numeric criteria would increase the
seriousness Of the County’s concern.
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1. Mandating Municipal Imposition of SUSMPs and. Numeric Criteria

Staff’s analysis claims authority for the Regional Board that is so broad and unguided that the
specific provisions of 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(2) would lose any importance as limitations on
the Regional Board’s power over municipal gove~ments. This is not what Congress or the
state legislature intended, and it is not what the Courts have ratified in the cases cited by’staff. "

The Regional Board Bay well have the regulatory authority to directly require selected
dischargers to capture s~ormwater to the degree staff suggests.1 But that authority does not
imply that the Regional Board also has the authority to force municipalities, as political and
regulatory entities, to impose those requlrements on others by ordinance or in permits.

The clearest and most directly applicable statement of the Regional Board’s (delegated) power
in this area is that contained in 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(2). That language (subject to
requirements concerning unfunded mandates, discussed below) empowers the Regional Board
to require municipal dischargers to utilize Dla_nning proced,~Jres inc!~ding a_master plan to
develop controls. It requires that such !31a_n_s. address post-construction controls to reduce
pollutants in discharges fro...__~m storm sewers.

staffis proposal contrasts sharply.. Staff has not proposed a requirement concerning planning
procedures or master plans, but a requirement to include specific numerical requirements in a
municipal ordinance or municipal permits. Staff has not proposed a requirement concerning
pollutants coming from municipal storm drains, but a requirement that would (purportedly) make
municipalities accountable for specific industrial, commercial and residential discharges to those
drains.    The Regional Board lacks authority to force municipalities to impose such
requirements. It also lacks authority to make munioipa,it~s liable under the Clean Water Act or
the State Water Code for discharges by other entities to its storm drains.

The Board should also be mindful that staff’s proposal would effectively impose important new
requirements on dischargers without an environmental review process, without an appropriate
rulemaking process and without consideration of the actual costs and benefits of the proposed
requirements for any specific project. Foregoing these disciplines has emboldened staff to
propose requirements that are far more stringent than those contained in the state’s own
general stormwater, permits, which are applicable to industrial facilities and construction
projects.

Staff’s proposal is also so specific that it violates the prohibition in State Water Code section
13360 against specifying the manner of compliance with a waste discharge requirement.

The Regional Board has authority over the County a_s a.dischar.qer of stormwater, but that is a
limited regulatory authority.. The Regional Board should be guided in the exercise of that
authority by 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(2), and should issue a revised municipal permit that
requires and allows the County to address post construction controls in its planning process and

~ If Ihe 8card has this authority, it comes with responsibilities, (Cf., 5~.~plemental Information report at
page .8, second bullet.) If acting directly, the Regional Board would coafronl its legal responsibilities to
su#potl findings with evidence, tO follow mandated procedures when iSSuing rules, to determine an~
consider a full rar~e of environmental impacts and allernatives and to provide due process when issuing
permils. The Board would also, to an attenuated degree, confront some basic i~olitical and regulatory
responsibilities (e.g.. to accept responsibility for the requirements [t mandated and to find the resources
and fortitude to eni~orce those requirements).

2
R0073032
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general plan. It should not attempt to dictate the shape of County regulatory programs with the
degree of specificity staff has proposed.

The case law discussed by staff does not establish that the Regional Board has authority to
require municipalities to conduct themselves as staff has proposed.

NRDC v. U.S. EPA (1992) 966 F.2d 1292, 1308 ("NRDC 11") was a challenge to an EPA
rulemakinq, There was no issue in that case of state authority to impose requirements on
municipalities as political and governmental entities. Moreover, the principal holding in that
case was that EPA was required to conform its regulations to the statute Congress had enacted.
Thus, EPA could not limit the scope of the statutory program, or defer statutory deadlines.
EPA’s decision no_..J to set specific minimum standards or numerical criteria in its regulations was
upheld, however.

Staff would use this case, which upheld and preserved flexibility, as a justification for staff
recommendations that would destroy municipalities’ land use planning and stormwater
management flexibility.

Nor does Defenders of Wildlite-v. Browner (1999) 191 F.3d 115£ provide the mandate for
SUSMI:>s and numeric sizing criteria that staff suggests. The question the court addressed in
depth in its opinion was whether the court could ~ to require municipal stormwater
dischargers to comply with state water quality standards, after EPA had chosen not to impose
that requireme_n_t The court refused to compel such requirements, finding that Congress drew a
clear distinction between mandatory requirements for industrial dischargers and for municipal
stormwater dischargers. "[’T]he statute unambiguously demonstrates that Consress did ~ot
require municipal storm-sewer dischargers to comply strictly with 33 U.S.C sac. 131 l(b)(1)(C)
[i.e., state water quality standards]." (Id. at 1165.) While the court also stated that EPA could
impose such requirements if it determined they were necessary (Id. at 1166), the holding in the
case and the thrust of the opinion was that permits which imposed cnly BMP requirements were
legally adequate.

Significantly, there was no discussion in this case of the scope of EPA or state authority to
dictate to municipalities the specific scope and terms of municipal stormwater reou[atory
programs. Absent a discussion of this issue, the case is not authority on the issue of ~hat the
Regional Board can compel the County to do. Staff, nevertheless, cite the case as a mandate
for their proposed intrusions on municipal .prerogatives.

2. Unfunded.Mand.aje.s

Article 13B, Sac. 6 of the California Constitution provides that no state agency may mandate a
new program or a higher level of service by a local government untess the state provides a
subvention of funds to reimburse that local government for the costs of’ such program or higher
level of service. The purpose of this provision is to prevent the state from forcing programs on
local government. (City of Richmond v. Commission on State Mandates (1998) 64 Cal.App.4th
1190.) A Regional Board decision to require municipalities to implement a new and specific
regulatory program, for the categories of sources identified in staff’s proposal, would clearly be a
state mandate, despite the arguable nexus to the Clean Water Act. (Hayes v. Commission on
State Mandate~ (1992) 11 CaI.App.4th 1564.)

Staffs proposed impositions upon the County are an unfur~ded mandate prohibited by the state
constitution, which the County will not accept.

3
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3. Other Requirements of Doubtful Le_qal;~

The County is also concerned that the Regional Board lacks authority to require the County to
impose other specific requirements proposed by staff.

First, the Regional Board lacks authority to require the County to regulate peak flow discharges
of stormwater to protect stream banks and prevent flooding, These are important goals but they
are not issues of stormwater pollution over which the Regional Board has jurisdiction, much less
authority that supersedes County authorlty. PUD No. 1 v. Washington Department of Ecology
(1994,) 511 U.S, 700, cited by staff, does not give the Regional Board this authority. Instead,
that case held that under section 401 of the Clean Water Act (not 402) the state could establish-
minimum flows (not maximum flows) when approving a dam (not a municipal stormwater
discharge) in order to protect formally established beneficial uses of the dammed stream.
Moreover, the case held that even in these circumstances state authority was circumscribed: it
could only impose requirements to ensure compliance with "applicable effluent limitations and
other appropriate state law requirements." No such nexus exists to support the flow limitation
requirement staff proposes to impose.

Second, the County believes the-f~egional Board lacks authority, at least on this record, to
require the County to require dischargers to identify an entity with perpetual responsibility for
BMP maintenance 8nd an assured source of funding. No authority is offered for this proposed
imposition, and the staff materials make no serious attempt to demonstrate the proposed
imposition is necessary to keep pollutants out of stormwater. This suggested requirement is
also presumptively unreasonable, given the low costs staff attributes to BMP mainter~ance, the
high COSt of entity formation and formal financial assurance mechanisms and the availability of
other means to ensure that BMPs are maintained. It is unlikely staff would be proposing this
requirement if they were the ones who would be required to explain it, impose it and enforce it in
the real world.

Third, the County believes the Regional Board lacks authority to limit the County’s discretion
concerning stormwater capture only to cases in which the Regional Board determines that such
capture is impracticable. If authority.and responsibility are linked, the County should have the
authority to manage and implement programs for which it is responsible. Staff’s suggestion
that the Regional Board retain a veto over flexibility and discretion in a program that staff
proposes be forced onto municipalities, is unacceptable to the County.

Finally, the County [is not aware of any Regional Board authority to require in lieu fees as
proposed by staff. Staff identifies no authority for this proposal.

4. Failure To Perform Proper CF_..Q. A A..n.a[y_si&

The County asserts that the Regional Board cannot take the actions proposed by staff because
no environmental review, has been conduct.ed to suppo~ such action as required by the
California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"). (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.) The
County anticipates that the proposed actions would cause significant environmental impacts,
some of which are noted below. Moving forward without even identifying those impacts would
be irresponsible.

4
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_a_._The Req_iona_! Board Will Be Asked To Approve a Proiect

CEQA requires that a public agency perform environmental review prior to determining wh~ther
or not to approve a project that may have significant impacts on the environmenL (Pub.
Resources Code, § 21080.) CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Rags., tit. 14, § 15000 et seq.) define
an approval as a decision that commits the public to a definite course of action on its project.
(Cal. Code Rags., tit. 14, § 153520 Staff states on page 3 of the Supplemental Information for
Public Workshop:

"At the conclusion of the Workshop, the SDRWQCB will vote to include, or not to
include, numeric sizing criteria in the upcoming municipal storm water permit."

tf the Regional Board votes to include numericsizing criteria in the upcoming municipal permit, it
will constitute an "approval" under CEQA and will trigger the requirement to have the necessary
environmental review to support the approval. No environmental review has been performed to
support this action.

_b.,_ The Regional Board Must Comply With CEOA

The reports prepared by staff make.no mention of CEQA or the need to satisfyits requirements
prior to taking the staff’s proposed action. The County can only speculate that staff has either
failed to recognize that CEQA compliance is required or is relying upon Water Code section
13389 (Regional Board not required to compty with CEQA when adopting waste discharge
requirements, except requirements for new sources, as defined by federal law). Such reliance
would be misplaced for two reasons. First, the actions being proposed by staff are not required
by federal law and, therefore, VVater Code section 13389 is not applicable to the proposed
actions. (Water Code, § 13372; Committee for a Progressive Gilroy v. State Water Resources
Control Bd. (1987) 192 Ca!.App.3d 847.) Second, even if federal law required the proposed
actions, the waste discharge requirements that would be proposed for adoption would be
requirements for new sources. Therefore, the Regional Board would be required by the specific
terms of Water Code section 13389, to comply with CEQA.

c. Public Policy De_mands That The Reuional Board Satisfy CEQA

Legal arguments aside, the Regional Board must not move forward with staff’s proposed actions
until staff has studied all of the environmental impacts that may be forthcoming,

Also, the Regional Board must complete the CEQA process prior to deciding to implement
numeric sizing criteria in order to assure that the co-permittees will be able to comply with the
requirements. The co-permit’tees will be required to comply with CEQA prior to imposing the
type of restrictions contemplated by staff. If the Regional Board has not completed the CEQA
process and considered all of the potential impacts of the proposed actions prior to their
adoption, the co-permit’tees are likely to find that CEQA demands some modifications of the
proposed actions that will be inconsistent with the Regional Board’s requirements. However,
once the Regional Board has completed the CEQA process and addressed the environmental
concerns, the co-permittees will be able to rely upon this documer~tation when they are forced to
implement the program.
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B..Implementation Issues

In addition to the legal and regulatory issues already cited, Regional Board staff have failed to
adequately consider the full range of potential issues and problems associated with
implementation of the proposed criteria.

_i_.._Costs

It is the County’s belief, without having had an opportunit7 to fully study this item, that the costs
presented by Board staff are inadequately explored and may be significantly underestimated.
Staff have cited a figure of 0.7% of total project cost as a typical high-end implementation cost.
However, it is unclear whether this analysis incorporates stormwater treatment costs, entit7
formation and financiat assurance mechanism costs, or all relevant maintenance costs.
Moreover, even if this figure is accurate for this scenario, it is misleading since it relies on the
assumption that the total project and land costs for a 5.51 acre, $8_5 mitlion warehouse project
will be typical of the projects that would be subject to the proposed criteria, Many urban projects
will present different ratios of project value, land value and stormwater capture costs. In
particular, the last minute inclusion by staff of two additional project categories ("loc~tions
adjacent to or discharging to an environmentally sensitive area" and "expose(:l parking lots >
,5,000 square feet or with > 25 Spaces")virtually assures that numerous smaller projects would
be subject to these requirements. These projects would likely bear p;oportionally greater costs.

To accurately assess the financial impacts of £MP installation and m~intenance, it is necessary
to carefully consider a wide range of factors. Sta~s analysis appears to have only partially
addressed such costs. These ~hould be fully expiored in a public forum prior to the

(.. "
consideration of numeric sizing criteria, even conceptual!y, by the Regional. Board,

2. Flexibility

Flexibility in the application of permit requirements is key to program success since the blanket
requirement of rigid performance criteria over broad and inflexible categories of development
could effectively prohibit development in many areas (e.g., sites where percolation is poor and
large areas are not available to infiltrate, filter, or treat runoff),. Additiona!!y, the retention of
water in open areas or catchment basins is likely to result in other problems, such as mosquito-
breeding or the creation of artificial wetlands, an issue of serious concern since it could result in
requirements to comply with additional environmental regulations. It is incumbent on Regional
Board staff to provide adequate flexibility in its permitting process to allow local municipalities to
avoid these and other potential problems.

The Supplemental Staff Report states that "[a] provision ~s included to allow affected parties to
develop their own sizing or performance criteria using a!ternatJve approaches" and that, "uDo.__...~n
aI3prova] by the .SDRWQC_R_," these would replace the interim proposed criteria. Yet no such
provision is contained in any of the materials provided. However, the report does go on to state
that if alternative criteria are not proposed ~ the interim criteria will become
permanent. This raises serious concerns about Board intrusion into local decision making, an
intrusion which would eliminate the flexibility needed by municipalities to implement effective
development planning programs. While staff are very careful to state that the issue before the
Board is not the consideration of specific numeric criteria, it is abundantly clear that upon
conceptua approve!, they intend to establish such criteria and [o relain complete control over
their application. It is of little comfort that they intend to do so in a public forum.
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3.. Effec_ti_v_e_ness and Cpst-Effectiveness

Ultimately, the practices implemented under this permit should enhance the co-permittees’
ability to meet existing discharge requirements and to improve the quality of local receiving
waters, It is currently unclear whether the proposed criteria would, accomplish this. Staff’s
proposal relies on the critical assumption that increased retention of stormwater flows will
reduce pollutant Ioadings, and therefore improve water quality. Yet, no dat~a substantiating
these assumptions are provided in either of the reports.

Staff assertion that this proposal would be "cost effective" is not supported by analysis. Staff
characterize their initial2 selection of the 85th percentile, 24-hour runoff event as *the point of
diminishing returns, i.e,, the BMP capacity beyond which, insignificant increase in pollutant
removal (and hence water quality protection) will occur, relative to the additional costs."
However, while this proposed criteri0n would likely ensure the capture of the majority of runoff, it
in no way establishes a relationship to pollutant reduction or, more importantly, to the
achievement of specific water quality objectives. It only states an assumption that such a
relationship exists. It is incumbent on Regional Board staff both to provide an effectiveness
analysis, which demonstrates such a nexus and to determine how changes in stormwater
capture requirements would affect both the costs of capture and the discharge of pollutants.

in conclusion, the County is extremely concerned about the lack of opportunity provided to
review these reports prior to the RWQCB’s March 8 Workshop. The March 2, 2000 release of
the RWQCB’s original Staff Report and subsequent March 6, 2000 release of the Supplemental
Report have allowed County staff four and two working days, respectively, to review and
respond to these documents, Additionally, this has occurred in a period during which Board
Staff were fully aware that nearly identical criteria proposed by the Los Angeles Regional Board
were under appeal.

We urge the Regional Board to reject staff’s current proposal to include numeric sizing criteria in
its revised municipal stormwater permit. The establishment of such criteria is most
appropriately left to local jurisdictions. Further, it is recommended that Board staff work
cooperatively with affected parties to determine an approach which allows municipalities to
retain an appropriate level of local control and does not unfairly burden the development
industry. Given the potential significance of the proposed requirements, any other approach
would be irresponsible and would I)t~ly be subject to appeal.

ROBERT R. C(4~PER                          "",4
Deputy Chief Administrative Officer

RRC/jp

-" This 85th percentile figure is misleading because staff subsequently a#~ly a safety factor of 2. The
effective percentile for this proposal is therefore substantially higher than 85.
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